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PREFACE

“other-worldliness”, emphasis came to be laid on the notion
of immanence, and values were looked for in this world and
its civilization, it was but natural that Christian thinkers should
urge the re-exploration of Christianity, and see in the Man of
Nazareth and the revelation of God which is to be found in Him
the message for the age. Moreover, it was in keeping with this
changed habit of thought that students of the early history of
Christian dogma should select, as their special field of enquiry,
the teaching of the Antiochene theologians, whose writings reveal
a lively interest in anthropology; and, as is well known, of recent
years much important work has been done on this subject.
Now, however, when there appears to be a general dissatisfac-
tion with a civilization which fails to bring with it the healing
of man and nation, the pendulum, it seems, is swinging away
from immanentism, and there are signs that the coming years
will see a demand, not for a religion which proclaims as its basic
conception that the Divine is to be found in the soul, but for one
which proclaims that God, a living and personal Being, while
immanent in creation, certainly transcends it, and that, since Ile
is not “wholly other”, but One to whom man can lift up his
whole being, knowing that no phase of human life lies com-
pletely outside of the divine life, it is in a relationship of mutual
love that man’s cravings for a more abundant life can be satisfied.
It seems likely, then, that in the future more attention will be
paid to the work of the Alexandrine theoiogians, who, while
affirming the immanence of God in the world and in man, start
from the thought of the loving-kindness of the God who
transcends the world, and set at the forefront of their teaching
the principal assertion of Christianity—namely, that, in order
that man, released from sin, might enjoy the fulness of life in
perfect communion with his Maker, God has Himself come down
and undergone human experiences in the Person of Jesus Christ.
But in this reaction against immanentism it is important that

IN the nineteenth century, when, in the reaction against
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what has been gained and proved worthy should be preserved—
both what we have learned, and are still learning, concerning the
immanence of God, and what concerning the historic Christ.
And the same holds good in respect of our knowledge of the
teaching of the Antiochene theologians. Indeed, if the con-
clusion which has been reached in this study is correct, it would
seem that, as we make use of ancient Christological thought in
our attempt to understand (so far as human limitations will
allow) the mystertum Christi, we cannot avoid turning to the
contribution made by the teachers of this school. For, though at
first sight the Antiochenes appear to establish their doctrine on
a dualistic conception of God and man, it seems clear that, as we
look beneath the surface and concentrate rather upon what they
were meaning to say than upon what, in thé heat of controversy,
they actually said, it is found that these, too, though from their
own point of view, were upholding, and seeking to explain, the
Christian affirmation that’IncoUs Xpiotés is @0l Yids and ZeoThp
—and, what is more, that in their teaching on the reality of the
Lord’s human consciousness they supply what is lacking in the
system of the Alexandrines, as these start from the same affirma-
tion. As is claimed in this work, if we are to see old things in a
new light, we must turn to our treasure, and out of it bring forth
together both these ancient Christologies, since the one without
the other cannot be deemed wholly satisfactory.

It remains for me to express my gratitude to the Regius
Professor of Divinity at Cambridge, the Rev. Canon C. E.
Raven, D.D., for his help and encouragement, and, for his
valuable advice and criticism, to the Dean of Clare College, the
Rev. W. Telfer, D.D., in what has been a lengthy course of study.
At the end of it I have the honour of being able to say that the
work has earned for me a doctorate in divinity at Cambridge.

I would also gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness to the
Church Historical Society and to the Managers of the Hort
Fund for their generosity in helping me with the publication
of this book; and, for their careful printing and proof-reading,
to the workmen and staff of the Cambridge University Press.

Finally, I would say that had I not enjoyed the privilege of
being Warden of the Foundation of St Augustine in Reading,
this work would not have been written; for it was the wish
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of the Foundress, the late Mrs Eleanor Barrett Palmer, that
St Augustine’s should provide leisure for the pursuit of theo-
logical studies. To her, therefore, and to the Trustees of the
Foundation, I owe no small debt.

R. V. SELLERS

Reading
8 May 1939
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INTRODUCTION

teaching of the Alexandrine and the Antiochene theo-

logians in the early history of Christian dogma with a view
to showing that, in reality, they were both contending for the
same fundamental truths, and that, in consequence, the conflict
which raged between these two ancient schools of thought, and
had as its outcome the break-up of the school of Antioch, is to
be regarded as one of the major tragedies in the history of the
Early Church.

We shall first consider the Alexandrine Christology. Its early
exponents, Greeks, living in a Greek world, may betray signs of
the influence of the thought and religion of Hellenism, but it
seems clear that their Christological teaching, even if, in some
of its aspects, it must be deemed unsatisfactory, has at its root
ideas which are essentially Christian. Their successors in this
Greek doctrinal tradition carry forward and develop the same
basic Christological principles, only now these appear against a
background which is, apparently, more in keeping with Christian
fundamentals. These Christological principles are, first, that
Jesus Christ is one Person, God Himself, who has become man
for man’s salvation, and, second, that in Him are the two ele-
ments of Godhead and manhood, these remaining real in their
union in this one Person; as they are seen from the point of view
of what they are meant to deny, the one may be called the anti-
Nestorian, the other the anti-Eutychian principle. It is upon the
first of these principles that the Alexandrines, in their determina-
tion to resist the Nestorian doctrine, lay particular stress; the
second lies at the root of their teaching, but, as we shall try to
show, while they hold that the Lord’s manhood is real, and that
it possesses the faculty of self-determination, they fail to develop
what they accept as a principle.

The Antiochenes approach the Christological problem from
a different standpoint, for if the Alexandrines can be called
Christian Platonists, these, brought up in what is known as the
Syrian doctrinal tradition, can be called Christian Aristotelians.

THE purpose of this study is to examine the Christological
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Yet, as we would show, these, too, building on the same Chris-
tian fundamentals, uphold the same two Christological prin-
ciples. The difference between these theologians and those of the
school of Alexandria would appear to lie in this: that while main-
taining the first of these principles (though, if attention is paid
merely to some of their terms, it may seem that a very different
verdict is called for), the Antiochenes, intent on rejecting the
error of Eutychianism, lay emphasis on the second, and, what is
more, as it seems, succeed where their opponents fail, in that
these make use of the doctrine of the reality of the Lord’s man-
hood to the full extent, and do not hesitate to apply the principle
of its individuality.

So we would conclude that the Council of Ephesus (431), in-
stead of marking the beginnings of a process which ended in the
disruption of the Syrian school of theology, might have stood as
the place where two ways met—and that to the benefit of the
Christian Church. Perhaps in these modern days, when thought
is such that the doctrine of the Antiochenes has a special appeal,
we can carry forward their work—only, it would seem, we should
be prepared to make use of the contribution of the Alexandrine
teachers as well as that of the teachers of the school of Antioch,
since, the two contributions being complementary, both are
necessary in the interest of sound Christological thought.

CHAPTERI
ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

I Tug TEACHING OF ATHANASIUS AND HIS
PREDECESSORS

theologyin the history of the Early Church finds its highest

expression before the Council of Chalcedon (451) in the
teaching of Cyril, who came to be venerated as the defender of
orthodoxy against the peril of Nestorianism. But the faith which
this theologian proclaimed was not his own creation. Central
to the Alexandrine Christological tradition are both the great
Athanasius and Apollinarius of Laodicea, whose doctrine (apart,
that is, from the particular error of the latter) Cyril carried for-
ward. But the principles upheld by Athanasius had been upheld
before him by earlier Greek teachers, and in particular by Origen.
So it is that, if we are to appreciate the development of the
Alexandrine doctrine concerning the Person of Jesus Christ, we
must first consider the teaching of Athanasius as it is seen in the
light of that of his predecessors.

Now behind any given Christology there must needs lie cer-
tain ideas concerning God and man and the relations between
them. Itfollows, then,that we cannot fully understand the Chris-
tological teaching of the Alexandrine theologians without first
enquiring into their root ideas. Besides, an enquiry of this sort is
necessary in view of the important consideration that if these ideas
are not essentially Christian, it cannot but be that the doctrinal
structure which is founded upon them is, correspondingly, faulty.
So we begin with an investigation of the doctrine of God as this
was expounded by Athanasius and those who had gone before.

Perhaps it will be well if, by way of introduction to our sub-
Ject, we try to realize the difficulties that confronted the early
exponents of Christianity as these set out to explain their faith
to their neighbours. The Greeks had entered into the heritage
!)equeathed to them by Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics, and, as
In Neo-Platonism, were now seeking to effect a closer fusion of

SAC I

THE Christological thought of the Alexandrine school of



2 ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

traditional philosophical ideas with that essentially religious idea
which is to be found at the heart of the Hellenic genius, namely,
that blessedness is to be found as the human soul, liberated from
all earthly bonds, mounts higher and higher in its contemplation
of the Divine. So God was looked upon as the One, utterly tran-
scendent and unknowable, the Father, the God, who, as Plato
had said, stands “beyond knowledge and being”.! But the
Christian conception of God—a conception which has its roots
in Hebraic Theism—is radically different from this. Christianity
proclaims, not that God is the One who, highly exalted and en-
shrouded in mystery, is banished from the world, but that He is
the all-holyand all-loving Creator, who, yearning that man, made
in His image, should enjoy perfect communion with Him, and
rule his life in accordance with the divine will, again and again
intervenes in history—‘“rising up early and sending”—as He
works out His good purpose for His creation. Clearly, then, the
task facing early Christian teachers was no light one. How were
they to present their message to a world long accustomed to
vastly different ideas? Can we blame them if they set out to dis-
cover what common ground there was between the Greek and
the Christian, and, having discovered such common ground, at
once made use of it? Indeed, it must be admitted that such
perspicacity is greatly to their credit. Or, can we blame them if,
when speaking of God, they adopt terms and phrases which have
no ethical significance but are bound up with the Greek philo-
sophical conception of the Divine? After all, they must have felt
that it was only in this way that they could be sure of gaining a
hearing.2 But this is far from saying that they were themselves

1 Rep. vi. 509.

2 [t may seem that Justin Martyr, for instance, anxious to commend the
Gospel to his Greek neighbours as the only safe and profitable philosophy
(Dial. 8), thinks of God as the nameless, far-distant Being whom men cannot
discover, but it is evident that basic to his teaching is the Christian truth that
God is Father and Creator, the Lord and Master of all, who of His goodness
has created man, in order that, in his obedience to the divine commandments,
he might reign with Him (4pol. i. 8, 10; ii. 7; Dial. 7), and who, beholding
him now subject to the powers of evil, has intervened, and Himself sent His
Logos as man among men in order to effect his deliverance (Apol. i. 28, 63;
ii. 6). Similarly Athenagoras, answering the charge of ‘“Atheism?”, pleads
that the Christians “acknowledge one God, uncreated, eternal, invisible,
impassible, incomprehensible, illimitable, who is apprehended by the under-
standing only and the reason, who is encompassed by light and beauty and
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taken captive by the very thought which they were attempting to
overcome. As seems clear, they never surrender the funda-
mentals of their faith; at its core, their doctrine does not vary:
the God of the Christians, they proclaim, is an ethical God.
And, especially at Alexandria, might we have expected Chris-
tian teachers to have been so strongly influenced by the spell of
Hellas that in their hands the gospel came to be deprived of its
essential character. For at this centre of Greek culture, with its
Library and Museum, Eastern thought in its manifold forms was
being mingled with the philosophy of Greece. Here Philo,
making use of Hellenic conceptions, had sought to present
Judaism as a religious philosophy; here the leading Gnostics,
Basilides and Valentinus, had flourished. It was here, too, that
the first of the Neo-Platonists, Plotinus (204-270), had studied
under the renowned Ammonius before he settled at Rome. The
tradition of learning for which Alexandria was famed was con-
tinued among the Christians, who set up their catechetical
school—a school which was to give to Christendom teachers who
could make their valuable contribution to Christian theology.
But, even if the earliest and most influential heads of the school
of Alexandria, Clement (1 before 215) and Origen (185-254),
were Greeks by birth and outlook, they were never unmindful
of their Christian calling. They were Christians living in an
atmosphere of Greek thought—but Christians they remained.
Clement, intent upon attracting the educated Greeks to the
Christian message, lays all stress on the thought that the supreme
glft 'which Christianity has to offer to men is knowledge of the
Divine, and makes use of their language. God, he says, is “above
all speech, all conception, and all thought, being inexpressible
even by His own power”’; He is ‘‘ranked as the All on account
of His greatness’’; He is ‘“the One, indivisible, without dimen-
sions and limit, without form and name”.?! Certainly, such
fipirit and power ineffable” (Suppl. 10). But, as is clear, this Apologist, too,
oes not consider that God is removed from the world; rather, for him, is He
the world’s Creator and Framer, who moulds it according to His will, 3ust as
thflt potter moulds the clay (ibid. 8, 9, 15).
Strom. v, 10, 12; vii. 1. It may be noted that Plato’s words, “ It is a hard
;g?k to find the Father and Maker of this universe, and when you have found
Im, it is impossible to declare Him to all”’ (Timaeus, 28 c), are quoted three

;limes by Clement, and that with manifest approval: “Well done, Plato; thou
ast touched on the truth ” (Protrept.vi (ed. Dindorf, i.p.74); Strom.v. 12, 14).

I-2



4 ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

expressions, viewed by themselves, are not consistent with the
cardinal truth of the gospel that God can, and does, reveal Him-
self, but, while owing a big debt to Greek philosophy, Clement
is a Christian. Fundamental to his doctrine is the conception that
God is the Creator who loves all the things which He has made,
who, a God of purpose, gave to the world as its instructors the
Law of Moses and the philosophy of the Greeks, and who, to
complete this process of education, has in these last days sent
“Him from whom all instruction comes”’, the Logos made man,
that through Him man might possess that perfect knowledge,
the attainment of which spells his salvation.!

It is reasonable to conclude that the same ethical conception
of God is to be found behind the theology of him who, an out-
standing mind in his own and succeeding generations, was the
first to offer to the Church a summa theologiae, and in it, greatly
daring, to face, and to give an answer to, doctrinal problems, the
importance of which had yet to be realized. Origen, indebted
to Plato and Philo, the Alexandrian Jew, drew up a system which
may well have appeared to thoughtful Greeks as simply another
product of Hellenic erudition, and it is easy to understand why
Porphyry, the disciple of Plotinus, should say of this great
thinker that while his life was that of a Christian, his opinions
concerning the Deity were those of the Greek.? He affirms
that God is “incorporeal, a simple intellectual nature”, incom-
prehensible, impassible, and uncircumscribed; he adopts the
Pythagorean “Monad”—nay, not satisfied with this, he would
establish a new term ‘Evés.® Again, he speaks of God as Mind
and Ousia; indeed, he goes farther and declares that He is
“Mind, or something transcending Mind and Ousia”.* Clearly,
it is possible to argue that Origen pushes the idea of divine
transcendence to its farthest limit.?

But his doctrine has another, and, as it seems, a more funda-
mental aspect. The foundation of his system, he explicitly states,
lies in the revelation given in Scripture and the truth of the
apostolic tradition; nay, as he himself confesses, it is in order to

1 Paed. i. 8; Protrept. xi. ? Eusebius, H.E. vi. 19.

3 De Princ. 1. i. 5, 6; ¢. Celsum, vi. 64. 4 C. Celsum, vii. 38.

5 See, for instance, the view taken by De Faye, Origéne, sa Vie, son (Euvre,
sa Pensée, iii. pp. 27 fI.
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express these fundamentals that he makes use of sound philo-
sophical teaching.! So, building upon this foundation, he can
establish the thought which is central to his system—the thought,
that is, of God’s creative activity. With his view of an eternal act
or process of creation we are not here concerned. What should
be noticed is that for him this activity proceeds not from “God”’
regarded as a metaphysical abstraction, but from a self-conscious
Being whose very essence, as it is made known to man, is good-
ness, and who, just because He is what He is, must reveal Him-
self,? this divine self-revelation being seen first and foremost in
the Incarnation itself.?

At the same time, it cannot be denied that with Origen the
historical—and the Christian faith is, of course, bound up with
history—recedes into the background: as a Platonist, he is con-
cerned rather with the eternal, the only true reality, than with
the temporal which is but the shadow of that reality—a charac-
teristic which, as we shall see, is reflected in his Christology.
Moreover, it is not unlikely that those who succeeded him as
heads of the catechetical school—notably, Theognostus? and
Pic?'rius (whom Jerome calls “Origen Junior’ ®)—had the same
point of view. But, if we take as our criterion the letter of
Hyrpenaeus and the five other bishops® who assembled at
Antioch (c.. 2'68) to pass judgment on the teaching of Paul of
Sa_n?osa’_ca, it is clear that the thought of the intervention of the
Divine in the temporal was given first place by churchmen who
thgmselvgs looked upon Origen as their master. These may use
phllosoph}c?.l terms when speaking of God and say that He is
one, unoriginate, unseen, unchanging, incomprehensible to man
except in so far as He is made known through the Son, but it
does not appear justifiable to conclude from this that theirs is the
Deus philosophorum. For, upholding against the Samosatene the

; g)e'dPrim., Praef. 4-10.
td. 1. ii. 13. But, as his argument against Marcion shows, Ori
. i : rigen hold:
tha3t é}od 1s Just as well as good (ibid. 11. v. 3). ' ¢ olds
N Bee esp. the important chapter on the Incarnation in de Princ. 11, vi.
o b u[tI it should be nz?ted that, according to Photius (Cod. cvi), Theognostus
the ]f Yypotyposes deh]_)e'r'ately repudiates the notion that an incarnation of
teach'ogo? 18 an impossibility. It may be argued, then, that at the root of his
A Dlng is the conception that God is an ethical God.
e Vir. Hllustr. 76.

6 :
The text is to be found in Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, pp. 324 ff.



6 ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

doctrine of the individual being of the Logos, they proceed to
show how ‘‘the begotten Son, the Only-begotten, and God”’,who
was “always with the Father fulfilling the paternal will towards
all creation”, was God’s instrument in creation, in the revela-
tion to the Patriarchs, and in the giving of the Law, and how He
was sent from heaven by the Father, and became incarnate, and
was made man. Surely, behind such statements we can trace the
presence of the conception of an ethical God who has a purpose
for mankind, and works for its fulfilment.!

We are now in a position to consider Athanasius’ doctrine of
God. As is often said, his is an interest which is not philo-
sophical, but religious: he is rather the great religious reformer
than the systematic theologian. In this respect he differs from
his distinguished predecessors at Alexandria. For the ethical
idea of God, which had at times, as it seems, been seriously over-
shadowed by the Greek idea of Him, is now crystal clear. From
first to last Athanasius focuses attention upon the supreme truth
expressed in the opening words of the Benedictus: ‘Blessed be
the Lord God of Tsrael; for He hath visited and redeemed His
people”’; for central to his teaching is the Christian fundamental
that God Himself has intervened in history in order to effect
man’s redemption. His view of God, then, is not that in His
transcendence He is utterly removed from the world of finite
beings, but that He is the living and personal Creator who Him-
self draws nigh to His creation, as, of His goodness, He desires
that man shall draw nigh to him. This is not to say that Atha-
nasius does not use the terms and expressions of the Greek
philosophical schools—he certainly does; but, as we say, he is
dominated by an interest which is altogether religious. Thus he
uses the term “ousia”, the word that philosophers used in their
class-rooms, but, it should be observed, he uses it in its simple
meaning of “‘being”’: “ When we hear ‘I amthat Tam’,” he says,
«we understand the ousia of Him that is.”? Again, he may adopt
Plato’s words—words which, of course, sum up the thought of

1 Cf. in this connection the Praeparatio and the Demonstratio Evangelica of

* Eusebius of Caesarea, who stands in the Origenistic tradition. In these works
the theme “ God in history’ is uppermost.

2 De Synod. 35. It is noteworthy that we find no trace in the writings of
Athanasius of the question which had disturbed Origen: Is God above ousia
in dignity and power. or is He Himself ousia? See c. Celsum, vi. 64.
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the Neo-Platonists concerning the super-essential One—that
God is “beyond all being”,! but, as Robertson points out,? it is
significant that he inserts the word “created”, saying that God
is “beyond all created being”’; and, as is seen when one refers to
the passages in the contra Gentes?® in which the expression occurs,
uppermost here is the thought of God’s “nearness’’ to man.
Moreover, he adopts the celebrated saying in the Timaeus to
suit his purpose: God is “‘good”, or rather He is ““essentially
the source of goodness”, who grudges existence to none, but
desires all to exist as objects of His loving-kindness—a loving-
kindness which, he goes on to show, is seen in the presence of
His Logos in creation and (here bringing out the truth which
ever separates the message of the Gospel from the ideas of Neo-
Platonism?) in the coming of that Logos in a human body for
our salvation.®
Again, one side of their Logos-doctrine plainly illustrates that
the earlier Alexandrine teachers would uphold the Christian
conception of God. For if the Christian fundamental that in
Jesus Christ God Himself has come down as man among men is
to be maintained, it must be asserted that the Logos who became
man is co-eternal with the Father—and this is what they do
assert. At the same time, as it has been put, ‘“the doctrine of the
gsag(;l;p%z?iti I??tsvzaoss ()i;crsl”i?};ortance for theology, harboured
] . .8 "In confessing the Godhead of Jesus
Christ, theologians were at once brought face to face with the
problem as to how they were to express the distinction between
the Father anfi the Son, and at the same time to preserve the
from ancient Torel. The Sabellians bad ther answer, but i
meant the denial of the Son’: lz?ss 31 iste 3nSW;I', e e
which came from the other side %c)he ;I?sivéxcl)sftgnce. 'he foniom,
, ubordinationism,
‘I‘er. vi. 509.
g;\tclzlgnn;iuzs’ ’;;Si’xl41c\>f.icene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Proleg. p. Ixxii.
- the celebrated st i 1 ii. g:
:1?:1%‘ (?E:te}f télat the Log:tseﬁearllf tohfa?il;gslzsitci'n(ff) gfg ei‘;ilfﬁ;’ov;;le.n?x.lgt}:o?dr: 21;_
Logos becameo;;ése}ll, :1;1; clil\l)v exi;) Neo-Platon},c writing was it said that “tl'}e
own Son. bt del d d amongst us”, or that “God spared not his
5 See c. Gen?e?,/e:i anlcrin z}leplfssa;ls “ Athanasius h i
Timaeus, 29E. § So G. L. Prest.ig::e’, God in jizjris:izeTriZazzg ;.Siz(g).f

W o e
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8 ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

was unsatisfactory because it always carried with it the sugges-
tion that God is the transcendent, self-sufficient, and distinct
Being, and that there must needs be a mediator, a “second
God”, between Him and the world, if the world is to be ac-
counted for. As is well known, the principle of the Son’s sub-
ordination to the Father is to be found side by side with that of
His co-eternity with the Father in Clement and Origen. Neither
is there any need for us to enlarge on the subject that it was

Origen’s teaching on the subordination of the Son, at the ex- -
. pense of that on His eternal generation, which was developed by

his followers, as these were intent upon resisting the Sabellian
doctrine, and that this teaching, being carried even farther by
the Lucianists, had its outcome in the Arian scheme of logical
deductions—itself a witness to what could be built on the foun-
dation of Subordinationism, once the doctrine that the nature
of the Son is the same as that of the Father had been cast aside.

But, now that Arianism was in the field, Athanasius sees full
well that it is no longer possible for Christian teachers to hold
together the two contradictory principles of the complete
divinity of the Son and His inferiority to the Father; now, as he
realizes, if the fundamental Christian conviction that it is God
Himself, and not a second and inferior God, Himself a creature,
who has made the world and redeemed mankind is to be upheld,
it must—and that with all boldness—be asserted that the being
of the Son is identical with that of the Father. Let the Scriptures
be set up as a light upon its candlestick, he declares, and it will
be understood that it must be confessed that the Logos, the very
Son of the Father, is no creature or work, but an offspring
(yévwnuo) proper to the Father’s ousia—and, therefore, very
God, and “homoousios”’ with the Father.! Whatheteaches, then,
is that whatever the Father is such is the Son—that, as he has it,
“the fulness of the Father’s Godhead is the being of the Son,
and the Son is whole God”,2 the Godhead of the Father and the
Son being one.? Moreover, he insists that there is all the dif-
ference in the world between “begetting”” and “creating”. The
Son is not a creature, but the offspring proper to the Father, as

1 C. Arian. i. 9e
2 1o mhpwua THs Tol TlaTpds BeoTrTos €0t & elvan ToU YioU, kel Shos feds tomv &

Yiés (sbid. iii. 6). 3 Ibid. iii. 11.
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are rays of light to the sun: the rays are of the sun, but they
are inseparable from it. So also, he goes on, is the Son of the

" Father’s ousia, while the ousia, the Godhead, is indivisible;

"He is other as offspring, but the same as God, He and the Father

. being one “‘in the identity of the one Godhead”.!

It is, then, through this Logos who is “Whole God” that,

- Athanasius insists, God has created the world. To say—as, in

-

effect, the Lucianists had said—that God made the Son alone
and then committed the rest to Him because He did not deign
to make them Himself is, he exclaims, to say what creation itself
will condemn as unworthy of God. There is no pride in God: as
the Lord Himself has told us, this teacher affirms, God exercises
His Providence even down to things so small as a hair of the
head, a sparrow, and the grass of the field—therefore it cannot
be unworthy of Him, through a Logos who is proper to Him and
no creature, to make all things.2 Thus is rejected the idea of an
utterly transcendent and self-sufficient Being: God is indeed a
transcendent Being, but His transcendence is not such that He is
removed from His creation. In fact, this latter point is upheld
again and again by Athanasius when he speaks of the function
of the Logos. “It pleased God”, he says, * that His own wisdom
should condescend to the creatures so as to introduce an impress
and semblance on all in common and on each, that what was
made might be manifestly wise works and worthy of God”’;? so
does God, “because He is good, guide and settle the whole
creation by His own Logos who is Himself God, . . . that creation
may have light and abide alway securely”—for “‘it would have
come to nothingness but for the maintenance of it by the Logos .4
According to Athanasius, then, it is no medium, inferior to the
Supreme, but God Himself who, through a Logos who is proper
to Him, creates the world, and who, while transcendent, is also,
through this same Logos, immanent in creation: not only

1 Ibid. iii. 4 (cf. de Decret. 12).

2 Ibid. ii. 24 f. Eusebius of Nicomedia, Arius, and Asterius the Sophist
had declared in writing that “ God, willing to create originate nature, when
He saw that it could not endure the untempered hand of the Father”, creates
the Logos “that, through Him as a medium, all things might therel,lpon be
brought to be”.

8 Ibid. ii. 78.

4. C. Gentes, 41; see also, on the “marvellous and truly divine harmony”
which the Logos produces in the cosmos, bid. 42.

——— S
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“through Him” but also “in Him” all things consist. The

" cosmic relations of the Logos are still maintained, but no longer
is the distinction between Him and the Father expressed in
terms of creation; rather, the distinction is now lifted to its
highest plane, and set within the divine ousia itself.

But the great Alexandrine is much more interested in the
problem of redemption than in that of creation: for him, the
chief function of the Logos is to become man in order to restore a
fallen humanity. Clement and Origen had emphasized His
function as the Revealer of the Divine: as the Power, the Wisdom,
the Knowledge, and the Truth of the Father, the former de-
clares, the Logos has ever been the Instructor in the divine
mysteries,? and, to give men the fulness of light, has in these last
days Himself become flesh; and Origen, while teaching that the
Logos became man in order to take away sin, and that the re-
demption which He has wrought is visible to all, holds that for
the more advanced Christ is the divine Teacher, whom these
appreciate rather as Wisdom than as Redeemer.® But Athanasius,
whose, as we have said, is not a philosophical but a supremely
religious interest, proclaims that the Logos made man is essen-
tially man’s Redeemer, redeeming him from his present sinful
state—and, he insists, no depotentiated God, no creature, but
only One who is very God could bring about the required re-
storation. He argues in this way: If the Logos who became God
had been a creature, man would have remained what he was, not
joined to God, for succour could not have come from like to
like when one as well as the other needed it; a creature could not
have undone God’s sentence against man and remitted sin,
for it is God alone who, as the prophet Micah says, *“ pardoneth
iniquity and passeth by transgression”; therefore, what was
necessary has indeed taken place—the Lord, the Son, who is the
proper Logos and image of the Father’s essence, even He who
at the beginning sentenced man to death on account of sin, has

1 Cf. de Incarn. 8, where Athanasius makes the point that the Logos visited
the earth in which He was yet always present: “ The Logos. ..came to our
realm, though He was not far from us before [oiT ye pakpdw Qv TpodTEpOV].
For no part of creation is left void of Him: He has filled all things everywhere,
while remaining present with His own Father.”

2 Strom. vii. 2; 1v. 25; vi. 8.

3 See below, pp. 26 f.
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Himself become man, and made him free.! Clearly, behind all
this we mark both the presence of the thought of an ethical God
who, of His goodness, Himself intervenes in man’s history for
man’s everlasting good, and, at the same time, the direct rejec-
tion of the conception that God is the Supreme who, far above
the world, cannot thus “stoop down” in a desire to redeem it.

From Athanasius’ conception of God, let us turn to his con-
ception of man, once again viewing his teaching in the light of
that of his predecessors. Here especially dowe perceivea distinct
difference between his outlook and theirs.

The Christian doctrine of man is that he is a reasonable being,
endowed with freedom of choice, who, made in the image of
God, is capable of communion with Him, it being his chief
end “to glorify God and to enjoy Him for ever”. But it is also
an essential part of this doctrine that man is sinful and guilty,
and so stands in need of redemption—and that a redemption
which must come from without, from God Himself, if man is
to attain the end for which he was created.

Now there can be no doubt that the earlier Alexandrines up-
held the former of these two ideas: theirs is the fundamental
truth that man is so constituted that it is possible for him to be
a partaker of the divine nature. Man, they teach, is a rational
creature and the image of the Logos, who is Himself the Father’s
image?*—so can he enter into fellowship with the Divine. ‘““‘Man,”
says Clement, ‘‘alone of all the other living creatures, was in his
creation endowed with an understanding of God”;® he is “a
God-loving being”,* “a heavenly plant born for the contempla-

. e . C
tion of heaven”’; he is ““ constituted by nature for fellowship with -

the Divine”.?
The same thought lies at the root of Origen’s doctrine of
man’s origin and destiny ®—a doctrine which is part of that larger

1 C. Arian. ii. 67.

2 See esp. Clement, Strom. v. 14, and Origen, Comm. in Johan. ii. 2 (ed.

Brooke, i. p. 59).
3 Strom. vii. 2.
5 Protrept. X.
¢ Cf. Origen’s explicit statement on the kinship between God and man
which is to be found at the beginning of his de Princ. (1. i. 7): “The mind
bears a certain relationship to God, of whom the mind itself is an intellectual
image, and by means of this it may come to knowledge of the nature of the
Divine, especially if it be purified and separated from bodily matter.”

4 Paed. ii. 8.
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piece of speculation of his whereby he would account for the
diversities of the present order. All spirits, he holds, were
created ab aeterno, and endowed with freedom of choice—free-
dom being the chief characteristic of the whole spiritual creation.
But, in exercising this freedom, all, save one, fell, with the conse-
quence that God was no more “all in all”. Therefore, in His
just judgment, God arranged according to a regular plan each
“in proportion to the desert of his declension and dejection”,!
some spirits becoming the angels, others the heavenly bodies,
others the souls of men, and others the opposing powers.?2 For
human souls the world, created of such quality and capacity as
to be able to contain them, became a training-ground, in order
that, while being free, they might through God’s grace win back
what had been lost, and, through gradual advance, arrive at that
perfect likeness to God which has been reserved for the con-
summation;? for this likeness is possible since the soul was
made in the divine image.# So Origen can teach that man, as
he exercises his diligence in the imitation of God, can receive
““the whole band of virtues innate in the divine essence”;® “the
possibility of attaining to perfection being his at the beginning
through the dignity of the divine image”, he can reach the end,
the perfect realization of the divine likeness, when, every cloud
of wickedness having been swept away, ‘‘all which any rational
understanding feels or understands or thinks is wholly God”,
and God Himself is “all in all”.®

But further enquiry into the thought of these teachers reveals
that the Greek religious spirit has here left its distinct mark.
For them it is the escape of the soul from this earthly prison-
house to its true home in the super-sensible world that is the
matter of primary importance. ‘“Apathy” and “gnosis” occupy
a place at the forefront of their teaching on man and his destiny
—let 2 man shut himself off from troubles without and storms of

De Princ. 1. vi. 3, I.

Ibid. 1. vi. 2; L. viil. 1, 2, 4; 1L Viii. 3; 11. i. 1 fl.; Praef. 8.

Ibid. 111 v. 4; 1L vi. 1, 2, 3; 1. Vi.

Ibid. 1t vi. 1; ¢. Celsum, vi. 63. Cf. in this connection Origen’s state-

ment that if, through neglect, the human mind falls away, it possesses in

itself the seeds of restoration and renewal, since the ‘‘inner”’, or “‘rational”,

man is renewed after the image of the God who created him (de Princ. 1v. 1. 36).
5 De Princ. 1v. 1. 37. § Ibid. 111. vi. 1, 3.

1
2
3
4
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passion within," and, as, God helping him,? he contemplates the
Divine, his soul will mount ever upward till, in his perfect
knowledge, he attains likeness to God. Faith, they say, is
essential, but only as the first step which a man must take to-
wards understanding the divine mysteries—it is ““gnosis’’ which
effects the soul’s transformation to the better.® The salvation
which these teachers proclaim, then, consists rather in the illumi-
nation of theindividual than in the restoration of thewhole human
race as it labours under the burden of sin. Sin theyare inclined
to regard rather from an intellectual than from a moral point of
view, and it is significant that Clement can treat of the state of
“apathy” as a possibility which the reasonable man tries to
achieve, without taking into real account the frailty of human
nature. According to Clement, man’s outlook is perverted
through ignorance of the true Reason—but one can rise above
such a state as, passions quelled, one devotes oneself to the con-
templation of the splendour of the Divine which has been mani-
fested in Jesus Christ;* and, even if Origen includes in his
system a doctrine of its universality,® it is evident that for him

1 According to Clement, the ideal is to be “deified into apathy” (Strom.
iv. 22); indeed, in this passage he says that, if it were possible to distinguish
between salvation and knowledge, the true Gnostic would choose the latter,
since the former carries with it an element of desire. For an illustration of
Origen’s insistence on “apathy”, see Gregory Thaumaturgus, Panegyric on
Origen,xi. Cf. also the quotation from de Princ. 1. 1. 7 set out above, p. 11 n. 6.

2 It is noteworthy that while both teachers follow the Stoic tradition in
laying stress on the autonomy of the human will, they recognize that divine
grace is necessary at every stage of man’s development: “ God wills us to be
saved by means of ourselves” says Clement—but he also prays the Spirit of
Christ to bring him to his Jerusalem (Strom. vi. 12; iv. 26); and, while the
principle of human freedom has a central place in his teaching on created
spirits, Origen readily declares that “the human will of itself is weak to
accomplish any good, since it is by divine help that it is brought to perfection
in everything (de Princ. 111. ii. 2). Cf. also the following statement: “From
which (i.e. from Ps. xxvii. 1—3, which Origen has just quoted) I infer that a
man perhaps would never be able of himself to vanquish an opposing power,
unless he had the benefit of divine assistance” (¢bid. 1L ii. 3).

3 Cf. Strom. vii. 10. But neither Clement nor Origen makes any severe
distinction between those who are still in the stage of faith, and those who are
ascending to the eternal power of God. All can philosophize, says the former,
even children of tender years; and it is one of Origen’s main assertions that
the Logos comes to enlarge the knowledge of every man according to his
capacity, God accepting * the faith of the meanest as well as the more refined
and intelligent piety of the learned” (¢. Celsum, vi. 2; vii. 46).

4 Paed. i. 13; Strom. ii. 15. Cf. Paed. i. 2.

5 See esp. c. Celsum, iii. 61-6; vii. 50.
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sin is at bottom that which is “unreal” and “non-exi§tent”,
since, as he teaches, good will in the end triumph over evil, and,
the antagonism having been removed, all spirits will at the l.aSt
return to God.! Moreover—as is in keeping with this conception
of man and man’s salvation—it is the thought that Christ 1s
Tlluminator, and that His is the pattern-life, rather than the more
fundamental thought that He is the Healer of a fallen humanity,
on which, as we shall see,? these teachers lay parti_cular em-
phasis. So it is reasonable to conclude that while their founda-
tions are of Christian origin, their edifice in its completed form
contains material drawn from a different source. For have we
not here clear traces of the influence of the religious ideal of the
Greek—for whom, as he sets out to ‘‘know himself”’, the self—
sufficiency of the sage is the ideal manner of life, and who, his
outlook dominated by the spirit of optimism, is bound to regard
as unnecessary, if not as repugnant, those ideas of a fallen race
and of the need for redemption and atonement which have their
place at the very heart of the Christian message? o
But no such evidence of the influence of the Greek spirit 1s to
be found in Athanasius. He is at one with his predecessors 1n
upholding the truth that man is a rational b.eing, who, made 1n
the image of the Logos, is capable of knowing God.? Thus, he
can say, all things were created in the Logos, and “ everyone_who
directs his thoughts to the Lord. . .will go forward 'to'the b’x;lght—
ness in the light of truth”’;* “His impress [tumos] isinus”, apd
it has been brought into being “that the world might recognize
its own Creator, the Logos, and through Him the Father”’;® God
““did not barely create men as He did all the irrationa.I creatures
on the earth, but made them after His own image, giving th'ern
a portion even of the power of His own Logos, so tha_t, having
as it were a kind of reflexion of the Logos, and being ma.de
rational, they might be able to abide ever in blessedness, and live

1 See the argument in Comm. in Johan. ii. 7 (ed. Brooke, 1. pp. 74 f.).

2 See below, pp. 19, 26f. )

3 Thus Athar?;sius9 can say: “As of the Son of God, considered as the
Logos, our Logos is an image, so of the same Son co.n51de§'ed as W1sdorr} is
the wisdom which is implanted in us an image; in which wisdom we, having
the power of knowledge and thought, become reclplents:)f the All-framing
Wisdom; and through It we are able to know Its Father (c. Arian. ii. 78).

4 De Decret. 17.

5 C. Arian. ii. 78.
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the true life”.! Now, however, all insistence is laid on those
fundamentally Hebraic ideas concerning man to which special
attention had been paid by the representatives of the Asiatic
school of theology.? Thus making use of the doctrine of Metho-
dius of Olympus, of Irenaeus, and of Melito of Sardis, and em-
ploying their categories, Athanasius takes as his starting-point
the conception that man is a fallen creature. Man’s first parent,
he declares, had an inward grasp of knowledge as to the Father,
since, besides being made in the image of the Logos, he pos-
sessed the gift of the Holy Spirit. But, he goes on, Adam fell,
with the consequence that this gift was taken away, and man was
disinherited.® So, having “altered”, did man cease to be ““in
God”. Though, still a rational creature, he had not completely
robbed himself of the faculty of appreciating the good, his will
gradually grew weaker, and the image in which he was made
became more and more defaced with the filth of sin;% indeed,
man would have gone from bad to worse in this state of ‘““cor-
ruption”, and the world would have returned to the nothingness
out of which it had been created, had not God of His goodness
found for man the way of salvation.?

For this teacher, then, who so clearly upholds the doctrine of
its universality and considers sin from a definitely moral point
of view, redemption consists in the deliverance of the whole
human race from the bondage of corruption into the liberty of
the children of God. What was necessary, he argues, was not
repentance (which could not have sufficed), but the coming of a
Second Adam who could sum up the human race in Himself,
and so be the root of a new creation.® But no mere man could
have fulfilled what was required—for a mere man could have

Y De Incarn. 3; cf. also ibid. 11.

2 As illustrating the different outlook which now belongs to the Alexan-
drine Church as this is represented by its bishops, it is noteworthy that
Alexander (1 328), the sponsor of Athanasius, had himself made use of the
writings of Melito of Sardis (see Robertson, op. cit. p. Ixviii n. 1).

3 C. drian. i. 37; iii. 33. Surely, it is this, the gift of the Holy Spirit, and
not, as Harnack, History of Dogma, iii. p. 272, argues, the rational element in
man, which the Alexandrines regard as the donum superadditum.—Cyril has
exactly the same thought (see below, p. 82).

% C. Gentes, 8, 33, 34. 5 Ibid. 4.

8 See esp. ¢. Arian. ii. 65 ff. What Athanasius says here should, of course,

be compared with che thought of Methodius, Conviv. Dec. Virg. iii. 3 ff., and
that of Irenaeus, adv. Haeres. 111. xviii, Xix.



el

16 ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

done no more than heal himself.! What was necessary was that
God Himself should come down and assume a manhood alto-
gether like ours, that, through such a joining-together of God
and man, man might be “‘in God” once more. Accordingly, this
is Athanasius’ main assertion: in Jesus Christ God Himself has
indeed come down as man for man’s salvation, for He is the very
God made man. So, he teaches, has the union of God and man
been established. Moreover, since the Holy Spirit is the Spirit
of the Son, the gift which man had lost since Adam transgressed
the divine command is now restored to him.? Therefore, as
man is “in Christ”, he is redeemed: he is brought from death
to life, from corruption to incorruption, from passibility and
mutability to impassibility and immutability, and knit into the
Godhead itself—in a word, he is ‘“‘deified”.

But, it may be urged, does not this use of categories which are
realistic rather than ethical seem to indicate that, according to
Athanasius, the redemption is a quasi-physical process in which
human nature is transfused with divine qualities? If this is the
case, we are faced with the implication that he is building upon
the conception that Godhead and manhood are antithetical
ousiai, two substances, which come together only to result in the
transformation of the latter into the former. But, as we look
deeper it seems that Athanasius’ is a moral and spiritual view of
man’s salvation, even if, as must be granted, he uses terms which
are not in keeping with such a view.

Certainly the outstanding idea is that the salvation wrought by
Christ brings about man’s victory over death, but it may be said
that Athanasius takes for granted the conception that death is
due to sin, and that it is through Him who, as the Conqueror of
death, is the Conqueror of sin that man has the victory and can
enjoy eternal life.3 Again, when he alludes to the blessings of
incorruptibility, of impassibility, and of immutability, it seems
clear that his is the moral point of view,and that his is the thought

. that as man is “knit into the Logos from heaven”’, Who, ““mani-

fested to take away our sin”’, has Himself destroyed human pas-
sions, he, in his sinlessness, becomes free from them for ever.*
1 Ad Epict. 11. 2 C. Arian. 1. 46, 47; iil. 24 1.

3 Cf. ibid. iii. 33; de Incarn. 27 ., 44.
¢ Cf. c. Arian. iii. 33 fl.
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Moreover, it appears that even if it does not occupy a foremost
position, the purely spiritual aspect of the redemption is always
present in Athanasius’ teaching. The grace of the spirit, he says,

which deserted fallen man ‘‘remains irrevocably’ to those, the
penitent, who, having received it through Christ, are again called
Sons of God by adoption.! Further, when he speaks of being
“in Christ”, and through Him “in God”, he is, apparently,

thinking of an experience which is essentially spiritual: man still
remains man, and God still remains God, he teaches,? only the
true relationship between them is now restored, since, being “‘in

Christ”’, man through Him ‘“‘knows”’ the Father, and “is intro-

duced into the Kingdom of Heaven after His likeness”.? And

does not the conception that man, having been redeemed, can

enjoy perfect fellowship with God and, becoming like Him as
he is thus “knit into the Godhead”, can be called divine, lie

behind Athanasius’ use of the word “deification”’? His, we may

safely say, is simply the Scriptural view: he does not mean that

in the redemption the human ousia is transformed into the

divine, and so “deified”. His great saying, ‘“the Logos became

man that we might be made God”, is based on Scripture:4 as
men are in Christ, he teaches, they are again called “gods” and
“sons of the Most High”” (Psalm Ixxxii. 6); through Him they

f‘becorne partakers of the divine nature” (2 St Peter i. 4). Thus

it would seem that here-—if, that is, we concentrate, not on his

categories as they stand, but on the message which they are

meant to convey—as in other aspects of his doctrine, this teacher

is seeking to maintain what is fundamental to the Gospel.

Such, then, are the ideas concerning God and man and the
relations between them which constitute the basis of Athanasius’
Christology. As we have said, his principal assertion is that in
Jesus Christ God has become man for our salvation. With this as
his starting-point, he upholds two all-important Christological
principles. At this stage of our enquiry it will suffice if we say

1 Ibid. i. 37; iii. 25.

? It may be noted that Athanasius exphmtly states that God and man, as
he is redeemed, are still distinct (ébid. iii. 23). His &\ho xad &Ado here shows
that for him the redemption does not mean that the human ousia no longer
remains what it was.

3 Ibid. ii. 70.

* See, for instance, ad Adelph. 4, where the saying and 2z St Pet. i. 4 appear !
together f
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that the first of these is that it is God Himself who has become
man, the stress being laid on the thought that Jesus Christ is a
divine Person, and that the second is that God has become
“man”, the stress here being laid on the thought that, since the
manhood of Jesus Christ is real, He is at once truly God and
truly man. Now it is apparent that in maintaining these two
principles Athanasius is but carrying forward what he has already
received from his predecessors. For, as we are about to see,
these principles are fundamental to the teaching of Clement and
Origen—even if it must be confessed that they introduce ideas
which are incompatible with them; indeed, in the greatness of
his mind the latter already appreciates problems which were to
be tackled by later theologians, and anticipates the lines on which
these work out the two principles. Moreover, it is clear that
Origen’s immediate followers build upon the same foundation,
and that their leading light, Malchion the Sophist, using his
master’s terms and expressions, may be said to anticipate to some
extent the Laodicene’s work of attempting to sum up the Alex-
andrine doctrine concerning Christ in carefully chosen phrases.
It behoves us, then, by way of introduction to our study of the
Christological thought of Athanasius, to enquire into that of
these earlier theologians.

First, in regard to Clement. That Jesus Christ is a divine
Person he asserts again and again. “The Logos Himself”’, he
says, “has come down to us from heaven” ;! “the Logos has
generated Himself that he might be seen’ ;2 our Instructor is

“God in the form of man”.? Instances could be multiplied. -

Again, it is reasonable to conclude that the second Christological
principle of the Alexandrine teachers is also basic to his thought.
He affirms that the body assumed by the Logos was real and
passible;* the Economy, he says, could not have reached its end
if the Head had not passed through life in the flesh.”> Moreover,
he explicitly affirms that Jesus Christ is at once both God and
man: “This very Logos”, he states, ‘“has now Himself appeared

1 Protrept. xi (ed. Dindorf, i. p. 112). z Strom. v. 3. 3 Paed. i. 2.

& Sirom. vii. 2; v. 6; cf. Paed. ii. 2, where Clement says that the Incarnate
“Himself also partook of wine, for He was also man”’.

5 Strom. iii. 17. It is noteworthy that, against the doctrine of the Valen-
tinians, Clement insists that Christ could not have abolished death if he had
not been “homoousios” with men (ibid. iv. 13).
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among men, He alone being both God and man” (viv &% &mepdyn
&vbpcomols almds oltos & Adyos, & wévos &ugw, Beds Te kad &v-
bpwmos);* “the Logos Himself is the manifest mystery—God
in man, and man in God; the Mediator is the Logos, who is
common to both (kowds &ugoiv)”.2

Yet_, while Clement deliberately condemns Valentinus and
Marcion,? it cannot be denied that he himself at times puts for-
ward teaching which is akin to that of the Docetists. How are
we 'Fo account for the presence of such teaching? He can say,
for instance, that “having assumed the flesh which is by nature
passible, the Logos trained it to the habit of impassibility’.?
Or Fhere is the well-known passage in which he states that the
Saviour ate, not for the sake of His body, which did not demand
the necessary aids in order to maintain its duration, but lest His
companions should think that He was manifested in a phan-
'Fasrnal shape, and then goes on to say that Christ was ““entirely
incapable of suffering [&moomAdds &rabis iv], and inaccessible to
any emotion, whether of pleasure or of pain”.5 Clearly, Clement
would portray Christ as the heavenly Guide, who, by His own
fexample, shows men how they can reach perfection as the body
is “deified into apathy’.® What have we here, then, save the
rnarl'i of the influence of the essentially Greek idea that human
passions must be repressed before the soul can find perfect en-
llghtenment and knowledge of God? When his teaching is
viewed from this angle, it would indeed seem that Clement’s is
the Christ of the Docetists, but, as we have already seen, he is
not so influenced by Greek religious ideas that he surrenders the
fuqdamentals of the faith. So, in respect of his Christology, it is
legitimate to conclude that the two main doctrinal principles are
pasic to his thought, even if the Docetic element is manifestly
inconsistent with his assertion that in Jesus Christ the Logos has
become “man”’.

We turn from the moralist to the systematic theologian. As we
have said, in developing the root principles of the Alexandrine
Christology, Origen anticipates the thought of the later teachers
of the school.

1 Protrept. i (ed. Dindorf, i. p. 8).
3 Strom. vii. 17.
5 Ibid. vi. 9; cf. Paed. 1. 12.

* Paed. iil. 1.
t Ibid. vii. 2.
¢ Cf. Strom. iv. 22.
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Central to Origen’s doctrine is the conception that in Jesus
Christ the Logos has become man through taking to Himself the
one human soul which had remained inseparably and indis-
solubly in Him from the beginning of creation and afterwards
(ab initio creaturae et deinceps inseparabiliter ei aique indis-
sociabiliter inhaerens), and employing this soul as the medium
between Himself and a human body.! So from the outset he in-
sists that Jesus Christ is “God”’. The proposition of Celsus that
this Jesus was “but a mortal body” he rules out as utterly im-
possible:2 “it must be believed ”, he says, “‘that the very Logos
of the Father, the very Wisdom of God, existed within the limits
of the Man who appeared in Judaea, and was born an infant, and
uttered wailings like the cries of little children”.3

Upon this foundation, then, he builds, introducing ideas
which do not appear again till more than a century after his
death. Thus, like Athanasius, Apollinarius and Cyril, he asserts
that the Incarnation has not involved any change in respect of
the divine being of the Logos: it must not be supposed, he says,
that “all the majesty of His divinity was confined within the
limits of His slender body”, or that He did not “‘operate any-
where else besides”;* for He still exists as Logos (T oUoix
wéveov A6yos).5 Clearly, Origen has already perceived that a
sound Christology necessitates the positing of the thought that,
while incarnate, the Logos still maintains His creative activity.
Again, we must notice that this pioneer in the sphere of Chris-
tian doctrine is at one with his successors in establishing the
principle that, in order to become man, the Logos has emptied
Himself of His divine power. ‘““We are lost in deepest amaze-
ment”’, he declares, ‘‘that such a pre-eminent nature’’—as that
of the Son of God—*‘should have divested itself of its condition
of majesty and become man”’ (quod eminens omnium ista natura
exinaniens se de statu majestatis suae homo factus sit);® “He”—
the Son—*“left the Father and the heavenly Jerusalem, the

1 De Prine. 11. vi. 3¢ “This existence of a soul, being intermediate between
God and the flesh—it being impossible for the nature of God to mingle with
a body without an intermediate instrument—the God-Man is born (nascitur
Deus-Homo). . . .But, on the other hand, it was not opposed to the nature of
the soul as a rational existence (utpote substantia rationabilis) to receive God.”

2 C. Celsum, iii. 41. 3 De Princ. 11. vi. 2.

4 Ibid. 1v. i. 30; similarly, ¢. Celsum, vii. 16.

& C. Celsum, iv. 15. ¢ De Princ. 11. Vi. I.
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mother, and came to this earthly place, delivering up His soul
into the hands of His enemies”.! For such self-emptying,
Origen sees, was necessary if God was to be seen by man. He
illustrates the point in this way: a statue, so enormous that it
fills the whole world, can be seen by no one; but let there be
made another statue, of smaller size yet altogether like it, and on
seeing the latter men will acknowledge that they have seen the
former. “By such a similitude”—a comparatio, he confesses,
quast in rebus materialibus posita—‘‘the Son of God emptied
Himself of His equality with the Father, and showed us the way
to knowledge of Him.””2 Moreover, it is especially noteworthy
that Origen makes use of this theory in order to explain how the
Logos could become a speechless and ignorant child—a problem
which he was the first to attempt to solve. His answer is that,
“while we cannot say that Wisdom in Itself was ignorant and
acquired knowledge by learning, it is true of Wisdom as It was

made flesh””.®> May we not conclude, then, that this teacher is,

to say the least, fecling after the principle that in His incarnate
life the Logos allowed His humanity to go through its own laws?

x
|

As we shall see, this principle, even if the later Alexandrine theo-

logians do not make full use of it, is maintained by them. Origen
may differ from them in that for him “the self-limitation is not
a permanent condition of the incarnate life”, but “an act so
transient in its effects as to last only until the end of Christ’s
adolescence”,* but the very fact that he can think in this way is
a further indication of his place as one who is already aware of
the problems which were to confront the Christologians of a
later generation.

Let us now consider his doctrine of the union of God and man
in Christ. Though possessing its own freedom of choice, the

human soul of Jesus, he asserts, had always elected to love -

<<

righteousness, and in its “‘firmness of purpose” and ‘““im-
mensity of affection” possessed immutability.® So was it com-

pletely at one with the Logos.® To designate this unity Origen
Hom. in Jerem. x. 7. * De Princ. 1. ii. 8.
Hom. in Jerem. i. 8; cf. Hom. in Luc. xix.

1

3

¢ So Raven, Apollinarianism, pp. 28 {. & De Princ. 11. vi. 5.
6

“That which formerly depended upon the will was changed by the |
power of long custom into nature” (longi usus affectu jam wversum sit in .

naturamy), says Origen (ibid.).
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uses the terms ‘‘unification” and “‘mixture” (fvwois, &vé-
kpaois)l—for the body and soul were not merely ‘““associated”
(xowewovig) with the Logos.? His conception is that just as “he
that is joined unto the Lord is one spirit” (1 Corinthians vi. 17)
so, though in this case in a more divine and far greater degree,
is the soul joined to the Logos, with the consequence that
Jesus Christ is “one composite Being” (8v oUvéetov):® the
Incarnate is & oUvBetos, and oUvbetdv T1 ypfipat Such language,
especially when it is taken in conjunction with the statement
that the soul and body, ‘‘after sharing in the divinity of the
Logos, were changed into God ”’,> may seem to indicate that
Origen teaches the absorption of the human into the divine
element in Christ, but, as we shall see when we consider the way
in which he develops the principle that Jesus Christ is “man”,
this is evidently not the case—though his teaching on the
glorified Christ is another matter. Here what he would em-
phasize is the thought of the closeness and indivisibility of the
union of the two elements in the Person of the Logos: the human
soul, which is perpetually in God and inseparable from Him, and,
indeed, ““is God in all that it does, feels, and understands”, is
like iron placed in the fire—the iron is in the fire, and the fire in
the iron, the properties of the one becoming those of the other,
but they still remain iron and fire.® We shall see that the same
thought, and the terms which he employs in order to express it,
together with his famous simile, are to be found in Apollinarius
and his disciples and in Cyril himself, as theseuphold the doctrine
of the “one Person” against the Nestorian position—a position
which, it will be understood, Origen has already condemned.?
We must also notice how in two other directions Origen
anticipates the thought of the later Alexandrine teachers as he
develops the principle that God Himself has become man. In
the first place, it will be recognized that he is but upholding this
truth when, for instance, he says that it ought to be believed that

1 C. Celsum, iii. 41. 2 Jbid. 3 Ibid. ii. 9.

4 Ibid. i. 66. 5 Ibid. iii. 41. ¢ De Princ. 1. vi. 6.

7 It is interesting to note that, in his Comm. in Fohan. xxxii. 17 (ed. Brooke,
il. p. 199), Origen, appealing to the text 1 Cor. vi. 17, says that the humanity
of Jesus and the Logos are not “two”’. Cf. also de Princ. v. i. 31: “We do
not assert that the Son of God was in the soul as He was in the soul of Paul
or Peter and the other saints, in whom Christ is believed to speak as He does
in Paul.”
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God was born an infant,! or when he justifies the use of the ex-
pression, ‘“‘the Son of God died”,? or when he exclaims: Quz
immortalis est moritur, et impassibilis patitur, et invisibilis videtur®
But, like his successors, he is careful to explain what he means
when he writes in this way. Thus he speaks of the Virgin as
“Theotokos”, but, as we know, ‘‘he interprets how [wés] he uses
the title, and discusses the matter at some length”.* Again, he
points out that the Son of God is said to have died “according
to that nature which could admit of death” (pro ea scilicet natura
quae mortem utique recipere poterat),’ and when he says that the
Immortal died, that the Impassible suffered, and that Christ who
knew no sin became sin for us, he explains that these things can
be said quia (Dominus majestatis) venit in carne: it was dum in
carne positus, he says, that Christ became sin and could be slain
as the Victim.¢ It would seem, then, that Origen distinguishes
between the Logos in His eternal being and the Logos as He has
become man: as Logos, He is impassible, but as the Logos in-
carnate, He can be said to be passible. A distinction of this
order, we shall notice, is made by the later theologians of the
school. Secondly, it is evident that Origen would say that all the
actions and sayings reported of Christ in the Gospel are those of
the one Person, the Logos made man. It was the Logos, he
declares, who spoke to man both before and when He became
man; it was the Son of God, “when He had divested Himself of
His majesty”’—that is, during His praesentia, quam ostendit in
corpore—who performed the miracles and wonders;® it was the
same Logos and Wisdom of the Father who, ““existing within the
limits of the Man who appeared in Judaea”, Himself (ipse) de-
clared “ My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto death”, and it
was He who at the last was brought to that death.® This doctrine,

1 De Princ. 11. vi. 2 (quoted above, p. 20). 2 Ibid. 11. vi. 3.

3 Hom. in Lev. iil. 1.

4 S Socrates (H.E. vii. 32), referring to the first tome of Origen’s Comm.
in Rom., the original of which is lost.

5 De Princ. 11. vi. 3. ¢ Hom. in Lev. iii. 1.

? De Princ., Praef. 1. 8 Ibid. 11. vi. 1.

® Ibid. 11. vi. 2. It may be noted that, commenting on the same passage
(St Mt. xxvi. 38) elsewhere, Origen says that the words were spoken by “the
Saviour Himself (ipse Salvator)—that is, of course, “the Son of God” who,
desiring the salvation of the human race, had assumed not only a body, but
also a human soul (ibid. Iv. i. 31).
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we consider, is fundamental to the Christology of Athanasius,
Apollinarius and Cyril: these, like their predecessor, would not
say that the Lord does what is divine in His divine, and what is
human in His human, nature.!

Turning to that aspect of Origen’s teaching which has its
ground in the principle that in Jesus Christ God has become
“man”, we find that here again his ideas and expressions are
similar to those of his successors in the school. He sees the im-
portance of upholding the reality of Christ’s human soul, and in
this connection it has to be said that he insists on the thought of
its freedom to a more marked degree than do the Alexandrines
of the fourth and fifth centuries. Further, it has to be noted that
he is the first to speak of Jesus Christ as ‘‘the God-Man”.2 But
what is worthy of particular notice is the fact that, like later
thinkers, he perceives that it must be maintained that the divine
and human elements—naturae, he calls them—of Jesus Christ are
different, and that they must be seen as different, if a true doc-
trine concerning Him is to be established. In other words,
Origen not only upholds the principle of the “two natures”,
but also sees its place as a bulwark against Docetic ideas. We
shall see that exactly the same thought is upheld by Atha-
nasius, Apollinarius and Cyril, as these would give the lie to
Eutychianism. This important point deserves fuller considera-
tion.

Thus, at the beginning of the de Principiss, in his chapter “ On
Christ”, Origen writes:

In the first place it behoves us to understand [scire] that one
thing is the nature of the divinity which is in Christ, since He is
the Only-begotten of the Father, and another the human nature,
which He assumed in the last times for the dispensation.?

We would set beside this a similar passage which occurs in the
same work. After stating that, as a man stands before the
mystery of the Incarnate, he thinks of a God and sees a mortal,
and again, thinking of a man, he sees One who returns from the

1 See below, pp. 38, 56 f., go.

? Cf. de Princ. 11. vi. 3 (quoted above, p. 20 n. 1).

® Primo illud nos scire oportet, quod alia est in Christo deitatis ejus natura,
quod est unigenitus filius patris, et alia humana natura, quam in novissimis
temporibus pro dispensatione suscepit (ibid. 1. ii. 1).
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grave, having vanquished death—a statement which itself con-
tains the thought of the “two natures”—he goes on:

Therefore is the spectacle to be contemplated [contem-
plandum est] with all fear and reverence, that the reality of each
nature in one and the same Person may be demonstrated; so that
nothing unworthy and unbecoming may be perceived in that
divine and ineffable ousia, nor again the things done be con-
sidered as illusions of imaginary appearances.!

Clearly, Origen has already perceived the worth of the principle
of “‘recognizing the difference of the natures” in the one Person
as that which must be laid down in order to counteract any
Docetic notion of Christ’s Person. Let the second passage be
compared with the similar statements of Athanasius and
Apollinarius,? and it will be seen that these were introducing
nothing new.

1t will be worth our while, too, to notice how Origen adopts
this principle in his Scriptural exegesis. It will suffice if we put
out three examples. As we have said, he holds that all the actions
and sayings recorded of Christ in the Gospels are those of the
Logos incarnate, but—to use Cyril’s expression—he ““ recognizes
the difference of the sayings”. Thus, on the basis of the concep-
tion that the natures are to be seen as different in *“the composite
Person”, he can say that the words I am the way, and the truth,
and the life” (St John xiv. 6)—which, as he says, were spoken by
“Jesus Himself "—were spoken ‘‘concerning the divinity which
is in Him”’, while the words “But now ye seek to kill me, a
man that hath told you the truth” (St John viii. 40) were
spoken “concerning His being in a human body”.? Again,
holding that it was “‘the Saviour Himself”” who said “Now is
my soul troubled” (St John xii. 27), he points out that the

' Only-begotten, the First-born of all creation, the divine Logos,

is not to be understood as a soul “sorrowful and troubled’;*
and, commenting on ‘“Now is the Son of man glorified, and
God is glorified in him” (St John xiii. 31), he sets this text

1 Propter quod cum omni metu et reverentia contemplandum est, ut in uno
eodemque ita utriusque naturae veritas demonstretur, ut neque aliquid indignum et
indecens in divina illa et ineffabili substantia sentiatur, neque rursum quae gesta
sunt falsis inlusa imaginibus aestimentur (ibid. 11. vi. 2).

2 See below, pp. 40, 59. 3 C. Celsum, i. 66.

% De Princ. 1v. i. 31. See above, p. 23 n. 9.

X
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b§side the one quoted above (St John viii. 40), and gives it as
his opinion that God exalted this One who became obedient to
death; “the divine Logos”, he goes on, “does not admit of
being exalted”.! It would seem, then, that this great Alex-
andrine teacher is in all this but distinguishing between the
sayings in order to safeguard the doctrine of the reality of the
two natures and their difference in the union. For he sees that
if a distinction of this sort is not maintained, there is the danger
of attributing human passions to the divine ousia, in which case
one yvould have “unworthy and unbecoming” thoughts con-
cerning the Divine, and divine attributes to the humanity as-
sumed by the Logos, in which case one would be taking the view
that “the things done” were but “illusions of imaginary ap-
pearances”. As we shall try to show, it is for the same reason
tha'_c Origen’s successors upheld the difference between the
sayings.

But while Origen can thus make a valuable contribution to
sopnd Christological thought, it is clear that his teaching con-
tains conceptions which have their root in the Greek religious
ideal. Emphasis is laid on the thought that Jesus Christ is ‘the
Pattern of the most virtuous life”,2 and it is in keeping with this
that Origen can say that the Lord’s manhood, after the earthly
sojourning, is changed into ‘‘the ethereal and divine”:® He is
man no longer, he declares;? He is “the same” in God.® The
doctrine that Christ is the Redeemer who comes into the world
to ransom mankind from the tyranny of sin has indeed its place
in the system of this great teacher, but he distinguishes between
this, a redemption bound up with time, and the work of the
Logos in revealing to man the knowledge of God—a work which
transcends time. Apparently, it is the consideration that men
vary according to need and capacity that moves him to make this
digtinction. Though Jesus Christ is one, he says, He is more
thm.gs than one according to the relations (¢mwoica) in which
He 1s seen by His beholders: He did not appear the same to the
sick who stood at the foot of the Mount of Transfiguration as to

Comm. in Johan. xxxii. 17 (ed. Brooke, ii. pp. 198 f.).
C. Celsum, i. 68. 3 Ibid. iii. 41.
Hom. in Jerem. xv. 6.

Cf. Comm. in Johan. xxxii. 17 (ed. Brooke, ii. p. 199).

1
2
4
b
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those who by reason of their strength were able to go up the
mountain and there to see Him in His diviner appearance.!

There are those, he teaches, who need Him as Physician,

Shepherd, and Redemption; but there are others—‘‘those who
by reason of their perfectness [5i& TeAeiéTnTC] are able to re-
ceive the best gifts”’—who, needing Him as such no longer, see
Him as Wisdom, Logos, Righteousness.? For whereas to sinners
He is sent as Physician, to those who are already pure and sin no
more He is sent as ““Teacher of the divine mysteries””.? Certainly
this is an unsatisfactory element in Origen’s Christology: Jesus
Christ is shown to be, not so much the Healer of a fallen race, as
the Illuminator of the individual who, seeking to ‘“know him-
self”’, accepts Him as Guide both here and hereafter, when, like
the Guide Himself, he is “separated from bodily matter”.* Such
ideas, as is clear, reveal the influence of the religious thought of
the Greeks. But this is not to say that the Christian foundations
have been removed. Rather, those foundations remain intact,
and all that we have here is a part of the superstructure which, as
must be acknowledged, is inconsistent with them.

There was no one among Origen’s followers who was equal
to the task of carrying forward the developed Christological
thought of the master—a man “too great for his age”; besides,
they were suspicious of his doctrine of the pre-existence of souls,
a doctrine which, as we have seen, has a central place in his
system. Nevertheless, outstanding among them was Malchion
the Sophist, the exponent of the thought of those Origenist
Bishops who were responsible for the downfall of Paul of
Samosata. He and those with him, indebted to Origen for their
ideas and phrases, were seeking to express the Alexandrine faith
in such a way that their position would be altogether clear—
though these, contending against the Antiochene doctrine as it
was represented by the Samosatene, devoted their attention
solely to the first of the Alexandrine Christological principles.
Thus, as we say, can these Origenists be regarded as the pre-
cursors of Apollinarius.

1 C. Celsum, ii. 64; vi. 77.

2 Comm. in Johan. 1. 22 (ed. Brooke, i. p. 25).

8 C. Celsum, iii. 62.

4 Cf. de Princ. 1. i. 7 (quoted above, p. 11 n. 6).

3
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As their Statement of Belief! reveals, they start from the
cardinal assertion that the Son of God has been sent from
heaven, and has become man as Jesus Christ. The Incarnation,
they affirm, has not involved any change in respect of the diviné
being of the Logos, who remains what He was: the body which
is from the Virgin, they say, has “without change” (&rpémTes)
been united to the Godhead;? or, as Malchion has it, despite the
self-emptying the divine Wisdom indiminuta atque indemutabilis
exstitit.®> So they would teach that He, the Logos, is still ““one and
the same Being”,* though now incarnate. When speaking of

Christ’s “Person”, they use the term “ousia” in the sense of “a

particular entity”—as the equivalent, that is, of *“prosopon”.?
Accordingly, seeing in the doctrine of the Samosatene the ““di-
viding”’ of the one Christ into two Sons, the Logos, that is, and
Jesus Christ (regarded as the Man whom the Logos assumed),
they insist that Jesus Christ (whom they regard as the Logos
made man) is ““a Person personally existent in a body”’ (oVoic
obowwpévn év ocdpot),® and that in Him God is “personally
united with”’ (ouvousiwpévos) manhood;? in fact, Malchion is
but speaking for the rest when he says that there has been ““a
personal union” (o¥o1bdns évwais) of the Logos with His own
body.® As we shall see, a similar use of “ousia” is made by the
Laodicene and his disciples, as these would enforce against the
teaching of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia and
their school the self-same thought that the Person of Jesus
Christ is the Person of the Logos who has become man, and that

* This, and the Synodal Letter, and the fragments in connection with
Malchion’s debate with Paul have been collected by Loofs, Paulus von
Samosata, pp. 324 ff. The six Bishops who were responsible for the statement
were Hymenaeus of Jerusalem, Theotecnus of Caesarea, Maximus of Bostra
(who, as we know, were determined Origenists) and Theophilus, Proclus, and
Bolanus.

2 Loofs, op. cit. p. 329. 8 Ibid. p. 336, Frag. 4.

* According to the statement, He is & xal 16 o016 T# oboic—* before the
ages as Power and Wisdom of God”, and, in the incarnate life, ‘“as Christ ”’
(zbid. p. 330).

® The use of “ousia” by the Alexandrines is discussed below, p. 48.

¢ Loofs, op. cit. p. 333, Frag. 13; see also bid. p. 332, Frags. 7, 8; p. 337,
Frag. 5d.

? Ibid. p. 334, Frag. 14.

8 Ibid. p. 336, Frag. 3. The same phrase is to be found in Apollinarius (see
below, pp. 52 f.). As Loofs points out (6. cit. p. 246 n. 2), Malchion under-
stands by the phrase what Cyril understands by his “natural union .
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it is impossible to think of Him as “two”. Further, we must
observe that Malchion affirms that in Jesus Christ there has been

a “composition” (oUvbeois) of the Logos and His body,' a i

“concurrence” (cuvdpoun) of the divine Logos and what is of >

the Virgin,? a “ weaving together”’ (oupmhoxi) of God aqd plgnﬁ
so that He, like ourselves who consist of body and what is in the
body, is a ““composite Being” (cUveTov 3é&ov),* and the Logos
Himself is “part of the whole” (uépos ToU &hov).B Thus. does ,
Malchion develop the teaching of his master on the unity of
Christ’s Person. If we understand him aright, it is not that he
would deny that our Lord’s manhood is complete as it exi.sts
in this composition in the Person of the Logos; in expressing
himself, in this way, his purpose is, rather, to uphold against
the idea of ““division”’ that of the unitio® of Godhead and man-
hood in the Person of the Logos—the idea, that is, which is
summed up in his statement that Jesus Christ, qui ex Deo Verbo
et humano corpore, quod est ex semine David, unus factus est,
nequaquam ulterius divisione aliqua sed umitate subsisten.s.7 As
we shall see, Apollinarius and his followers, and Cyril hlmsellf,
use the same expressions, and that with the same purpose in
view.

Thereisa further point in connection with the teaching of these
Origenists on the unity of Christ’s Person: seemingly, t'hey.
would attribute all the actions and sayings of Jesus Christ, with-~
out distinction, to the incarnate Logos Himself—to the one
Person, that is, at once God and man. Thus the Bishops can say
that the God who bore the manhood was partaker of human
sufferings, and that the manhood was not shut out from the

L Ibid. p. 337, Frag. 5b; cf. also p. 336, Frag. 4.

) ﬁ%ﬁ %'rfg.séfrag' = ' Ibid. Frag. za.

5 Ibid. Frag. 2c. It should be noted that the Bishops in their Synodal '
Letter anticipate Apollinarius and Cyril in their use of the analogy of the
union of soul and body in man to illustrate that of the Logos and manhood,
in Jesus Christ: the divine Logos was in Jesus Christ, they say, “what the
inner man is in us” (ibid. p. 332, Frag. 8; cf. Loofs’ remark§, ibid. pp. 261 f.).
Cf. also—though the text is corrupt (see Loofs’ remarks, ibid. pp. 244 f.)—
the fragment from the record of Malchion’s debate with the Samosatene,
ibid. p. 335, Frag. 2a, where, as Loofs says, the Sophist would elucidate his

“personal union” by adopting this analogy. '
5 Cf. the use of fivwra in the Synodal Letter, where the Bishops say that

the body was “united” to the Godhead (ibid. p. 329).
7 Ibid. p. 336, Frag. 4.

N
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divine works;! in another place, they declare that it was God
who was performing the signs and wonders recorded in the
Gospels, and that it was “the Same’” who, having become par-
taker of flesh and blood, was tempted in all points like as we are,
yet without sin.? But, while they would thus say that both the
miracles and the sufferings are to be attributed to the Logos as
He has become man, it seems likely that, if not they, at any rate
Malchion their spokesman would draw a distinction between
what belongs to the Logos in His incarnate state and what be-
longs to Him in His eternal being.? We have already seen that
this thought appears in Origen: it is to be found, too, in the
doctrine of the later Alexandrines.

But while these disciples of Origen develop the first of the
Alexandrine Christological principles—as indeed is under-
standable in view of their determination to uphold the doctrine
of the “one Person” against the Nestorian notion of “two
Sons”’—we find that they pay but little attention to the second:
unlike their master, they do not attempt to work it out in the
anti-Eutychian interest. All the same, implicit in their teaching
is the conception that in Jesus Christ there are the two elements
of Godhead and manhood. Thus in their Statement of Belief the
six Bishops affirm that Jesus Christ is “the same, God and man”’
—God, who has emptied Himself, and man of the seed of David
according to the flesh;* and, as we have already noticed,
Malchion speaks of Him as ex Deo Verbo et humano corpore. . .
unus.® Moreover, the Sophist has two interesting statements

which plainly reveal that he would say that in Jesus Christ there

is manhood and there is Godhead. After insisting on the unity
of the Lord’s Person, he goes on to say that “in the first place

[Tpony oupévess], there was formed as it were a man in the womb, .

and in the second [kor& 8¢ SeUtepov Adyov], God was in the

! Loofs, op. cit. p. 333, Frag. 14. As it seems tous, it isin the light of such a
passage as this that we should interpret the statement in the Synodal Letter
that the body was changelessly united to the Godhead and was *“ deified ’ (ibid.
P- 329).

® Ibid. p. 329; see Loofs’ comments on this passage, ibid. pp. 268 f.

® Ibid. p. 336, Frag. 3. The fragment is not complete (cf. 7bid. pp. 226 f.),
but it seems clear that Malchion would distinguish between the Logos
doopros and the Logos #voapkos: when &oapros, “He did not need the Holy
Spirit”’; when &oopros, He was under the Law, and “the Spirit received of
- Him” (cf. St Jn. xvi. 14).

4 Ibid. p. 329. ® Ibid. p. 336, Frag. 4.
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womb, personally united to manhood”.® Again, after saying
that Christ received John’s witness that after him there would
come as man One who was before him as God, Malchion declares:
“He was tired, was hungry, was thirsty, slept, and was crucified
for our infirmity, in the first place as man, but, in the second
place, [it was] God who suffered on account of the union, since
He had accepted and assumed a human body in order that He
might be able to suffer.”?

Accordingly, it seems legitimate to say that these teachers up-
hold the principle that Jesus Christ is ““man”. But this is the
important question: What do they mean by “man”?2 Do they
hold that Christ’s is 2 manhood complete with a human rational
soul? We should expect to find, in the writings of the followers
of one who gave such a prominent place in his system to the
doctrine of Christ’s human freedom, at least some reference to
this point, but this is not the case. There is indeed a passage in
their Synodal Letter in which they say that our Lord’s flesh was -
“animated with a rational soul”,* but as Loofs points out, the °
reference here is to ““a human soul”, no distinction being made .
between a “rational” and a “fleshly” soul.5 Yet this scholar,
while insisting that it is Origenism in an enlarged form that we
have in Malchion and the Synodal Letter, is prepared to say that

_ the doctrine of these Origenists anticipates that of Apollinarius.

His point is that the Sophist and those with him agree with the
Laodicene in favouring the terms T¢ adux and 16 dvlpwomivov
when speaking of our Lord’s humanity,® and that another mark
of the kinship between them and the heresiarch is to be seen in
their view that in Jesus Christ there is a composition of Logos

1 Ibid. p. 334, Frag. 14. 2 Ibid. p. 334, Frag. 15. )

3 Qur conclusion is that the Origenists do not attempt to answer this
question-—a point illustrated by the position of Eusebius of (;aesarea,. whose
doctrinal system is, as Dorner puts it, “a chameleon-hued thing, a mirror of
the unsolved problems of the Church of that age” (Tﬁe Doctrine "of t%te
Person of Jesus Christ, 1. ii. p. 218). Like the rest, Eusebius can say that in
Jesus Christ the Logos has become “man”, but, as when he says that the \
Logos played upon the manhood as a player pla'ys.upon a harp (Dem. Ev. ,
iv. 13), it is clear that he has not realized what is involved when this con-
fession is made. At the same time we can hardly imagine that such a crude
statement, containing as it does the denial of the reality of Christ’s human
rational soul, would have been made by Malchion.

¢ Loofs, op. cit. p. 332, Frag. 9. )

5 Ibid. p. 260. Ibid. p. 262.
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and body, in which the Logos is ““part of the whole according to
the weaving together of God and man”.! But, as we have seen,
the Letter of Hymenaeus speaks of Jesus Christ, the Logos in-
carnate, as God and “man”,? and in that document it is ex-
pressly declared that, having become partaker of flesh and blood,
the Same was tempted in all points as we are, yet without sin—
statements which seem to show that these Origenists would say
that our Lord’s was a complete humanity. Further, while it may
be deduced from Malchion’s use of *‘ composition” and *“ weaving
together”” that he is thinking of an organic and physical union
of the Logos and the body, it is reasonable to infer that in using
such expressions he is but following Origen in emphasizing the
thought of the absolute unity of the Person of Jesus Christ.
Undoubtedly, there is that in this teaching which, when taken
au pied de la lettre, lends support to the view that what we have
here is anticipatory of the doctrine of Apollinarius, but, as it
seems to us, we are on safer ground if we say that Malchion and
those with him, suspicious of their master’s doctrine of the pre-
existence of human souls, fall back upon the Christological
thought of an earlier age, and are satisfied with the formula that
Christ is the Logos incarnate, Himself God and man, without
entering into the question as to what is involved when it is said
that He is “man”. Indeed, it would seem that it was not till the
second half of the fourth century that this question came to the
fore.®

1 Loofs, op. cit. p. 260.

2 The Bishops say: Tov 8 vidy. . . capkwbévta évnvlpwnnkévar; they also affirm
that Jesus Christ is 6 aU7ds 8eds xai dvbpwmos (ibid. pp. 328 £.).

3 That the Anomoeans held that the Logos had taken the place of the
human rational soul in Christ is perfectly clear, their view being that unless
the manhood were deprived of its faculty of self-determination there would
be set up “two natures’—two individual existences, that is, the one striving
against the other—with the consequence that Christ would no longer be one
Person. Apollinarius, of course, argues in the same way. [See Raven, op. cit.

pp. 115 f., where are to be found quotations from Lucius the Anomoean,
who became Bishop of Alexandria in 374, and Eudoxius of Constantinople

(t 370).] But can we be sure that Lucian of Antioch and Arius himself had

dealt with this question in their generation? Epiphanius (Anchoratus, 33)
and Theodoret (Haeret. fabul. v. 11) tell us that these had taught that the
Logos assumed a body but not a soul, and that the Logos Himself took the
place of the soul. But the former can hardly be regarded as a completely
reliable witness, and Theodoret is writing more than a century after Arius.
A similar account of the heresiarch’s teaching is to be found in ¢. Apolli-
narium, ii. 3, but here again the evidence comes from a later age, for it would
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We can now discuss the Christology of Athanasius. Funda-
mental to it are the same two doctrinal principles that we have
seen in the teaching of his predecessors; consequently, we must
expect to find here conceptions which have already made their
appearance. But there is an important difference between
Athanasius and his predecessors: it is not merely that, unlike

seem that this work, falsely attributed to Athanasius, belongs to the later part
of the fifth, if not to the beginning of the sixth, century (cf. Raven, op cit.
pp. 242 fI.). There is nothing in the existing fragments of Arius’ writings
which makes it plain that he denied that Christ had a human soul. It is true
that, in the confession of faith which he and Euzoius put forward, it is said
that the Logos became “flesh” [tov Adyov, . . caprwbivra (Socrates, H.E. i. 26);
.. .0G4pka dvaddPovta (Sozomen, H.E. ii. 27)], and that here we have not
the qualifying expression, became ‘“man” (évavlpwmricavta); but this—
though unusual in credal forms—is hardly enough to warrant the assumption
that, according to Arius, the Logos assumed no more than “flesh” (i.e. a body
without a human soul). The only piece of contemporary evidence that has
come down to us is to be found in a fragment of the de Anima of Eustathius
of Antioch. Writing against the Lucianists, he says: “ Why do they make so
much of showing that Christ assumed a body without a soul, as they weave
their earth-born notions? In order that, if they could corrupt any to lay
down that this is so, they might the more easily persuade them, by attributing
changes of affection to the divine Spirit, that the changeable is not begotten
of the unchangeable nature” (P.G. xviii. 68¢gB). But is it certain that this
Antiochene is here referring to a definite affirmation made by the disciples of
Lucian? We think not. As it appears to us, the passage represents the argu-
ment of one who, starting from the position that Christ possesses a human
soul and that it is altogether real, examines the statements of his opponents
(e.g., as we conjecture, “the Logos was born”, or “suffered”, or “was put to
death”), and is convinced that those responsible for them are attributing
human passions to the Divine [see Eustathius’ declarations to this effect in
his Disc. on Prov. viti. 22, and his Interpret. of Ps. xcii, P.G. xviii. 681D, 684¢,
6884, 6888 (quoted in the present writer’s Eustathius of Antioch, pp. 112 £.)].
Accordingly, we suggest that here the Bishop is arguing that his opponents
are, from their writings, “showing”—it will be noted that he does not use a
word like “assert’’; his basis is what they themselves were saying—that they
teach that Christ has a body without a soul (else, his thought would seem to
be, they would have attributed human passions to the manhood of Christ, to
which they belong) and that they are only seeking someone to put out this
doctrine, and then they will have a real case for upholding their main con-
tention that the Lingos is a creature, since then, human passions clearly
belonging to Him, there would be no doubt at all concerning the mutability
of the Logos. So it would seem that we can by no means be certain that the
doctrine that the Logos took the place of the human soul in Christ “ dates
from an early period of the [Arian] controversy’ (cf. Gwatkin, Studies of
Aprianism, p. 26 n. 5). The evidence, rather, leads one to suspect that we have
here an illustration of the tendency to saddle the “fathers” of a heresy with
the thought of its later exponents. Perhaps it is not without significance that
—excluding, as we think we must, that of Eustathius—our earliest direct
evidence comes from the Anchoratus which was written (apparently in 374)
at a time when the question of the reality of Christ’s human rational soul was
being discussed both by the Anomoeans and by Apollinarius of Laodicea.

SAC 3
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that of Clement and Origen, his doctrine contains no element
which can be said to be inconsistent with his foundation prin-
ciples, for, as we have tried to show, his soteriological thought
is wholly derived from ideas essentially Hebraic, and, unlike
theirs, betrays no evidence of the influence of the Greek re-
ligious ideal; it is, rather, that from now onwards the two
Christological principles of the Alexandrine school are seen in
their soteriological bearing: now, most emphatically, is it being
maintained that the doctrine of Christ’s work as Redeemer can-
not be separated from that of His Person. Athanasius is prin-
cipally interested in the problem of redemption, and, as has
been pointed out, puts forward two main conceptions in this
connection: first, that only One who is very God, and, secondly,
that only One whose manhood is like ours, can save a sinful
race—ideas which are brought together in such a statement

as this:

We had not been delivered from sin and the curse unless it
had been by nature human flesh which the Logos put on, and
man had not been deified unless the Logos who became flesh
had been by nature from the Father, and true and proper to
Him.!

These are now carried over into Christology to become the basis
of the two Christological assertions that Jesus Christ is the
divine Logos Himself, living a human life, and that He is at once
God and man. Let us see how this is the case.

“Only the very God can save sinners”: we would note, in the
first place, how Athanasius develops the principle that Jesus
Christ is the Logos Himself who has become man. Like Origen
and the Origenists, he asserts that this becoming man has not
involved any change in respect of the eternal existence of the
Logos: He has not become other than Himself, but remains the
same (0Uk &AAOs yéyove THY odpra AaPav, AN’ 6 alrrds év);2*“ Jesus
Christ is the same yesterday, to-day, and for ever.”® So he holds
that, while quickening the body which He had put on, He was
at the same time quickening the universe: He is one and the
same, walking as man, quickening all things as Logos, and as

1 C. Arian. ii. 70. 2 JIbid. ii. 8.
3 Ibid. i. 48. Cf. also Athanasius’ use of Malachi iii. 6 (ad Epict. 5).
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Son dwelling with the Father.! As he says: “'The Logos did not
cease to be God when He became man; neither, since He is God,
does He shrink from what is man’s.””2 What has taken place is
that He, the Logos who is eternal with the Father, has in these
last days assumed flesh—but He is still the same Person both
before and after the Incarnation. Aaron was still Aaron, he says,
after he had put on the high-priest’s vesture.> Here, clearly,
Athanasius is drawing near to the thought that the incarnate
life of the Logos is an “addition to” the life which is His by
nature—a thought which, as we shall see, is to be found in
Cyril.4

But does Athanasius, who so firmly insists that the Logos has
become man as Jesus Christ, allow that He, while not under-
going any change in respect of His eternal being, has, in the
Incarnation, limited Himself in order to meet human conditions?
We think that he does, though we must not expect anything like
a clear expression of a doctrine of the divine self-emptying—the
principle is there, but no more. To take an illustration: in respect
of our Lord’s ignorance, he declares that the words “But of that
day and hour knoweth no man, not even the Son’’ were spoken
by the Logos ‘“when He became man”’, or ‘“‘as man”’, adding
that He said this, ‘‘that ignorance might be the Son’s when He
was born of man” (va Tol &§ dvbpdomwy yevopévou YioU A &yvoix
f).5 The thought here would seem to be that since, as he says,
“‘ignorance is proper to man”, and the Logos has become man,
the Logos as incarnate was ignorant—that is, that the Logos,
while remaining omniscient in His divine being, has of His own
free will withheld His power of omniscience in the Incarnation.
Again, is it not possible to see behind his statements that the
Logos “allowed” His own body to suffer (Aveixeto maoxew 16
i51ov odpa),? and that “when the Logos came in His own body,
He was conformed to our condition” (adTds yevdpevos T fuddv
odporTt, T& Uy EupfoaTo),” the conception that the Logos—to

1 De Incarn. v7. Inc. Arian. i. 42, we have: “As He was ever worshipped
as being the Logos, and existing in the form of God, so being what He ever
was, though become man and called Jesus, He none the less has creation
under foot.”

2 C. Arian. iii. 38. S Ibid. ii. 8.
4 See below, pp. 84 1. 5 C..Ar'z.z.zn. iil. 43, 45.
¢ Ibid. iii. 58; cf. also iii. 35, 55- 7 Ibid. iii. 57.
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use Hilary’s word—*"“tempered’’! His powers that there might
be a real incarnation? Yet, as we have said, even if Athanasius
realizes that his doctrine demands the positing of the kenosis of
the Logos, he makes no attempt to develop the thought: indeed,
as we shall see, it is not developed by any of the later upholders
of the Alexandrine Christology.

We now come to the heart of his doctrine. In accordance with
his fundamental assertion that in Jesus Christ the Logos Himself
has become man, Athanasius lays all emphasis on the truth of the
unity of His Person, and denounces the notion that in Him are
two Persons set side by side. In Jesus Christ, he declares, the
Logos has taken to Himself a human body, and made it His own
(iSromoieiTo T& ToU odparos 181a).2 So he insists that the body
is not ‘““that of another” (éTépov TS oddpax), but “the own” (16
iSiov) of the L.ogos.®> As is to be gathered from his important
letter to Epictetus of Corinth (written ¢. 361), who sought his
advice when he, the Bishop, found himself called upon to settle
a dispute between two parties who were holding different
Christological views, the one, as we think, standing for the
doctrine of the Alexandrine school, the other for that of the
school of Antioch®—as well as from his letters to Adelphius, an

Y De Trin. xi. 48: after stating that Christ remained in the form of God
when He took the servant’s form, and that He remained master of Himself
though He was emptied, Hilary goes on: dum se usque ad formam temperat
habitus humani ne potentem immensamque naturam assumptu humilitatis non
ferret infirmitas. . ..

t C. Arian. iii. 53, 54, 56; ad Epict. 6.

3 De Incarn. 18; c. Arian. iii. 22.

* The ad Epictetum is one of those documents which came to be regarded
as standards of orthodoxy. Thus it was appealed to by Cyril when he set out
to explain his Anathematisms (see Apol. adv. Orient. i, ed. Pusey, Works, v1.
pp. 274 f1.), and when he sought to justify his action in receiving the Orientals
into communion in 433 (see his Ep. ad Acac., and his Ep. ¢ ad Succen., P.G.
Ixxvii. 200¢, 237B). It was also appealed to by the Antiochenes who, after
the Council of Ephesus (431), suggested that, together with the Nicene Creed,
this letter might form the basis of an agreement between Cyril and his party
and themselves (see below, p. 234 n. 2). But it would seem that the ad
Epictetum is important for another reason. Raven (0p. cit. pp. 104 fI., 242 fI.)
has shown—and that most conclusively—that this, and Athanasius’ letters to

Adelphius and Maximus have not, as used to be thought, any connection

with the “heresy” of Apollinarius: rather have we here a group of letters
connected with the dispute at Corinth, an account of which Epictetus had
previously given to the Alexandrine in the form of a memorandum (ad
Epict. 2). Now from this memorandum it is clear that the dispute was of a
Christological nature, and that it was between two parties. Can we arrive at
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Egyptian bishop, and Maximus, presumably the Cynic philo-
sopher who plays a part in the life of Gregory Nazianzen, which,
written about the same time, have to do with this dispute at
Corinth—Athanasius deliberately rejects the idea of *“two Sons”’.

the doctrinal position of these parties? As it seems to us, it is hardly fair to
say that the one stood for a crude Docetism and the other for a crude Ebionism
(cf. Raven, op. cit. p. 104). Surely, it was far too late in the day for anyone to
assert that “the Lord wore a body putatively ”’, or that “the Logos descended
upon a holy man as upon one of the prophets”. But if we take the statements
set down in the memorandum as the charges which the one party was levelling
against the other, a more reasonable solution is arrived at. On this basis,
then, we find that one party is accused of teaching that the Logos has been
changed into flesh, bones, and hair, that the Godhead is the seat of Christ’s
sufferings, that His body is from heaven, and that the Lord wore a body
putatively-—and that the other party is condemned because these do not hold
that God had proceeded from Mary, or that God had suffered in the flesh,
but teach that in Jesus Christ “ God has descended on a holy man ”, and that
“one [#tepos] is Christ and another [Etepos] the divine Logos”, and so intro-

duce a Tetrad in place of the Trinity. How far, then, does all this take us? .

It is most significant that exactly the same charges were brought by the
Antiochenes against the Alexandrines and by the Alexandrines against the
Antiochenes but a few decades later. Hence it would seem that the dispute
at Corinth lay between two parties which stood, the one for the Christological
thought of the school of Antioch, the other for that of the Alexandrine school.
That this is a justifiable conclusion is borne out by the evidence which is to
be found in the documents themselves. An examination of the memorandum
of Epictetus, and of Athanasius’ criticisms in these three letters, reveals that
one party was determined to “separate” the body from the Logos, and that
the other was affirming that the body of Christ is “homoousios” with the
Logos. There can be little doubt, then, that the former in their attitude to the
Alexandrine teaching stand in the same line as Paul of Samosata and Eusta-
thius before them, and Diodore of Tarsus and his school after them; for, one
and all, the Antiochenes are determined to *“separate the natures” of Christ
in order to safeguard the reality of His manhood. But what are we to say
concerning the position of the latter party? We cannot be definite on this
point, but it seems highly probable that they should be set down as the
predecessors of the Polemianists, who, very soon to come on the scene—it
may be noted that Timothy of Berytus, one of the leaders of this section of the
followers of Apollinarius of Laodicea, was condemned at Rome in the year/)
378~~took “ousia” in the sense of “prosopon”, and used the word “homo- i}
ousios’’ to express the doctrine that the manhood of Christ (i.e. ““‘manhood”,
as they understood it) was not that of some other ousia (=“person”), buti
that its ousia was “the same” as that of the Logos (see below, p. 53 n. 2)—*
though how far the party at Corinth had developed their doctrine it is
impossible to say. In any case one thing is clear: these are certainly Alexan-
drines who, like Apollinarius and Cyril, oppose the doctrine of the Antio-
chenes because in their view it amounts to the dividing of the one Christ, the !
Logos incarnate, into a duality of Sons. So we conclude that the ad Epictetum
is an important document in the history of the Christological controversies, *
not only because it came to be recognized as a standard of orthodox belief,
but also because it throws light on the earlier stages of the conflict between
the two schools of thought which was soon to begin in grim earnest.
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How can they be called Christians, he asks, who say that the
Logos entered into a holy man, just as He entered into the pro-
phets, and not that He became man, taking the body from Mary,
and dare to assert that one is Christ and another the divine
Logos?1 He does not “divide the Son from the Logos”, but
recognizes that the Son—that is, He was so called at His Baptism
and Transfiguration—is the Logos Himself who has become
man.? For such a dividing, he argues, means the setting up of a
mere man, whose death would have been solely on his own be-
half—no mere man can draw all men into himself;?® besides,
Christians are not man-worshippers.* Thus does he anticipate
the attack that was soon to be launched by Apollinarius, and
after him by Cyril, against Nestorian thought. His standpoint,
like that of his successors, is that “the body”” of Jesus Christ is
that of God, who at the end of the ages came to put away sin;?
if it is separated from the Logos, and regarded as “that of
another”, the conception of the reality of man’s redemption
through Christ is altogether lost—a conception, which, as we
have seen, governs the whole of his doctrinal outlook.

Athanasius’ teaching on the unity of Christ’s Person has
another important aspect: for him, Jesus Christ is God Himself
living an incarnate life, and it is to Him-—to the incarnate L.ogos
—that all that appertains to that life must be ascribed. All the
actions and sayings of Jesus Christ which are recorded in
Scripture, he teaches, are those of the Logos made man. It was
He who performed the mighty works, and it was He, the same
Person (& atds), who, having taken a passible body, wept and
was hungry;® it was ‘‘the Logos in the flesh”” who uttered the
prayer in Gethsemane and the bitter cry on Golgotha;” it was
“the Logos when He became flesh” who said that He was
ignorant of the time of the Parousia.® Let us be certain of this:
Athanasius would not say that the Logos who has become man
does or says this as God and that as man. What he maintains is
that whatever was done or said was done or said by one Person®
—the Logos in His incarnate state.

1 Ad Epict. 2. 2 Ibid. 12.

8 Ibid. 11. 4 Ad Adelph. 3; cf. c. Arian. ii. 16.
5 Ad Max. 2. 8 C. Arian. iii. 55.

! Ibid. iii. 54. ¢ Ibid. iii. 43.

Ibid.iii. 35, whereis.anexplicit statement to this effect (quoted below, p. 40).
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But here, it should be noted, Athanasius makes the same
careful distinction that is made by Origen and Malchion.
Because the Logos has made His own the things of the flesh, he
affirms, it must be said that ““ God suffered ”’; for the same reason,
as is clear, he uses the title “Theotokos”” when speaking of the
Virgin.! But he carefully distinguishes between what must be
said of the Logos in His divine and eternal being, and what must
be said of Him as He has become man. He would not have it
thought that he attributes passibility to the Divine: in His
divine being, the Logos remains what He was. So, explaining
how the expression ‘“God suffered” should be interpreted, he
appeals to “‘that trustworthy witness, the blessed Peter”. The
Apostle, he points out,? has declared that Christ suffered for us
“in the flesh” (1 St Peter iv. 1)—hence it is only to the Logos
““in the flesh” that passibility can be ascribed. But ascribed it
must be, Athanasius would say, since He who suffered was the
God who assumed flesh for our salvation.

Such are the aspects of Athanasius’ teaching which may be
grouped under what we would call the first foundation principle
of the Alexandrine Christology. This we now venture to
summarize as follows: In Fesus Christ, the Logos, while remaining
what He was, has, for our salvation, united manhood to Himself,
thereby making it His own; He is not, therefore, two Persons, but
one Person, the Logos Himself in His incarnate state.

Let us now go back to the second idea fundamental to the
soteriology of the great Alexandrine. As we have seen, he lays
down, not only that the Redeemer must be “true God by nature”,
but also that that which the very God puts on must be “by
nature human flesh”; for the redemption itself could not have
been effected if a second Adam had not come into existence to
be the root of a restored creation. Upon this he builds the
Christological assertion that in Jesus Christ there is not only
true Godhead but also true manhood: there are in Him, he says,
two elements—8Uo Tpéypoara, he calls them®—which remain,
each with its properties. Here again the letters which he wrote in
connection with the doctrinal controversy at Corinth are of real
value for an appreciation of Athanasius’ point of view. As it

1 Ibid. iii. 14, 29, 33- t Ibid. ii. 32 ff.
3 See the fragment in P.G. xxvi. 1257.
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seems to us, he misunderstands the doctrinal position of those
who were saying that the body of Christ is ““homoousios” with
the Logos; for these, we consider, were in all probability the
forerunners of the Synousiasts, and were using this term in
order to enforce the principle of the unity of Christ’s Person,
without denying the reality of His body.! Nevertheless, his
reply to Epictetus is most significant: he denounces the notion
that the body is ‘“homoousios” with the Godhead of the Logos,
and, believing that the party at Corinth thought in this way,
classes them with the Valentinians, the Marcionists, and the
Manichaeans.2 Such men, he declares, will not accept the truth
of the Incarnation:® they deny what is proper to Christ’s body
—and he who denies Christ’s human properties “‘denies utterly
also His sojourn among us”.? Clearly, then, he takes a firm
stand by the doctrine of the reality of the Lord’s manhood, and
in anticipation condemns Eutychianism, just as in anticipation
he condemns Nestorianism.

But we can say more than this. Athanasius, like Origen before
him, sees that any Christology, if it is to be sound, must include
the principle of “recognizing” in Christ the elements of God-
head and manhood, and, in accordance with their properties,
seeing the difference between them. To quote what he says in
this connection:

If we recognize what is proper to each—i.e., to the Logos and
to “His own body”’—and see and understand that both these
things and those are performed by one Person, we believe aright,
and shall never go astray [‘ExdoTtou y&p 16 1810v yIv®OoKOVTES,
Kol &ugdTepar £ Evods TparTTOuEVa PAéTovTEs Kai voolvTes, Spbdds
mioTeopev . . .]. But if a man, looking into what was done by the
Logos divinely, denies the body, or, looking into the properties
of the body, denies the coming of the Logos in flesh, or, from
what is human, entertains low ideas concerning the Logos, such
a one, like the Jewish vintner [cf. Isaiah i. 22, LXX], mixing wine
with water, will count the Cross a scandal, or, as the Greek,
deem the preaching foolishness.?

1 On what seems to have been the doctrinal position of the two parties at

. Corinth ¢. 361, see above, p. 36 n. 4, and on the Synousiasts, below, p. 53 n. 2.

¥ Ad Adelph. 2; ad Epict. 4, 8.

3 Ad Adelph. 1. ¢ Ad Max. 3.

8 (. Arian. iii. 35—which should be compared with the kindred statements
of Origen (above, pp. 24 f.) and Apollinarius (below, p. 59)-
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First of all, as bearing out what has been said above concerning
his doctrine of the unity of Christ’s Person, it should be noted
that Athanasius maintains that all the actions and sayings of
Jesus Christ, whether human or divine, proceed £§ gvés—that is,
from the Logos made man. But he also maintains that in this
one Person there is Godhead and there is manhood, each with its
properties. So what he means in the passage which we have just
quoted is that if anyone would hold a sound Christological belief,
he must not only see Jesus Christ as one Person, the Logos Him-
self in His incarnate state, but he must also “recognize”’—that
is, see as real —the properties of His Godhead and those of His
manhood. For, he argues, if one sees only the human properties,
one arrives at the position that it was not the Logos Himself who
was present as man among men—indeed, on this basis, one can
“entertain low ideas concerning the Logos”, and with the
Arians think of Him as a creature; and if one sees only the divine
properties, one arrives at the position that the body was not real;
in the one case, as in the other, what is being denied is the reality
of the Redemption and of the Incarnation which it has necessi-
tated. Obviously, the enforcement of the principle of “recog-
nizing” the two natures of Jesus Christ, and seeing each withits
properties, carries with it the rejection of the Eutychian error.
As we shall see, this principle was carried forward by Apolli-
narius and Cyril; indeed, it would seem that in Cyril’s hands it
becomes the ground of a particular Christological theory. Of
this we shall speak later on.

Now we can attempt to summarize what we would call the
second foundation principle of the teaching with which we are
dealing: In Jesus Christ, the two elements of Godhead and man-
hood, each with its properties, are to be recognized; therefore, since
these remain in their union in His Person, any idea of confusion or of
change in respect of these elements must be eliminated. 'This and
the fitst foundation principle, we contend, form the backbone of
the Alexandrine Christology.

But before we leave Athanasius, another important question
must be discussed. As we have noticed, he holds that the man-
hood of Jesus Christ is real, and that its properties remain in the
union. So we ask: Does he hold that the manhood still possesses
the power of self-determination? Or, to put it another way: Is
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he, or is he not, to be set down as an Apollinarian? Undoubtedly
there are many passages in his writings in which he refers to the
Lord’s human nature as ‘““flesh” or “body”,! but, to our mind,
it is possible to read too much into his frequent use of these
terms. It is important to remember, we think, that Athanasius
lived at a time when what was meant by the term ‘““manhood”
was still awaiting careful definition—Apollinarius had not yet
been condemned. Again it may seem that his description of the
manhood as the “instrument”, or the “‘shrine”, of the Logos?
points to a latent Apollinarianism. But can we be sure? Later
theologians spoke in the same way, and these, it is clear, de-
liberately rejected the Apollinarian error. On the other hand, it
seems to be going too far to appeal to the statement in the Tomus
ad Antiochenos that ““the Lord had a body which was not without
a soul, neither was it without sense or intelligence” (&yuyov, 008’
&vaioBnTov ovd’ &vénTov),® and to take this as evidence that
Athanasius explicitly affirms the reality of Christ’s human
rational soul. Certainly he presided over the Council of Alex-
andria (362) which issued this document, but we have to reckon
with the possibility—perhaps we should call it the probability—
that the statement which we have just quoted proceeds from
the Antiochenes who were present at the Council, these, pre-

1 See the passages quoted by Raven, op. cit. pp. 83 ff., 91 ff. But Athanasius
also uses such terms as “man’’, “one man”, “the man of the Lord”, and
“manhood ”’ (cf. ibid. p. 92). Raven, however, who regards the Christology of
this Alexandrine as essentially Apollinarian, takes the view that these terms

_are used interchangeably with, and in the same sense as, “body” and “flesh ”.

The alteration, this scholar says, is “one of words, but not of thought”,

Athanasius being moved by the consideration that the Arians, who could -

accept “was made flesh”, could not accept “was made man” (ibid. pp. 91 f.).
But is it not legitimate to take his terms the other way round, and to see in
his “man” etc. what he means by “flesh”” and “body”’? Surely, as his appeal
to Joel ii. 28 (cf. c. Arian. iii. 30) shows, he thinks of “flesh” as “common
humanity ”’, and there appears to be no reason against assuming that, when
he uses this term, he is but following what is set down in St John i. 14.
Moreover, in regard to his use of “body”, it may be noted that Cyril himself
often employs the same word—and it is clear that this teacher stands for the
position that in Christ the Logos assumed a human nature complete with
human rational soul (see below, p. 102). We venture to suggest, then, that,
when speaking of our Lord’s humanity, Athanasius is but adopting terms
current among the Alexandrine theologians, and that the very fact that he can,
and does, use the term “man’’ would seem to indicate that he would teach
that the humanity was altogether like ours.

2 E.g. de Incarn. 42, 43, 44; c. Arian. iii. 34, 52.

3 Tomus ad Antioch. 7.
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sumably, being intent upon seeing in writing one of the main
Christological assertions of the school of thought which they
represented. Nevertheless, the fact that he accepts—and that
without question—such carefully chosen words is itself by no
means without significance. Further, his doctrine that “Fhe
whole man must be saved”’! should be taken into consideration
in this connection, for this clearly implies that he regards Jesus
Christ as fotus homo. Thus it is reasonable to suppose that, had
he been alive at the time, he would have held fast by the principle
that “that which was not taken was not redeemed”’, and without
hesitation would have laid bare the error of Apollinarius, even if
he was his friend.

But the real test comes when we investigate his interpretation
of those Scriptural passages which have direct bearing on the
point at issue. Thus, in his comments on the texts ‘“Now is my
soul troubled...”, “Remove this cup from me”, and “My
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” we find that
Athanasius, as he argues against the Arians, makes a special
point of saying that these affections were “not proper to the
nature of the Logos”—on the contrary, “‘the flesh was thus
affected”,? “these affections were proper to the flesh”,® and, in
Gethsemane, “the flesh was in terror”.# May we not say, then,
that in his view the “flesh”, as ““flesh”’, was at these times really
moved to assert itself>—that, had he been pressed, hewould have

" acknowledged that the “flesh” possessed the power of self-

determination? What we mean is that the thought of the indi-
vidual character of the Lord’s manhood would seem to be im-

plicit in his teaching. But does he make use of this principle?

Tt is apparent that he does not. For one sees in Athanasius the
idea that the Logos so intervenes in the human life of Jesus
Christ that it is robbed of the individual character which must
belong to it if it is to be truly human. The Logos Himself, he
says, “lightened” the sufferings of the flesh;? the terror was
“destroyed” by the Divine.® But this does not mean that
Athanasius is an Apollinarian: surely, it means no more than
that a principle, implicit in his teaching, is not brought out.

! E.g. in. Epict. 7. j C. Arian. iii. 55.
3 Ibid. iii. 56. Ibz.d. iii. 57.
5 Jbid. iii. 56. § Ibid. iii. 57.
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That this would seem to be a justifiable conclusion is seen
when we turn to his interpretation of the crucial text, St Luke ii.
52. Does he allow that progress belongs to the “flesh”? He
certainly does. Contending against the Arian use of the text in
support of the doctrine of a mutable Logos, he asks: “What kind
of progress could He have who was eternally equal with God?”—
how could Wisdom advance in wisdom? Rather, he goes on,
“the progress belongs to the body’’—it was “Jesus’’ who ad-
vanced in wisdom and grace.! Once again, it will be noted, the
principle that Christ’s is a manhood which is individual in its
qualities is implicit in Athanasius’ doctrine. But is it developed?
It is clear that while he holds that Christ’s physical growth is
real, he regards Christ’s intellectual and spiritual growth as “the
[gradual] manifestation of the Godhead to those who saw it’’:
“‘as the Godhead was more and more revealed”, he says, by so
much more did His grace as man increase before all men”.2 We
shall see that Cyril has exactly the same thought.?

What are we to say, then? Undoubtedly there is that in the
language of this great Alexandrine which seems to point to the
presence of Apollinarian thought, but, we consider, it is neces-
sary to examine the roots of his teaching in order to arrive at a
true estimate of his position. Then, as it seems, it becomes clear
that he builds on the soteriological idea that Jesus Christ is the
second Adam, and that, carrying forward this thought, he up-
holds the truth that He is fotus homo—though he did not live
long enough to perceive that it was necessary for him to put
forward an explicit declaration concerning the constituent parts
of the totus homo. Nevertheless, Athanasius’ Christology cannot
be said to be wholly satisfactory. His failure, presumably, lies in
this: while he maintains the representative and, in theory, the
individual character of Christ’s manhood, this second conception
he does not work out in practice; for, as his scriptural exegesis
plainly reveals, he is unable to posit a relationship between the
Godhead and the manhood in the one Person of Jesus Christ
in which the manhood really possesses its own individuating
characteristics. But, as we go farther in our study, we shall
see that this failing does not belong to Athanasius alone: it is
common to all the Greek theologians.

L C. drian. iii. 51, 32. ? Ibid. iid. 52. 3 See below, pp. 103 f.
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II. Tue TEACHING OF APOLLINARIUS OF LAODICEA
AND HIS SCHOOL

The Christological principles which are fundamental to the
teaching of Athanasius are also fundamental to those of Apolli-
narius and Cyril, the only difference being that with the coming
of the Laodicene these principles now receive definite expression,
and in this form are carried forward by the later representatives
of the Alexandrine doctrine.! So we would preface this section

1 Tt is outside the scope of this essay to enter into a full discussion of the
teaching of Didymus the Blind (t ¢. 398), who for some time had been head
of the catechetical school at Alexandria. We may, however, briefly note that
this admirer of Origen, who, as is clear, has nothing new to offer in the field
of Christology, and whose doctrine is much less developed than that of
Athanasius [for, as has been shown, while Athanasius stands in the midst of
the movement, and treats of Christology directly, Didymus stands outside it,
and treats of this subject only by the way—see E. Weigl, Christologie vom
Tode des Athanasius bis zum Ausbruch des nestorianischen Streites (373-429)
(Miinchen, 1925)], upholds the two foundation principles of the Alexandrine
teaching. Like Athanasius, he starts from the soteriological point of view
(see esp. de Trin. iii. 4, 5; P.G. xxxix. 829D, 836D, 841C), and affirms that the
only-begotten God has Himself become man on our behalf (de Trin. iii. 4;
P.G. xxxix. 829D), and, through mixing earthly things with heavenly, has
established for us perpetually a new salvation (ibid.; P.G. xxxix. 840a).
Again and again does Didymus affirm that the Logos has become man
“without change”. It is noteworthy, too, that he upholds the principle of the
divine self-emptying, and in this connection this statement of his will be
regarded as most praiseworthy: . ..ovyxarafss eis mvTe, Kai TTWYEVWY TR TOU
SoUAou Lopgf, kad peTamAdoas T6 Adyw fautdv &TpémTws es TO Kowdy, Kol TEoav
Tfs vavBpwmhioews dxohoubioay QUAGTTWY, Kai pndiv Tol YapoxTfipos TS &AnBeias
&povizwv (de Trin. iii. 21; P.G. xxxix. go1c). His teaching on the union is
deficient: he does not use the terms ni€is, xpéois, oUykpaas, ouvdgeax which
were in common use among the representatives of the Alexandrine school of
thought, and even évwois does not appear as a current term in his writings;
neither do we find here any reference to an “essential” union, or to the truth
that in the Incarnation the Logos made the manhood “His own” (see Weigl,
pp. 110, 113). At the same time, it is plain that, though the expression &
wpbowmov may be used only once (Zbid. p. 109), Didymus would strenuously
maintain the doctrine of the unity of Christ’s Person against the idea of
SAhos. . . &Aos: the Apostle Peter was not thinking of “two” when he wrote
that Christ suffered in the flesh (de Trin. iii. 6; P.G. xxxix. 844 4, B); the Logos
who became man is s kod 6 avtés (de Trin. ii. 8; P.G. xxxix. 5894). Again,
true to his upbringing, this teacher emphasizes the truth that this Person is
“God”: he alludes to the Virgin as “Theotokos”, and ascribes two births
to the Logos (for references, see Weigl, p. 105 nn. 2, 4)—though he does not
stop to explain what is meant, and what is not meant, when one speaks in this
way. It should be observed, too, that Didymus would distinguish between
the Logos in His eternal being and the Logos as incarnate: his interpretation
of the proof-texts of the Arians is based on this principle, and especially
interesting are his statements that “ the Logos, as He knew and willed, tasted
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of our study with a brief enquiry into the terms which the theo-
logians of the East could use as they sought to express the doc-
trine that Jesus Christ is one “Person”, and that in Him there
are united the two “elements” of Godhead and manhood.
First, they had the non-metaphysical term “prosopon”. The
original meaning of the term is, of course, “face”. From this
sense, and from others derived from it, it came to express ‘‘the
external being or individual self as presented to an onlooker”’'—
a person, that is, as seen from the outside. In the technical sense
of “person” the word had been used in the East in connection

death in the flesh, and continued immortal, even then (kal Tt€) bestowing
life upon all”, and that He continued xal &wabhs i 8edmnTi kol év Tols Tadn-
woow (de Trin. iii. 21; P.G. xxxiX. 905B, 9I2B).

It is equally clear that the second doctrinal principle of the Alexandrine
school is at the root of Didymus’ Christology. Though he never uses the
expression Vo ¢Uoess, it is certain that for him Jesus Christ consists of two
elements—Christ is &vBpwwos &ux kai 8eds (Frag. in Act. Ap., P.G. xxxix.
1657a)—which are in Him “without confusion”: the Son of God, he says, is
shown kor& 76 € &ugolv (de Trin. iii. 22; P.G. xxxix. 9164), and again and
again does he affirm that the Son became man dovyyurtws (for references,
see Weigl, p. 105 n. 10). He most emphatically rejects the doctrine that the
Incarnation was a eévracua (de Trin. iii. 10; P.G. xxxix. 857B), or that Christ’s
body was only in appearance (de Trin. iii. 21; P.G. xxxiX. 9044), or that that
body was from heaven and not human (de Trin. iii. 8; P.G. xxxix. 849C).
We must notice, too, that, against the Arian doctrine of a cdp§ &ypuyos, he
insists that Christ’s was a o&p€ gwpuxos (de Trin. iii. 21; P.G. xxxix. go44), and,
as is evident from his appeal to Scripture—himself, presumably, prepared
to take the trichotomous view of man’s constitution (see de Spir. S., 55, 59;
P.G. xxxix. 10808, 1082 B)—that he would say that the manhood possessed
freedom of choice; thus he can speak of “the will of the manhood” (de Trin.
iii. 12; 860B). It may be that he even uses such expressions as yuxi Aoy,
or yux1 voegpé—though these occur in the Expositio in Psalmos, which contains
statements to be found word for word in Diodore of Tarsus and Eustathius
of Antioch (see Weigl, p. 101 n. 3), and such words as: ...fiv fvwoey toutd
odpKa Eppuxwpivy Wuxi Aoyikij te kai voepg (in Ps. Ixxi. 5; P.G. xxxix. 14ﬁ65 c)
certainly have a Cyrilline flavour (see below, p. 102 n. 5); moreover, it is
significant that Didymus never mentions Apollinarius by name—a point
which seems to show that he paid no close attention to the question at issue.
But, even if Didymus would uphold the principle of the complete reality of
the Lord’s manhood, he, like all the Greek theologians, never applies it: he
quotes Heb. v. 7, 8, but merely says that the Son of God “accepted obedience
and took away the former disobedience (de Trin. iii. 21; P.G. xxxix. 916 B);
and, in his explanation of the prayer in Gethsemane, he says that the
Lord brought to light the fear of death which was present with Him, in
order that the devil, who had drawn nigh in the Wilderness when the
Saviour spoke things proper to manhood, and had fled when, through His
wonders, He had shown Himself to be God, might once more consider Him
a mere man, and not God appearing in flesh, and be himself hurt who was
cunningly devising to hurt the unconquerable God (#id. ; P.G. xxxix. go8 A, B).

! So Prestige, op. cit. p. 157.
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with Trinitarian doctrine seemingly from the days of Hippolytus,
who, as is probable, took it as the Greek translation of Tertul-
lian’s persona. So itis the term which is most frequently used by
Apollinarius when he speaks of the Lord’s ““Person”; the Cappa-
docians, too, and Cyril use it in the same way. In the writings of
these teachers instances are to be found of the use of “ prosopon”’
in its older meanings,! but it seems—and here, as we think, we can
mark the difference between the Alexandrine and the Antiochene
use of the term—that it is not so employed in doctrinal discussion.

A second term which they could use was “hypostasis”. As
Prestige has recently shown in his God in Patristic Thought? the
word, as used by the Greeks, had both an active and a passive
meaning: it could mean both ‘“‘that which gives support” and
“that which underlies”’. In the former case the emphasis is on
the idea of ““concrete independence”, and so ““hypostasis’’ could
be used to signify “particular objects or individuals”; in the
latter case, the idea of *“basis or foundation”—*‘ the raw material,
stuff, or ‘matter’ out of which an object is constructed”—is
being emphasized, and so the term could be used to signify
“reality and genuineness”’.? Both usages were recognized by the
Church: after the Council of Alexandria in 362, it became
legitimate to speak of ‘three hypostases” or of ““one hypostasis”
when discussing ““Theology”.* Thus its equivalents were, re-
spectively, “prosopon”, and—the meaning which was more
readily understood by the West—-substantia, its philological
equivalent. The term was regularly used by Cyril in these two
senses. Thus—to give but one example at this point—he speaks
of ““one incarnate hypostasis of the Logos”, and of the coming
together in Jesus Christ of ““things or hypostases”.?

! For instances, see Driver and Hodgson, Bazaar of Heracleides, Ap-
pendix IIT, pp. 406 fi. For a discussion on the use of “prosopon’’ by the
Antiochenes, see below, pp. 156 ff. ? Pp. 162 ff.

3 Thus Athanasius, in a well-known passage, says that “hypostasis”
means “being” (“ousia’), and that it has no other significance than simply
e 10 8v (ad Afros 4). .

1 Cf. the distinction between “ousia’ and “hypostasis” (in “Theology”’)
made by Basil of Caesarea: “‘ousia’ has the same relation to ‘hypostasis’ as
the common has to the particular” (Epp. ccxiv, ccxxxvi)—a patristic text to
which appeal could be made in support of the use of “hypostasis” in the
sense of “person”.

5 Ep. iii ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 1164; Apol. adv. Theod. i., ed. P. E. Pusey,
S. Cyrilli archiepisc. Alex.. .. (Oxford, 1868—77), V1. p. 396.
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Thirdly, they had the term ‘“‘ousia”, the technical value of
which had been fixed by Aristotle’s ““primary” and “secondary
ousia”. In accordance with the philosopher’s definition of a
“‘primary ousia”’, the word had been used by Origen in the sense
of a particular existence, an individual,! and Malchion the
Sophist had adopted this meaning in his doctrine concerning the
Lord’s “Person”.2 As we are to see, it is used in the same way
by the Synousiasts or Polemianists, a section of the followers of
the Laodicene,? and at times by the heresiarch himself.* Indeed,
it is clear that the use of “ousia’ in the sense of ““prosopon” was
never completely abandoned by the Greek theologians.® Yet,
as a result of the setting up of ““homoousios”, the term came to
be more generally used, and that in accordance with Aristotle’s
definition of a ‘“‘secondary ousia”, as denoting ‘‘substantial
existence’’, the essential quality shared by a number of par-
ticulars—as the equivalent, that is, of the Latin substantia.

But “ousia’’ was the term of the philosophers, and in popular
usage its place was taken by “nature”, which is ““an empirical
rather than a philosophical term”. So it is not surprising that
Athanasius, after the ‘Dated”” Creed of 359 had condemned the
use of “ousia” because, besides being unscriptural, it was not
understood by the people, and so gave rise to difficulties, turns
to this word in order to explain the meaning of “homoousios”’.®

1 Thus Origen can say that in relation to the Father the Son is &repos xat’
ovoiav kai Umokeipevov (de Orat. 13). Cf. also his use of the phrase oloix iBix
(Comm. in Johan. ii. 6, ed. Brooke, i. p. 70). Again, vospai oYoim are for him
the same as Aoyikai Umootéoes (de Princ. 11. ix. 1; I 1. 22). For a similar
usage in Dionysius of Alexandria and Pierius, see Raven, op. cit. p. 64 n. 4.

2 See above, p. 28. 3 See below, p. 53 n. 2.

¢ See below, pp. 521.

5 Thus the usage “ousia”=“prosopon” is to be found among the
Monophysites, Timothy Aelurus (see J. Lebon, ““ La Christologie de Timothée
Aelure”, in Revue d’Hist. ecclés., t. ix, pp. 692, 694), Severus of Ardtioch (see
P.G. Ixxxvi. 9244, 1921B), and Julian of Halicarnassus (see R. Draguet,
Sulien d’H alicarnasse, append., Fragmenta Dogmatica, p. 62, Frag. 72), using
as equivalents the terms “ousia”, “nature” and “hypostasis”. Presumably
the Monophysites adopted this usage because it was already to be found in
the Apollinarian writings which constituted one of their main sources of
appeal; besides, as Harnack says, “in the course of the transition from the
fifth to the sixth century, Aristotelianism once more became the fashion in
science .

¢ See de Synod. 50, 52, 53, and ¢. Arian. iii. 65, where Athanasius uses
“nature’’ to explain what he understood by “ousia” and “hypostasis”
(=substantia).
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Once it was understood—though the relation between the two
terms remained undefined—that “nature” could be used as an.
equivalent of “ousia”, it came to bear the same two meanings:
it could refer either to the particular or to the general.! And, it
should be clearly understood, the theologians of the Alex-
andrine school were at home with both usages: they employ
“nature” in the sense of “an individual existence”’ (i.e., as the
equivalent of “prosopon”’) and in its generic sense; they speak
of “one incarnate nature of the divine Logos”, but they also
speak of “‘the divine nature”, “the nature of the Godhead”,
“our nature’’, ““man’s nature”’, and ‘“human nature’’.2

So then, understanding that the Alexandrine teachers had at

1 It is noteworthy that the Anomoeans were using “nature’ in the sense
of “prosopon” at the same time as Apollinarius. See the Creed of Eudoxius,
who died in 370 (Hahn, pp. 261 f.), and the statement of Lucius, who was
made bishop of Alexandria in 374 (quoted by Raven, op. cit. p. 116).

2 Thus—to quote examples of the Alexandrines’ use of “nature’ in the
sense of substantia—we find in Apollinarius: “human nature” (de Un. 11,
Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, p. 190) and “our
nature” (Anaceph. 23, ibid. p. 244). Further, writing against Diodore of
Tarsus, the Laodicene says that Christ’s body in its union with Godhead
does not alter from being a body, “just as a man’s body remains in its own
nature” (¢bid. Frag. 134). Cf. also the statement (to be found in his argument
that .it would mean the destruction of a self-determinating being if it were to
lost? its power of self-determination) that God has not destroyed ‘‘the nature ”
which He Himself created (4pod., ibid. Frag. 87). Or, turning to Cyril, we
have: “the divine nature” (4pol. adv. Theod. i; Scholia, xxviif.: ed. Pusey,
VL pp. 396, 548, 556); “the nature of the Godhead” (de Recta Fide ad Reg.
(1); Quod unus sit Christus: ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. Pp- 232, 353); “our nature”’
(Quod unus. .. ; Scholia, xxix: ed. Pusey, vIL pt. i. p. 340; VI. p. 558); “the
fleshly nature” (4pol. adv. Theod. i: ed. Pusey, vI. p- 396); “man’s nature”
(Scholia, xxvii; Comm. in Jo. Fv. vi. 38 f., xii. 27 f.; Frag. in Ep. ad
Rom. v. 181.; de Recta Fide ad Reg. (ii): ed. Pusey, vL pP- 548; 111 p. 487;
V. p. 3”18; v. p. 186 f.; vII. pt. i. p. 302); “human nature” (4pol. adv.
Theod. ii: ed. Pusey, V1. p. 404); “the same nature as ours” (Comm. in Jo.
Ez{. X. 14, 15, ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 232). Tixeront (History of Dogmas,? iii. p- 59)
Fhmks that for this Alexandrine “the word ‘nature’ means a concrete and
independent nature, i.e. a person”, and that “when he uses his own termino-
logy, Cyril never calls the humanity (of Jesus Christ) ‘nature’”—he had,
rather, “to employ his opponents’ language, particularly when he had to
prove that he admitted no confusion of the two elements in Jesus Christ”’.
But, as the instances taken from his Comm. in %o. Ev. reveal, it is clear that
Cyril uses “nature” in the sense of substantia in writings which are not
controversial. The point would seem to be that we cannot speak of Cyril’s

own terminology”’: he does but adopt a current terminology, according to
which “nature” could be used in two senses. Apollinarius before him had
used the term in this way, and a similar usage is to be found in those who
followed him (see, for instance, the explanation of the use of the term put
forward by Severus of Antioch—quoted below, p. 50 n. 1).

SAC
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their disposal these four terms, ‘“prosopon”, ‘‘hypostasis”,
“ousia”, and “nature”, when they wished to refer to the
“Person” of Jesus Christ, and that they could adopt any one of
the last three,! when they sought to mention the elements of
which he is composed, let us see how he who stands as the
pioneer in this work of formulating the Christological principles
of the school makes use of them.

Apollinarius of Laodicea, dominated, like Athanasius and all
the Alexandrine teachers, by a profound interest in soteriology,
sets it up as his main Christological assertion that Jesus Christ is
the Logos Himself who, for man’s salvation, has become flesh—
“flesh”’, that is, as he understands the term.

This becoming flesh, he maintains, has not been brought
about through any change of the divine ousia of the Logos. Thus
he expressly anathematizes any who would say that the Logos
has been changed into flesh,? and quotes against them the text
“I am the Lord, I change not” (Malachi iii. 6).> The Logos, he
teaches, still maintains His cosmic relations even if He has be-
come flesh: “at once He permeates all things and is in a peculiar

1 An excellent illustration of the various ways in which the terms “hypo-
stasis”, “ousia”, and “nature”’ were taken by the Alexandrine theologians is
to be found in the letter of Severus of Antioch to Eupraxius the chamberlain
(ed. and trans. by E. W. Brooks, A Collection of Letters of Severus of Antioch,
Patrologia Orientalis, t. xiv, fasc. i, pp. 28 £.): “We use the name nature
sometimes generally of ‘ousia’, and sometimes specifically signifying the
hypostasis of a man. We term all mankind one nature, as in the text, ‘Every
nature of beasts and of birds and of things that are in the water is subjected
and made subject to human nature’ (James iii. 7): and again we call a man
‘nature’, Paul, for instance, or Peter, or James. Where we name all mankind
one nature we use the name ‘nature’ generically in place of ‘ousia’, but when

£ we speak of one nature of Paul, we employ the name ‘nature’ in place of
§ ‘individual hypostasis’. So also when we say that the Trinity is one nature,
as in the text, ‘In order that we may be sharers of the divine nature’ (2 St
{ Peter i. 4), we use the name ‘nature’ in place of the general designation
5 ‘ousia’....But, when we say ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’, we say
‘nature’ in place of an individual designation, and thereby denote one single
hypostasis of the Word, like that of Paul, or Peter, or any single man. There-
fore also, when we say ‘ one nature which became incarnate’, we do not say so
absolutely, but we say ‘one nature of the Word Himself’, and clearly denote
that it is one hypostasis. But again let no one stain the divine nature that is
raised above all things with anything lowly taken from the example of Paul
and Peter. For, although these are of the same ousia, they differ not only in
¢ hypostasis but also in power and operation, and stature and shape, and in the
various kinds of impulses that are in men’s minds. The Trinity, however,
differs by the difference of hypostases only, and in every point is unvarying in
. equality, and in the fact that it is of the same ousia.”
* Ad Jov. 3, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 253. 3 Ad Jov. 2, ibid. p. 252.
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sense commingled with the flesh”.! For the same reason he
denies that the Logos has been limited by the body—had it been
s0, he argues, “the universe would have been made void”’.2
What he insists on is that the Logos is the same Person both be-
fo‘re and after the Incarnation:3 the Invisible is seen composite
Wlth‘ a body, while remaining invisible and uncomposite;*
Christ is “God invisible changed in form by His visible body,
God uncreate made manifest by a created limitation, self-limited
in assuming the form of a servant, unlimited, unaltered, un-
impaired in His divine essence”.® Clearly his position is that the
Logos, while remaining what He was, has in addition become
incarnate: remaining GouvBetos and &oapwos in His eternal being,
He has become oUvBetos and évoopxos in the Incarnation.
What is Apollinarius’ teaching on the self-emptying? As
Raven says, for this theologian it is “‘identical with the whole
condition of Christ’s life upon earth, a continuous process of
voluntary renunciation”.® His “great definition’’ is that ““in-
carnation is self-emptying” (odpkwois kéveois)’—a principle
which, it would seem, lies behind the teaching of Athanasius on
this subject. But now the thought is more clearly developed.
In a passage which reminds us of the statement of Irenaeus that
the Logos was ““quiescent” at the time of the Temptation,® the
Laodicene declares that the suffering of Christ “only appears in
proportion to the restraint and withdrawal of the divine will”’;?
and in another he affirms that “the energy of the Godhead acts
on each occasion either separately or in combination as is neces-
sary”’, and gives as an example the Lord’s fasting: “when the
Qodhead, with its capacity for superiority to want, acted in com-
bination, His hunger was appeased; when it did not employ its
capacity to resist the feeling of want, His hunger increased’’.10
: ‘H. Kar& Mépos TlioTis, 11, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 171.
Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 138.
3 K.M.TL 36, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 181.
: Lietzmann,.op. cit. Frag. 133.
- £§ Un. 6, Lietzmann, 0p. cit. pp. 187 f. (trans. as in Raven, dpollinarianism,
: Op. c.it. pp. 202 ff., where the subject is discussed at length.
C. Diod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 124.
: Irenaeus, adv. Haeres. 111. xix. 3.
From Apollinarius’ commentary on St John—a fragment to be found in

Cramer, Cat. Graec. Patr. in N.T. ii 3
T , Cat. G . .in N.T. L. 315 (quoted by Raven, op. cit. p. 203).
® C. Diod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 127 (trans. as in Raven, op. cit. p. zogg.
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But, as Raven points out, it must not be' suppose‘d thai.: Ap(;ll-
linarius presents us with a system of C}}rllsto‘logy in which the
self-emptying is regarded as complejce: it 1s just here, we con-
sider, that the weakness in the teaching of the Greek Fathers is
to be marked, for had they developed the doctrine of the Lord s
individual manhood, they would have been compelled to posit
the complete self-emptying of the Logos. Nevertheles§, it seems
undeniable that the conception that the Lo'gos must llm}t Hlm-
self in respect of the powers which are His by nature if He is
indeed to become man has a definite place in the A%exandrme
doctrinal tradition, and, as we shall see, Cyril, workmg on the
basis of Apollinarius’ definition, can offer a formula \‘Nh}ch, pro-1
vided that one does not hesitate to make full use of it, is of rea
in this connection.!
Val}ulz\:vnthen, according to Apollinarius, has the Logos become
flesh? While remaining what He was, ?he Logos. has taken. to
Himself a human body, and made it His own, .th;s body being
altogether inseparable from Him whose body it is. Makmg'use
of terms which had been current among the Greek theologians
for more than a century,® he says that theyre has befifl a r.eal
“unification” (fvwois),* a “compos'ition” ((Zuveecfxg)’, a “coming
together” (oUvodos),® a “comm'ingllng” (xpdots, O(VO(KpO(O‘lS,. c\\;y;
kpaois),® of Godhead and flesh in the Iiersor} of the Logosf.ﬁcaps
.. .gls &v mpdowTov fvwTal T eeé-rr‘rn.’ Th}S) ufl‘lon, he a ,I:ms,
is a “personal union”: anticipating Cyril’s “hypostatic” or

{4 “natural”’ union—though he uses another term—he says that
AL

.
- [R2S

. . 1y
* it is oUoicdns,? the flesh having been ““personally united with

1 See below, p. 86. . 56

2 Un. 2, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 186. ]

3 é)eee arll)ov’e pp. 22, 2’9 for the use of these terms by Origen axlid tl}:e

b . 3 . -

Origenists. Apollinarius was, then, drawing upon a common stock—the
same stock used by the Cappadocians (sec? below, p. 96 n'dl)'. the sense of

4 Like all the Alexandrines, Apollinarius uses tllle word in ; sU
unitio: T& TP&y BT AVWTAL KXTS THY THS oapKos pos BedTnTa Eveoo (de ()g' 13d,
Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 190). See also K.M.TI. 2, Lietzmann, op. cil. p. 163, an
Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 164. N

5 Ad Dion., Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 260.

8 C. Diod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frags. 134, 137.

7 Liet n, op. cit. Frag. 164. ) o ,

8 };Jlifiznl}“?gg Ipz'. “that which has been inseparably joined to God”,

; inari is divi e personal union [&i& Thv
W L Apollinarius says, is divine “on account of the p

fvwow Tiw olotkdn]”’. The same expression is to be found in Malchion the
Sophist (see above, p. 28).
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(ouvousicwuévn)! the Godhead in the Person of the Logos.? Sois
the Logos a guois which is now OECapPKWUEVN ) OF, as it was put

L Ibid. Frag. 36.
* Here we can conveniently enquire into the standpoint of the Synousiasts
or Polemianists, a section of the followers of the Laodicene who were repre-
sented by such teachers as Polemon (or, Polemius), Timothy of Berytus,
Eunomius of Beroea in Thrace, Julian, and Job, a bishop. These boldly
asserted that the flesh of Christ is “homoousios ” with God. Naturally they
were misunderstood, and, even by the other followers of Apollinarius, were
condemned as upholders of the notion that in the union Christ’s manhood
had become “of one essence” with His Godhead (see esp. the abusive
criticism which they received from Valentinus, who, with Homonius, led the
opposing section, in his Capita apologiae, Lietzmann, op. cit. pp. 287 ff.).
But the Polemianists’ was, certainly, not a doctrine of this order. It is
noteworthy that Apollinarius himself more than once says that it is not to be
thought that the Lord’s flesh is consubstantial with His Godhead (see his letter
to Terentius the Comes at Antioch, Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 163, and the
anathema at the end of the confession of the Apollinarians, Tom. Synod., Lietz-
mann, op. cit. p. 263). Besides, these teachers themselves assert that the flesh
remains flesh in the union. Timothy, while holding that it is “ homoousios ” with
God, declares that it is human and *“ homoousios "’ with us (Lietzmann, op. cit.
Frag. 181); and Bishop Job anathematizes those whowould say thatit is “ homo-
ousios” with “the incorporeal ousia of the ineffable Father (ibid. p. 287). In
what sense, then, do these Polemianists use homoousios ’? It seems clear that
they are taking “ousia’ in the sense of prosopon”. For how, otherwise, is it
possible to account for their emphatic condemnation of the doctrine of the con-
substantiality of Christ’s flesh with His Godhead? Besides, the use of * ousia”
in this meaning had been current from the days of Malchion (see above, p. 28).
What, then, is their standpoint? Timothy of Berytus in his letter to Homonius
says that to deny that the flesh is ouvougwoptvn with the Logos is to destroy
the unity of the one life and hypostasis, and to make the union that of a holy
man with God (ibid. p. 278). Clearly, the principle which they would lay
down is that the “flesh’—and by this they mean a body and an animal soul—
is not “that of another beside the Logos”: holding that the flesh has its
properties, and that these remain in the union (see their appeal to the words of
Apollinarius on this subject in the same letter, ibid. p. 278), they maintain
that these properties are not those of another “Person”. Their position is
that Jesus Christ is one Person, the Logos Himself, who has made the flesh
His own—that flesh is, therefore, “personally united with” Godhead in that
Person. Similarly their declaration that the flesh is “homoousios” with the
Logos is put forward to counteract the notion that in Jesus Christ there are
two parallel “ousiai” (two parallel personal existences)—a holy man and the
Logos. Their point is that the ousia of the Logos is the ousia of the flesh—
that the flesh has “the same ousia” as the Logos. Of course this comes near
to denying the reality of its individuating quality—and these teachers,
following Apollinarius, took this step—but this denial is not necessarily
involved in the statement that the flesh is “homoousios ” with the Logos:
one can say, and be orthodox, that the “ Person*’ of the Logos is the “Person ”
of the manhood, since in the Incarnation that manhood, remaining real
Mmanhood, has been united to the Person of the Logos. And, we would
Suggest, it is this conception which the Synousiasts were meaning to uphold:
against the Nestorian idea of two parallel existences (those of the Logos and
aholyman), they were insisting on the idea of a “ composition ’—a composition
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by one of his disciples, the Person (puois) who from eternity was
simple is now composite (cUvBetos).t Since, then, the flesh has
been compounded into the Person, this Person, now incarnate or
composite, is one: Jesus Christ is ui gUots (ovoia) ouvBeTtos,? or
—to quote the formula which later generations were to accept
as genuinely Athanasian—uia @Uats Tol 8eol Adyou oroapreouévn 3

Let us notice how central to his teaching is the principle that
Jesus Christ, the Logos made flesh, is one Person. We will first
consider his opposition to the Nestorian thought that in Christ
there are two Persons set side by side. In Him, Apollinarius

13

affirms, there are not two ousiat (=“persons”’) but one, ~ac-
cording to the composition of God with a human body”;* Jesus
Christ is “one in being according to the one ousia, not in two
prosopa which exist according to their spheres and dignities””;®
the one prosopon cannot be divided into two, for the body is not
to be regarded as an i8ix guos, having an individual existence
beside the Logos,® but just as man, who consists of body and
soul, is one nature, so also is Christ "—an analogy which was to
be used again and again by the Laodicene’s successors in the
Alexandrine doctrinal tradition. Thus he will not allow that in
Christ there are two persons existing side by side: God did not

of Godhead and flesh in the Person of the Logos. Undoubtedly, this use of
“homoousios” is dangerous, though the Synousiasts (like those teachers
at Corinth during the episcopate of Epictetus who seem to have been using
the term in the same way—see above p. 36 n. 4) were hardly deserving of the
condemnation which was meted out to them: they may have been unsound
in their doctrine of the Lord’s manhood, but they realized the peril of
Nestorianism, and saw that it could be overcome only through a firm in-
sistence on the truth of the unity of His Person.

1 §o Eunomius of Beroea, Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 178.

2 So Julian, also a Polemianist, ibid. Frag. 180. Bishop Job can say that
Christ is “ one composite hypostasis and prosopon” (ibid. p. 286).

3 The celebrated formula is to be found in the ad Jovianum (Lietzmann,
op. cit. p. 281), 2 work—in all probability that of Apollinarius himself—which
was ascribed to Athanasius. On the way in which the expression would seem
to have been built up, see below, p. 89 n. 2.

4 Syllog., Lietzmann, o0p. cit. Frag. 119; cf. also Frag. 158.

5 De Incarn., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 9.

¢ Ad Dion., Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 257- .

7 Ibid. At the same time, it may be noted, Apollinarius is careful to
explain to the Antiochenes that when he uses this analogy he has no thought
of “confusing”’ the elements in Christ. Thus: “If man possesses both soul
and body, and these remain in unity, much more does Christ, who possesses
divinity and body, keep both constant and unconfounded” (c. Diod., Lietz-
mann, op. cit. Frag. 129).
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take.a man to be “another beside Himself”’ (étepos map” arov),t
.for 1.f that had been the case we should have had a divinel,y
::ESPH' ed Tflan—})ut no mere prophet or apostle could have been
e wqud s Saviour;? rather, his position is that the flesh has its
place in tl'le ‘composition which is in the Person of the Logos.
Agalp, it 1s in order to enforce the cardinal truth that Jesus
Christ is God Himself made flesh that he insists that the Virgin
must be called “ Theotokos”. Neither he, nor his followers, nor,
for the matter of that, any person who considers himself to be
sane, he declares, would say that the flesh itself is consubstantial
with the Godhead, or that it is from heaven;3® but since the
mystery of man’s salvation lies in the incarnation of the Logos
who is inseparable from His own flesh, the Virgin must be giver;
thl‘s title*—for He who was born of a woman is 6eds Bvoapkos.’
With the same purpose in view he uses the expressions “Go.d
was crucified”, “God died’’.% But it should be understood that
when he speaks in this way he is thinking of the Logos as He has
become flesh. For Apollinarius is careful to make a distinction
between the Logos in His incarnate state and the Logos in His
eternal being, in which He is impassible. It was “when the
Logos became flesh”, or, “as man”’, that He died and rose
again; " the divine Logos preserved His presence in all things, and
Whlle the sufferings belonged to the flesh, His power possejssed
its own impassibility—one does not attribute the sufferings to the
Power, he exclaims.® As Raven says, this “distinction between

‘the unlimited and self-limited aspects of Christ’s Godhead” is a

most important fe:jlture of the Christology of Apollinarius.® At the
same time, it is evident that it is not peculiar to this theologian.1

1 Lietzmann, op. cit. Fra i
, 0p. cit. g. 186. The words were attributed to Feli
] ix of
glfd :g(:)e;;(tclevcll %S slglc?Lby Cyril, who makes use of them (see below, p OQOI;OY:)&
. -M.TI. 28 (Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 177) where those cot ned
wl:o would worshxp Tov i Mapias &vlpwTov ds ETepov dvTa Tap f;\? éioengsrem?ed
: éna[c\eph. 1, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 242. -
n Apollinarius’ denial that the flesh is homoousi i
. usios with the God
sec?4 e‘ls)p.FBaven, op. cit. pp. 217 ff., where the apposite passages are se(t) dlz)iji’
op c'te id. et Incarn. 5, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 196; ad Jov. 1, 2, Lietzmann.
. lC pp. 250f. ) ® Apod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Fra ;
. f. Apod:, Lietzmann, op. cit. Frags. 50, 52, 95. g 50
. fpod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 93.
.M.TL. 11, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 171 * A4 inariant
. , Liet , 0p. cit. p. . pollinarianism, pp.
M 1A§ we have trlt?d to show, the same distinction is to be foungpinzg)3 H
tOa thon the Sophlst,. and Athanasius (above, pp. 22 f., 29f., 3g). It Do,
0, in the Cappadocians and in Cyril (below, pp. 73f., 87 ,f) ’ appears,
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Further, maintaining the principle that Jesus Christ is one
Person, the Laodicene holds that all His actions and sayings are
those of the Logos Himself as He has become incarnate. Like
Athanasius—and, as we shall see, ltke Cyril—he does not think
on the lines of any alternate action, as if the Lord did this in His
divine and that in His human nature; his view, rather, is that
everything, whether divine or human, belongs to the one in-
carnate Person. The precedent, he says, is to be found in Holy
Scripture itself, in which “no division is made between the
Logos and His flesh, [He being regarded as] one nature, one
hypostasis, one activity, one prosopon, the Same wholly God,
wholly man”’.1 So he takes the words “ What He sces the Father
doing He also does” (cf. St John v. 19), as applying to “the
flesh, wherein the Incarnate is separate from the non-incarnate
Father” 2—that is, they are to be ascribed to the one Person, the
Logos made flesh. Again, in regard to the prayer in Gethsemane,
he expressly states that “He who uttered the words was ‘God
wearing flesh, with no distinction in the exercise of His Wllli’.?’
Similarly, he can say that the words ““Glorify thou me with
the glory which I had with thee before the world was” (St John
xvii. 5) are those of “the whole”,* and that the saying “ Sit thou
at my right hand” (Psalm cx. 1) is to be referred to the Lord
“2s man”—that is, to the Logos Himself in His incarnate state.?
Indeed, Apollinarius goes farther, and—to quote what his
disciple, Julian the Polemianist, said of him—*the first to bring
into clear light the mystery which had been hidden from all”,
asserts that Jesus Christ is ‘“one composite ousia and nature,
moved by solely one will, and performing both the miracles and
the sufferings”.5 Undoubtedly, the phrase pix o¥oix kol @Uois
oUvBeTos is new, and it stands to the credit of the Bishop of
Laodicea that he could so clearly express what is implicit in the

Alexandrine teaching. For him, Jesus Christ is one perfect
living Being (8v 36&ov), consisting of Godhead and flesh, of

1 D¢ Fid. et Incarn. 6, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 199.

* C. Diod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 131.

3 De Manif., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 109.

* De Un. 7, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 188.

5 De Incarn., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 3. . .

¢ Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 180. That Julian is here giving a faithful account

of Apollinarius’ teaching is seen from the fragment of the letter which the
master wrote to his disciple, tbid. Frag. 151.
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Mover and moved—for the flesh has been compounded with the
ruling principle from heaven—who possesses one will and one
activity, and Himself performs both what is divine and what is
human.! Neither would it be wrong to suppose that Polemon is
but echoing the thought of the master when he declares that this
one Person possesses ‘“one operative motion” (pic évepyeTikn
kivnois) which is seen ““as well in the miracles as in the suf-
ferings”.2 Clearly, in all this we can trace an attempt to give
definite expression to the doctrine that Jesus Christ is one com-
posite Person, at once divine and human, whose is one theandric
will and operation—only, in their determination to resist the
Nestorian notion that in Jesus Christ there are two (parallel) self-
impelling individual existences (8Uo @Uosis avrokivnTo:),® each
with its will and operation, Apollinartus and the members of his
school, themselves undoubtedly capable theologians, spoilt the
worth of their contribution through denying that Christ pos-
sessed a human rational soul. Others there were who, even if
they were unable to express themselves with such precision,
stood for the same fundamental thought, and were not prepared
to give way on the point that Christ’s is a manhood in every
respect consubstantial with ours.

Now let us see how Apollinarius upholds the second founda-
tion principle of the Alexandrine Christology. For him, Jesus
Christ is one Person, in whom are the two elements (TpdrypoTa)*
of Godhead and flesh: He is quois pla € ékorépou pépous—the

-uncreated and the created; like man, who consists of body and

soul, He is é BUo uepév.®> By this root conception he holds firm.
Again and again he uses ““composition” when speaking of the
union of Godhead and flesh in Christ, but he explicitly denies
that the elements have been changed as a result of the union.
As we have seen, he insists that the Logos does not change into

1 Apod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 107.

2 So Polemon in his letter to Julian, Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 176.

3 See the fragment of Julian’s letter to Polemon, ibid. Frag. 180.

¢ For instances of Apollinarius’ use of this word, see de Un. 11, Lietzmann,
op. cit. p. 190, and 13 (quoted above, p. 52 n. 4).

8 De Un. 5, ibid. p. 187.

¢ Cf. in this connection the passages from Apollinarius quoted by Raven,
0p. cit. pp. 208 ff., who very rightly draws attention to this aspect of the
Laodicene’s teaching, and shows that he should be acquitted of “the mon-
strous insinuation of his ancient and modern opponents that he taught the
consubstantiality of the flesh and the Godhead” (ibd. p. 210).
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flesh ; similarly, he holds, the body assumed by the Logos still
remains in its human nature.! Not for a moment—though his
enemies accused him of holding this doctrine—does he think
that the Logos brought His body with Him from heaven: indeed,
he deliberately condemns those who would accept such an idea.?
The body may share in the properties of the Logos, so that it can
be called a “divine body”’, and the Logos may share in the pro-
perties of the body, but they remain, according to nature, body
and Logos.® He is most definite on this point:

The flesh of the Lord, while remaining flesh even in the union
—its nature being neither changed nor lost—shares in the names
and properties of the Logos; and the Logos, while remaining
Logos and God, in the incarnation shares in the names and pro-
perties of the flesh.*

Neither should it be thought that his use of such expressions as
“commingling”” and ““mixture”’® necessitates a different verdict.
He uses them, it should be understood, in order to enforce the
thought of the inseparability of the divine and human elements
in their union in the Person of the Logos. He certainly does not
mean that in their union one element has been transformed into
the other.® It may be said that to employ such terms is in-
judicious, but it is certain that this teacher cannot be accused of
upholding the doctrine of ““confusion”.

Indeed, it is most significant that, intent upon resisting any
such error, he maintains the very same principle which we have

1 Lietzmann, op. cit. Frags. 134, 160.

2 Cf.ad Jov. 3, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 253, Frags. 112, 159,162,164; ad Dion.,
Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 259.

3 Cf. his use of Origen’s simile of the iron heated in the fire (de Princ. 11.
vi. 6): “If the blending of iron with fire, which makes the iron itself appear as
fire and brings it about that it performs the works of fire, does not change its
nature, so, too, the union of God with the body implies no change of body,
although the body extends its divine energy to those who can touch it”
(c. Diod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 128).

4 So Apollinarius, as quoted by Timothy of Berytus in his letter to Homo-
nius (ibid. p. 278).

5 Cf. the exclamation: & kowd xtiois xal pifis Geomeoiar feds kod odpf wav
&metéreocav guow (where, undoubtedly, QUols = wpdowov), Lietzmann, op. cit.
Frag. 10, and the statement that “the incarnate Logos is Mediator between

" God and man, neither wholly man nor wholly God” —i.e. not a man only
or the Divine only—* but a mixture of God and man " (8ecl xai &vBpdymou pigs),
Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 113.

¢ Cf. his careful explanation in the fragment from the ¢. Diod., Lietzmann,

op. cit. Frag. 134.
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seen in Origen and Athanasius!—namely, that of ‘‘recognizing
the difference of the natures’ according to their properties. In
the commingling, he says, there is the uncreated and the created; 2
there has been a union of what is of God and what is of the
body: there is “the adorable Creator, who is Wisdom and Power
eternal”’, and there is the Son of Mary, born in the last time,
worshipping God, progressing in wisdom, and being strength-
ened with power;? “the human [nature] partakes of the divine
energy so far as it is able”’, though it is distinct [Erépa], as is the
least from the greatest—the one servant and creature, the other
Lord and Creator. So also in his Scriptural exegesis he dis-
tinguishes between what is proper to the Lord’s Godhead and
what is proper to His manhood—though, as we have said, he
carefully points out that everything that is recorded concerning
Jesus Christ in Scripture is to be referred to the one Person, the
Logos incarnate. Thus in the de Unione,® taking the text *‘For
their sakes I sanctify myself” (St John xvii. 19), he says that
therein is preserved the one prosopon and the indivisibility of
the one living Being, but, perceiving what is demanded by an
accurate discernment of what goes to make up that one Person,
he proceeds to make a distinction between that which sanctifies,
which is divine, and that which is sanctified, which is human
nature—for one is Creator, the other creature. He gives another
example. When St Paul says that Christ has been exalted and
given the name which is above every name (Philippians ii. g),

" Apollinarius holds, the Apostle is speaking of ““the whole” as

having been exalted, but, he goes on, properly it is the flesh
which was exalted, since the Godhead ever remains in its im-
mutability. Then he establishes this principle:

He who cannot perceive [ei8évon] what is proper to each in the
different [elements]| which have been united will fall into opinions
which are inconsistent; but he who recognizes the properties
[r& 1810 yweokwv] and preserves the union will neither speak
falsely concerning the nature, nor go wrong concerning the union.
If this is compared with the similar statements of Origen and
Athanasius,” it will be seen that Apollinarius is here upholding

1 See above, pp. 24f., 40. 2 De Un. 5, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 187.
3 C. Diod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 125.

* Ibid. Frag. 130. 5 10 ff., Lietzmann, op. cit. pp. 18g ff.
13

De Un. 17, ibid. p. 192. 7 See above, pp. 23, 40.
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a principle which is already established in the traditional teaching
of the Alexandrine school as that which must be insisted upon
in the interest of sound belief. So long as one *recognizes’—
that is, sees as real—the properties of each element in their
union in the one Person of Jesus Christ, this teacher would say,
one will understand that the “nature” is that of the Logos in-
carnate, and one will make no mistake concerning the union in
which the two elements of Godhead and flesh remain without
confusion. Thus the principle that Jesus Christ is & mpoowmov
& SUo [pUoecov] yvewpizopevoy is already set up—and Eutychian-
ism is already condemned.

Thus far Apollinarius’ teaching is altogether in line with that
of the other representatives of the Alexandrine school of thought;
in fact, as we shall see, the phrases which he uses in expressing
the Christological principles of the school now become part of its
recognized language. But after this he pursues a course of his

own. He can say that Jesus Christ is “man”’,! but He is man "

“titularly” (éuwviuws):2 He possesses a body and an animal
soul (yuyn), but He is nota human mind (Tvedua, vols), since in
Him the heavenly mind of the Logos takes the place of the
highest element in us. As he openly confesses, Christ “is not

a man but as man, since He is not homoousios with man in the

crowning element”.?

Raven has clearly demonstrated what Apollinarius under-
stands by the human mind. To quote what this scholar says:
“To him a human mind implies ‘a self-determinating subject,
impelled naturally by its own volition’, and supplying the motive
power to the flesh which is purely passive. It is this power of
self-determination or freedom of will which to him constitutes
the very essence of mind: without it mind ceases to be mind.”*
If then, the Laodicene argues, there are two such self-deter-

! It is noteworthy that Apollinarius can say that Christ is 8Aos &vBpootros
(de Fid. et Incarn. 3, 6, Lietzmann, op. cit. pp. 194, 199): He has indeed a
vobis, but it is a heavenly vols, which is now #&oapkos (cf. Apod., Lietzmann,
op. cit. Frags. 69, 72).

® Anaceph. 4, 16, Lietzmann, op. cit. pp. 243, 244 "

3 Adpod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 45. According to Rufinus, the Laodicene
at first taught that Christ “assumed only a body and not a soul at all”’, and
that it was only later that he adopted the trichotomous view. Raven (op. cit.
pp. 169 I.) holds that the Laodicene had this view from the start.

t Apollinarianism, p. 182.
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minating subjects in Christ, the foundation principle of the
unity of His Person is completely overthrown. “T'wo separate
principles of mind and will”’, he says, ‘“cannot dwell together
without one striving against the other’’;! “‘such a subject would
be in a state of perpetual turmoil, distracted by the conflicting

wishes of the elements of which it consists’’.2 So he sees that his .

main principle will be set beyond all question if—seemingly on
the basis that the two are akin—he says that in Christ the
heavenly takes the place of the human mind: Christ can still be
called “man”, and there will be no doubt concerning the one-
ness of His Person, for, under such a constitution, there can be
in Him but one will, one activity, one operative motion, the
Logos Himself being the “mover”, and the flesh the “moved”.
This is the answer which, he realizes, he can give to Diodore of
Tarsus and his followers, who, ‘“separating the natures”, were, as
he thought, dividing the one Christ and teaching a duad of Sons.

But we must look deeper if we would appreciate Apollinarius’
real motive in depriving Christ of a human mind. Saint as well
as theologian, and, like Athanasius, ever seeing the Christological
in the light of the soteriological problem, he would ensure the
reality of the redemption through ensuring the absolute sinless-
ness of the Redeemer. His basal conception concerning the
human mind is that it is ““changeable and the prey of sordid
thoughts”;3 it can fall away through weakness.* Therefore, to

_place it altogether beyond doubt that the Redeemer is utterly

sinless, he denies all possibility of moral conflict in Him: in Him
the unchangeable mind of the Divine takes the place of what is
changeable in us. For, as he says, ‘“if there is in Christ a human
along with a divine mind, the work of the Incarnation, which is
the overthrow of sin, is not accomplished by Him”;5 “if the
same nature that is in us is in Christ, He is but the old man, a
living soul, not a life-giving spirit”.® Thus he attains his end
through ruling out the posse non peccare, and setting up—and
that in clearest terms—the non posse peccare. Apollinarius had

1 De Unit., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 2 (quoted by Raven, op. cit. p. 182).

* Ad Fulian., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 151 (quoted by Raven, op. cit. p. 184).

Ad Diocaes. 2, Lietzmann, op. cit. p. 256 (quoted by Raven, op. cit. p. 184).
* Apod., Lietzmann, op. cit. Frag. 76. > Ibid. Frag. 74.

¢ Anaceph., Lietzmann, op. cit. pp. 244 f. Cf. also the passage in ¢. Apoll.

1. 2, which is quoted by Raven (op. cit. p. 244) as “perhaps genuinely

Apollinarian ™.
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still to learn that there is no need to deprive Christ of a human
mind in order to establish the doctrine of His sinlessness: this
doctrine can be established on the basis of the perfect harmony
that existed between a human mind, continuing real and free,
and the mind of the Divine—though among the ancients it was
rather the Antiochenes, with whom, as we have yet to sec,
the moral interest was uppermost, than the Alexandrines who
were best fitted to work out such an answer.

In their denial of the place of the human mind in Christ,
Apollinarius and his disciples, we consider, stand apart from the
other representatives of the Alexandrine doctrinal tradition. But
Raven, in his Apollinarianism, takes a different view. His con-
tention is that “Greek thought was essentially Apollinarian”,
and that “Apollinarianism grew naturally and inevitably from
the parent stock of Christian Hellenism”.! At the time of
Apollinarius, this scholar argues, the Church’s doctrine con-
cerning Christ was in a state of chaos. The Greek Fathers, taking
it as fundamental that God and man were naturally opposites,
had been unable to posit that God had become true man. They
had set up one single Person, Himself divine, and had accounted
for the Lord’s humanity by merging it and the human mind
which belonged to it in His Godhead. So, “a speculative
thinker of profound and daring genius”, Apollinarius “set him-
self to the creation of a clear-cut and logical theory which should
express in definite form the convictions of his compatriots and
of the Christian conscience”. He built upon the same founda-
tion, and upheld the same cardinal truth that Jesus Christ is one
Person, the Logoswho had assumed human flesh—but, “too fine

- a spirit to resort to subterfuge and quibbling”, he gave precision

to the belief that the Lord’s manhood was impersonal through
setting up the doctrine of the “heavenly mind”.*

Certainly, as they stand, the terms which he uses when speak-
ing of God can leave us with the impression that Apollinarius is
“a typical Greek, with his strongly physical conception of
deity”’,3 but, as we have said, it should be remembered that, in
setting out to present the Gospel to the Greek world, Christian
teachers were compelled to use terms with which that world was
familiar. This, however, is not to say that they took over the

1 Pp. go, 273. 2 Jbid. pp. 188, 228 {. 3 Ibid. p. 202.
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ideas with which these terms were associated among the Greeks.
Further, the contrast between God and man as the sinless and
the sinful, the changeless and the changeable, may seem to point
to the presence of the conception that God and man are eternal
opposites, but here again this does not necessarily mean that such
a conception is fundamental to Apollinarius’ position. As we
have tried to show, the conception of an ethical God who was so
made man that he can enter into fellowship with Him lies behind
the teaching of Athanasius. The same conception, we shall see,
is to be found in the writings of the Cappadocians, and in those
of Cyril. So then—even if, as must be confessed, those contro-
versial works of his which are extant do not provide us with
direct evidence in support of our claim—it is reasonable to
assume that this teacher, an Alexandrine by birthright as well as
by outlook, also builds on this foundation. And if this is the
case, it would seem that the theory—upheld by Dorner, who has
been followed by scholars of more recent date—that Apollinarius
“viewed the Logos in Christ as the eternal humanity, probably
on the ground of His being the archetype of universal humanity ",
is by no means untenable.?

Again, it has to be granted that one can produce passages from
the Fathers—and in this direction the writings of Gregory of
Nyssa can prove a very fruitful field—which seem to show that
:chey merge Christ’s manhood into His Godhead. But, if we
Ju@ge them aright—and, as we proceed, we shall try to make this
point clear—their position is that they see the manhood, com-
plete with its properties, as real in its union with Godhead in the
Person of the Logos. Of course they deny the (Nestorian) notion
that the manhood is *“personal”” in the sense that it had a hypo-
§tasis parallel to that of the Logos, but they would not deny that
it possesses its own faculty of self-determination as it exists in
the compositior: in the Person of the Logos. So it can be said
that they stand for the doctrine of a personal manhood—though
whether, having accepted it, they are prepared to work it out is
a different question.

That they would uphold this doctrine is implied in the reply
which was made to Apollinarius by his contemporaries. In their

1 See Dorner, op. cit. 1. ii. pp. 371 ff., and, for a criticism of this view
Raven, op. cit. pp. 185 ff. ’
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criticism of his teaching, the Cappadocians undoubtedly make
the mistake of crediting him with that which he never held—
namely, the doctrine of a pre-existent manhood'—but they are
right in perceiving that, through mutilating Christ’s manhood,
the Laodicene’s teaching is destructive of the truth that for
our salvation the Logos became totus homo in the real sense of
the words. Gregory of Nazianzus in his ad Cledonium? pleads
that Apollinarius and his followers were denying the very ele-
ment which before all else stood in need of sanctification. Going
back to Adam’s transgression, he sees that ‘“the mind was the
first to be affected”, in that it failed to keep the command which
it had received, and that on this account it is “most in need of
salvation”. Therefore, on the basis of ““sanctifying like by like”,
he affirms that “that which needed salvation was that which the
Saviour took upon Him”. Gregory’s may be the argument from
soteriology, but it is clear enough that, though he may not have
given full consideration to the doctrine in its Christological
bearing, he was not prepared to give way on the point that Christ
possessed a truly human mind. And in regard to the Antir-
rheticus—the treatise in which Gregory of Nyssa attacks the
Laodicene—while it cannot be denied that this work reveals that
its author is one whose ideas are not sufficiently matured and
whose ability to deal with the Christological problem is of an
order inferior to that of the man whose teaching he criticizes,?
it is clear from his arguments that he would maintain that
Christ’s was a manhood which possessed the faculty of self-
determination; indeed, it is noteworthy that at one point he
seems to suggest that the doctrine of Christ’s sinlessness must
have as its basis the thought that “virtue is the right exercise of
free-will”.2 As we shall see, these critics of Apollinarius cer-
tainly agree with him in upholding the same root principles, but
they do not agree with him in denying that the Lord’s was a
complete manhood. It is on this point of difference that they
seize, and make it their axiom—an axiom which was tobe adopted

! For a full treatment of this subject—and the complete vindication of
Apollinarius as the teacher who, while insisting on the closeness of the union
of Godhead and manhood in Christ, rejects all idea of the “confusion” of
these elements—see esp. Raven, op. cit. pp. 212—19.

2 Ep. ci. 3 Cf. Raven, op. ctt. pp. 262 if.

¢ Antirrhet. 41 (quoted by Raven ,0p. cit. p. 270).
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by the later Alexandrine theologians—that o &mpdoAnmrov
&Pepdmrevtov.! It was on such grounds that Apollinarius was
condemned both in the East and in the West,2 and ever after-
wards, when they spoke of the manhood of the Incarnate,
Eastern teachers were careful to say that they meant a manhood
complete with a human rational soul: Jesus Christ, they say,
possesses a odua duyuyov Te kal &vvowv. The controversy with
Apollinarius, even if he had been sadly misjudged, had served
to make it clear that the doctrine of the reality of Christ’s human
will and activity is an essential part of the Christological teaching
of the Alexandrine school of thought.

III. Tue TeEacHING OF THE CAPPADOCIAN FATHERS

The coming of the Laodicene marks the beginning of a fresh
stage in the development of the Alexandrine doctrine concerning
Christ’s Person, for now its exponents are provided with care-
fully worded phrases which sum up the essentials of their faith.
But before we proceed to examine the teaching of the one who,
though ignorant of the source whence they came, owed no small
debt to the Apollinarian writings, we must first consider that of
the Cappadocian Fathers—Basil of Caesarea (1 379), his brother
Gregory of Nyssa (t ¢. 394), and Gregory of Nazianzus (+ 390)—
who stand as representatives of the Alexandrine Christological
radition, inheriting what had been said by Origen and by
Athanasius. These, brought up in the best philosophical schools
of the day, seck to present Christianity philosophically—though
from the standpoint that philosophy is the handmaid of religion.
As is well known, their main contribution to Christian doctrine
lies rather in the sphere of ““Theology”’ than in that of Christo-
logy, for here their thought is not mature. Lacking the clear-cut
expressions of Apollinarius, their language is at times un-
satisfactory; moreover, they introduce conceptions concerning
the Lord’s manhood which can be pronounced heterodox.

' So Gregory of Nazianzus, Ep. ci. (ad Cled.). Cyril uses the same phrase ;
see below, p. 102 n. 3. ’
2 Cf. the decree of the Roman Synod, held under Damasus in 377 (when
Apollinarius and Timothy of Berytus were condemned): Si imperfectus
0mo susceptus est, imperfectum Dei munus est, imperfecta nostra salus, quia non
est totus homo salvatus (Damasus, Ep. ii, Fr. ii; P.L. xiii. 353).

SAC 5
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Nevertheless, it seems impossible to deny that they would up-
hold the same two Christological principles which had been
upheld by those who had gone before.

Very briefly, let us consider the root ideas of these Cappa-
docian teachers. They proclaim the unknowableness of God
against Eunomius and his adherents who, teaching that He is
absolutely simple and that, being such, is perfectly compre-
hensible to the human mind, were robbing the divine nature of
its mysteriousness, but theirs is not the Deus philosophorum: in
this they are but accentuating the difference between the infinite
and the finite.! Behind all their teaching is the conception of an
ethical God, who Himself stoops down to bring man to Himself.
“The economy *through the Son’”’, says Basil, is to be regarded
as “the voluntary solicitude in goodness and pity, working
effectually for His own creation according to the will of the
Father” ;2 in another place he says that He who had gone through
all things pertaining to the healing of the human race—suc-
couring His own creation first through the Patriarchs, then
through the Law, then through the prophets, who foretold the
salvation to come, and through judges, kings, and righteous men
—“bestowed on us the boon of His own sojourning among us’’.3
Or, as Gregory of Nyssa has it, God is Power, Goodness, Wis-
dom and Righteousness, who ““by a personal intervention works
out the salvation of men”.*

1 Thus Basil in his letter to Amphilochius: “The mind which is im-
pregnated with the Godhead of the Spirit is at once capable of viewing great
objects; it beholds the divine beauty, though only so far as grace imparts and
its nature receives.. . . The judgment of our mind is given us for the under-
standing of the truth. Now our God is the very truth. So the primary
function of our mind is to know one God—but to know Him as the infinitely
great can be known by the very small” (Ep. cexxxiii. 1, 2; trans. here, as in
other quotations from the Cappadocians, from Nicene and post-Nicene
Fathers). Similarly, Greg. Naz., after quoting Plato’s saying that to know
God is difficult and to define Him in words an impossibility (7#m. 28 c—Greg.
thus expressing the idea which seems to be in the mind of Clement when he
uses the saying: see above, p. 3 n. 1), goes on to say that even those who are
highly exalted, and love God, cannot comprehend “the whole of so great
a Subject ’—*“seeing that the darkness of this world and the thick covering of
the flesh is an obstacle to the full understanding of the truth” [Orat. xxviii
(Theol. Orat. ii), 4]. But, while declaring that man cannot know, from His
works, what God is but only that He is (cf. Greg. Naz. ibid. 5, 6), the Cappa-
docians would never say that God and man are essentially “other ’—as their
teaching on man plainly indicates, they would directly oppose such an idea.

¥ De Spiritu Sancto, 18. 3 Ep. cclxi. I. ¢ Orat. Catech. xxiv, xx.
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And in regard to their doctrine of man, it is clear that they
hold 'Fh?lt he is made to be a partaker of the divine nature. Thus,
e)fplalnlng the text “The Kingdom of God is within you”, the
Blsho.p‘of Nyssa can say that these words “ point to the fact that
the divine good is not something apart from our nature”’—they
Fefer to that which is in each of us, though this element may be
¥gn(.)red and unnoticed till the will is aroused to seek it.* Or there
is his argument in his Oratio Catechetica: it was of His great love
that God created man, and He created him in order that he
might share in the divine goodness; but for this it was necessary
that there should be in man that which is akin to God—so was
man made in the divine image.? And what the others say con-
cerning the divine image makes it fully apparent that according
to these teachers man is so constituted that he can enjoy fellow-
ship with his Maker. Thus Gregory of Nazianzus: ‘“’The scope
of our art is to provide the soul with wings, to rescue it from the
W(_)rld, and to give it to God, and to watch over that which is in
His image if it abides, to take it by the hand if it is in danger, to
restore it if it is ruined, to make Christ to dwell in the heart by
the Spirit: and in short to deify, and to bestow heavenly bliss
upon, one who belongs to the heavenly hosts.””3 Similarly, Basil:
“Only after a man is purified...and has come back to his
natura_ll bgauty, and is as it were cleaning the royal image and
restoring its ancient form—only thus is it possible for him to

-draw near to the Paraclete. And He, like the Son, will by the aid
of thy purified eye show thee in Himself the image of the invisible
and in the blessed spectacle of the image thou shalt behold thé
1Lfnspeakable beauty of the archetype. Through His aid hearts are
lifted up, . . .and, shining upon those that are cleansed from every
spot, He makes them spiritual by fellowship with Himself.”’4

1 De Virgin. xii. i ’ i i
Of the Lost Coin: 2 man finds the naate of G in st hete e, fnding

restored to that “divine delight and festivity”> which is Hi
the Beautiful and the Good (ibid.). v ® His as he gazes upon
2. v, vi. Cf. also ibid. x, where Gregory speaks of “recognizing a certain
unity and approximation of a divine nature in relation to the human” (Betars
CPU:Ec.os Evc.ot.riv TIVX Kol TTPOCEYYITHOV YVWpioavTas mpds T GvBpcorrivov),
h O'rat. i1, 22. Se.e also Orat. xvi. 9 where, speaking of the Beatific Vision
e Bishop of Nazianzus says that the ineffable light of the Holy Trinit}’r
Which now shines upon the elect will shine with even greater brilliancy and
pllélrlt’y when “it unites itself wholly to the soul”’.
De Spiritu Sancto, 23.
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So the Cappadocians lay all emphasis on the thought that God
Himself has intervened in the Person of Jesus Christ in order to
establish man in newness of life, and so to “deify” him.! Such
is “the Gospel mystery”. Man, they proclaim, is a fallen crea-
ture, and the Incarnation has been rendered necessary by the
Fall. The point is worked out by Gregory of Nyssa who is pre-
eminently the thinker among them. Like Athanasius, he is in-
debted to Methodius of Olympus, and, starting from the con-
ception of the universality of sin, sees that the redemption must
consist in the lifting up of the whole human race from its present
evil state—and, to raise up fallen men, to restore to him the gift
of life, and to effect his ransom, God, he teaches, who might
have issued some direct command, ¢ submitted Himself to the
condition of a human body, was born, and died, and rose again,
and in this way accomplished His object”.2 Cur Deus homo? The
Bishop’s answer is that the Incarnation was the best way in which
God’s attributes of power, goodness, wisdom and righteousness
could be manifested,? that only thus could men be delivered from
the state of death, itself the result of sin, which began in one
man,! and that man is redeemed as the beginning of the Resur-
rection-life extends through the Redeemer to the whole of
humanity.> But is Gregory thinking of a process which is purely
physical? Does he mean that the redemption is effected as the
divine nature pervades the whole of human nature? Does he
mean that both in the Redeemer and, through Him, in the re-
deemed the human is so transfused with divine qualities, as a
result of the “commingling”, that it is human no longer?
Certainly he speaks of the “lump” of humanity, and uses the
mixing of liquids to illustrate his doctrine concerning the Lord’s
manhood, but what has been said in the case of Athanasius seems

1 Cf. Greg. Naz. Orat. xxx. 14 (he is speaking of Christ’s intercession
for us): “He still pleads even now as man for my salvation; for He continues
to wear the body which He assumed till He has made me God by the power

" of the Incarnation.” Basil’s statement that souls cleansed from every spot,
and illuminated by the Spirit, themselves become spiritual and, “abiding in
God”’, become “like to God” and, highest of all, are made God (de Spiritu
Sancto, 23) shows what these teachers understand by man’s “ deification ”—it
is an essentially spiritual process. What they say here should, of course, be
set beside the celebrated saying of Athanasius, quoted above, p. 17.

¢ Orat. Catech. xv. 3 Ibid. xviifl.

4 Ibid. viii. 5 Ibid. xvi.

ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY A 69

appli(fable here: realistic categories are being used to describe
what is understood as a moral and spiritual process.!

qun these ideas concerning God and man and man’s re-

demption, the Cappadocians built their Christology. While from
the point of view of their expressions they can be regarded as
the successors of the Origenists, their doctrine is, rather, akin to
that of Athanasius—the one in whom soteriology and Christo-
logy are inseparably brought together. With them, as with him,
the two cardinal principles are seen in their soteriological bearing
—though, as we say, we miss here that clearness of thought
which might have been expected now that the Christological
problem is to the fore.

For man and his salvation, these teachers hold, God has Him-
self become man as Jesus Christ, the divine Logos having as-
sumed a nature like ours. The Logos Himself, says Gregory of
Nazianzus, ““came to His own image, and took on Him flesh for
the sake of our flesh, and mingled Himself with an intelligent
soul for my soul’s sake, purifying like by like; and in all points
except sin was made man”.2 And this becoming man, they say,
has not involved any change in respect of the divine existence of
the Logos. Denouncing ““the carnal and grovelling doctrines”

of those who were making Christ a creature, this same Gregory
declares:

- He Wh.om you now treat with contempt was once above you;
¢ who is now man was once uncompounded [&oUvBeTos]; for

what He was He continued to be, and what He was not He
assumed.?

The Logos, then, though He has united man’s nature to Himself
s still the same Person, the only difference being that He Who’
was once simplex is now, through His becoming man, compositus.

Further, the Cappadocians, it seems, appreciate that, in order
to become man, the Logos must accommodate Himself to
human conditions. In this connection, a passage in the adversus
Eunomium of Gregory of Nyssa is of distinct value. Eunomius
was saying that “if he can show that God, who is over all
who is the unapproachable Light, was incarnate, or could b(;

! Cf. Dorner’s verdict that Gregory’s is “a strictly ethical estimate of

Cl;ristianity” (0p. cit. 11 i. p. 514).
at. xxxviii. 13. 3 Orat. xxix (Theol. Orat. iii), 19.
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incarnate, came under authority, obeyed commands, came under
the laws of man, bore the Cross, then let him say that light is
equal to The Light”. Thus, as Gregory says, Eunomius, who,
as is clear, would distinguish between the Son as “light”” and the
Father as “The Light”,! was ranking the Son with Creation, not
worshipping Him equally with the Father, and, seeing in the
Cross evidence of weakness, holding that He could not have ex-
perienced His sufferings had He not had a nature capable of such
suffering. The Cappadocian then gives his answer to the
Anomoean: it is, in effect, that one can posit an incarnation of
One who is truly God because—a truth “surprisingly wonder-
ful”—He accommodates Himself to conditions external to His
nature. Clearly, it is the answer of one who would maintain the
Hebraic conception of God against one who was to no small ex-
tent being influenced by ideas essentially Greek. This is what the
Bishop of Nyssa says: in making the suffering on the Cross to be
“a sign of divergence in essence, in the sense of inferiority”,
Eunomius fails to perceive that

while nothing which moves according to its own nature is looked
upon as surprisingly wonderful, all things that overpass the
limitations of their nature [éoa Tous Spous &Paiver Tfis pUoews]
become especially the objects of admiration.. .. Hence it is that
all who preach the word point out the wonderful character of the
mystery in this respect—that “God was manifested in flesh”,
that “the Word was made flesh”, that “the Light shined in
darkness”’, that the Life tasted death....Whereby is increased
the marvellous character of Him who manifested the super-
abundance of His power by means external to His nature.?

Nothing like this, it would seem, is to be found in Basil or
Gregory of Nazianzus. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that,

1 The above translation of the quotation from Eunomius (taken, in the
main, from that in Nicene and post-Nicene Fathers, vol. v, p. 176) is based
on the © reading in Jaeger’s text (Gregorii Nysseni Opera, Berlin, 1921)—loov
1% geoti s, It is unlikely that this would have formed from the T reading,
Toov T3 uwti T s (“the Light is equal to the Light”, as in trans. in N.
and p.-N. F.), while the converse is not unlikely. The ® text is comprehensible.
Eunomius has declared the Ingenerate to be dwpéoitov @@s in contra-
distinction to diffused ¢&s: He is thus to be called 7 ¢&s, but the Son e@s—
just as Asterius argues that the Son is called in Scripture 8dvaws and oogia,
distinguishing His being from # 8Uvaws 100 Oeo¥ etc.

® Adv. Eunom. v. 3; cf. also Orat. Catech. xxiv. Both passages are quoted
by Gore in his Dissertations on subjects connected with the Incarnation,
pp. 142 f.
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speaking of our Lord’s ignorance, the latter can say: “It is clear
to everyone that He knows as God, and knows not as man—if
one may separate the visible from that which is perceived”’,* and
the former that ““one who refers the ignorance to Him who in the
Incarnation [olkovopikéds] took everything upon Himself, and
advances in wisdom and in favour with God and man, will not
fall outside the right understanding of the matter .2 At the same
time, we must not read too much into this evidence, for, beside
these passages which seem to point to the recognition of the
thought that the Logos limited Himself in order to become man,
we must set others which showthat these teachers hesitate to make
full use of the idea of a self-emptying.® Aswe say, none of the theo-
logians of the Early Church attempted to work out this doctrine.

In their insistence on the fundamental truth that in Jesus
Christ the Logos Himself has become man, the Cappadocians
firmly uphold the doctrine of the unity of the Person of the
Incarnate. Adopting current expressions,? they speak of the
union of the divine and the human in Him as a ‘‘composition”’,
a ‘“mixture”, a ““commingling”’. But it should not be thought
that the use of these words points to the presence of the Euty-
chian view of our Lord’s Person. Rather do these teachers speak
in this way in order to give the lie to the idea of dividing Christ
into a duad of Sons through emphasizing the thought of the
closeness of the union. Their point is that the union of the Logos
with human nature is such that it is utterly impossible to con-
sider that in Jesus Christ there can be two Persons, one divine,

1 Orat. xxx (Theol. Orat. ), 15. 2 Ep. ccxxvi. 1.

3 Thus, interpreting the text “ Of that day and hour. . .”’ (St Mt. xxiv. 36),
Gregory of Nazianzus can say that it is “ only the Father” who knows the hour
of the Parousia, the Son being ignorant of it apart from the Father’s com-
munication (Orat. xxx. 16). The same interpretation is preferred by Basil
(Ep. cexxxvi. 2).

% Origen and the Origenists had already used these terms (see above,
pPp- 22, 29); they were also being used at this time by Apollinarius and his
followers (see above, p. 52). It may be noted, too, that the term “mixture”,
which was being used by Epiphanius (Anchor. 81—quoted below, p. 73 n. 2),
istobefound in Irenaeus (adv. Haeres. 111. xx.1—~(2Homo) Commixtus Verbo Dei),
in Tertullian (Apol. 21—Homo Deo mixtus), and in Cyprian (de Idol. Van.
11—Deus cum homine muscetur). The same word was to be employed later on
by Leo of Rome, what he says plainly revealing his reason for adopting it:
“This wonderful child-bearing of the holy Virgin produced in her Off-
spring one Person, truly divine, truly human; not in such a way that. . .there
could be a dividing of Person, but in such a way that one nature was blended
(misceretur) with the other” (Sermo xxxviii, in Nativ. Dom. iii).
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the other human, each having His own individual existence. Thus
Gregory of Nyssa affirms that the text * God hath made that same
Jesus whom ye have crucified, both Lord and Christ”’ (Acts ii. 36)
should not be taken as meaning that one (&\\os) suffered, and
another (#tepos) was honoured by exaltation. What is said here,
he declares, refers to one Person (&v mpdowmov), to whom both
the sufferings and the honour are to be ascribed.! Gregory of
Nazianzus is equally emphatic. We turn to his ad Cledonium—
a letter in which (as in the second letter which he wrote to this
friend of his) he answers the charge brought forward by the
Apollinarians that Cledonius was dividing the one Christ.? To
quote what he says in this connection:

We do not separate the manhood from the Godhead, but we lay
down as a dogma the unity and identity of Person, who of old. ..
was unmingled with a body or anything corporeal, but who in
these last days has assumed manhood for our salvation.. . .He is
One and the Same, perfect man and also God....If any assert
that the manhood was formed and afterward clothed with God-
head, he is to be condemned. For this were not the begetting of
God but the shirking of begetting. If any introduce the notion
of two Sons, one of God the Father, the other of the Mother, and
discredits the unity and identity, may he lose his part in the
adoption promised to those who believe aright.

So is Nestorianism expressly condemned.® Then follows the
well-known passage which shows that, while rejecting the teach-
ing of “two Sons”’, Gregory would not go to the other extreme
and teach the confusion of the two natures:

There are two natures, God and man [pUoeis utv y&p 8Uo, Oedg

1 Adv. Eunom. v. 3.

2 Tt is noteworthy that these two letters (Epp. ci, cii) were accepted as
documents of the faith at Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (cf. Mansi, iv. 826).

3 This is undoubtedly the case, even if—and this illustrates the point that
these have no precise Christological formulas (see above, p. 65)—their
language is at times quasi-Nestorian. See the passages from Greg. Naz.
collected by A. J. Mason, who comments: “If his language were taken
according to its strict grammatical sense, it might sometimes be pressed to
mean that in the Incarnate Saviour a human person co-existed with the
Eternal Word” (The Five Theological Orations of Gregory of Nazianzus,
pp. xvifl.). For an illustration of the quasi-Nestorian language of Gregory
of Nyssa, see his adv. Eunom. v. 5. It may be noted, too, that this writer,
when speaking of the “union”, often uses the term ouégeic—the term
favoured by the Antiochenes.
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kad &wbpeotos], as also body and soul are; but there are not two
Sons or Gods; there are not two men in one because Paul speaks

of an inner and an outer man.! To put it in a word: in regard to

the elements out of which [¢€ &v] the Saviour is [Compos_ed] ) .there
is one [&\Ao] and there is another [&\Ao]—for the invisible is not
the same as the visible, nor the timeless as that which is subject
to time—but there is not one Person [&\Aos] and another Person
[&\os]. God forbid! For both elements are one by the com-
mingling,2 God on the one hand who was made man, and man
on the other who was made God—or however one should
express it.

Clearly, then, these stand with Origen and his followers, with
Apollinarius and Cyril, as upholders of a scheme of doctrine
which is inherently anti-Nestorian: they will not countenance
teaching which, as the Bishop of Nazianzus puts it, shirks the
begetting of the Logos in the flesh.

It has to be observed, too, that the Cappadocians hold that all
the acts and sayings recorded of Jesus Christ in the scriptures are
to be attributed to this one Person—the Logos who has assumed
flesh. Gregory of Nazianzus especially is emphatic on this point.
Thus in the third (de Filio) of his Five Theological Orations we
find such expressions as these: He who hungered was He who
fed thousands and is the Bread that giveth life; He who thirsted
is He who promised that fountains should flow from those who
believe; He who was weary is He who is the Rest of the heavy-
laden; He who is called a Samaritan and demon-possessed is He
who saves him that fell among thieves; He who prays is He who
hears prayer; He who weeps is He who causes tears to cease; He
who asks where Lazarus was laid is He who raises him; He who
is sold is He who redeems the world; He who as a sheep is led
to the slaughter is He who is Shepherd of Israel and of the whole
world; He who is nailed to the tree is He who restores us by the
Tree of Life; He who died is He who gives life and by His death

1 Tt is interesting to find that the Antiochenes appealed to the Pauline
text (2 Cor. iv. 16) in support of their assertion that it is necessary to
“geparate” the natures (see below, p. 199). Perhaps, then, Gregory was
mindful of this fact when he wrote the words quoted above.

2 Opn the use of & here (T& yop Suedtepx &v Tff ovykpdoer), see below,
p. 76 n. 6. Origen, it will be remembered had spoken of Jesus Christ as &
otvBetov (see above, p. 22). It is noteworthy that the contemporary of the

Cappadocians, Epiphanius, was saying: & autds Otbs, & alros &vbpeos, oY
cUyyuow &mepyaodueves, A& T& Buo xepdoos els &v (Anchor. 81).
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destroys death.! The passage is, of course, highly rhetorical, but
Gregory’s meaning is clear: because in Jesus Christ the divine
Logos has assumed flesh, the actions and sayings are those of
God Himself—indeed, if one is to believe aright, it is essential
that they should be regarded as such.2 But he does not mean
that God is passible in His divine nature: he would agree with
the other Gregory in saying that “while not attributing our
salvation to a man, we do not admit that the divine nature is
capable of suffering and mortality””.3 So he makes a distinction
between what belongs to Christ in His eternal being, and what
belongs to Him as He has become flesh—to Him, that is, who is
“the new Adam, and God made capable of suffering [8e6 To®NTE]

to battle against sin”.* The explanation can be put out in a
sentence; he says:

_ What is lofty you apply to the Godhead and the nature which
Is superior to passions and a body; but what is lowly you apply
to Him who is composite and emptied Himself for your sake and
was ncarnate—yes, for it is no worse thing to say it—and was
made man [16 ouvBéte kol T B1& o KevebévTi Kod CoapKwBEVTL
- . .kad &vBpaomioévrt].s

In this way, he points out, references to “the Logos”, to “Him
who was in the beginning”, to ““the only-begotten Son”, to
“the Way, the Truth, and the Life”, to “Wisdom” and
“Power”, to “Effulgence”, “Image”’, “Seal”, “Lord” and
“King”—all these point to the Godhead of the Son; on the
other hand, references to “‘Servant”, “was obedient”, “gave”’,
“learnt”, ““was commanded”, ‘““was sent”, and those to
ignorance, subjection, prayer, asking, increasing, being made
perfect, and (to come to more humble things) those references to
sleeping, being hungry, being inagony, and fearing—all these have
to do with the Son’s economy.® In all this, it will be understood,

! Orat. xx1X. 20.

* So Gregory in his ad Cledonium can say that the man who does not
confess that the Virgin is Theotokos is “severed from the Godhead” (Ep. ci).

8 Adv. Eunom. vi. 1.

: Or.at.. xxx (Theol. Orat. iv), 1. 5 Orat. xxix (Theol. Orat. iii), 18.

] .It Is 1nteresting to note that a similar insistence of the need of making a
fhstlnctlon between the Logos in His pre-incarnate, and the Logos in His
Incarnate, state is to be found in the Fourth Book of the adversus Eunomium,
W}}ICh, though gscribed to Basil, is, with the Fifth, probably the work of
Didymus the Blind (for his teaching, see above, p. 45 n. 1). The Book contains
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the Bishop of Nazianzus is but emphasizing a doctrinal principle
which has an important place in the Christology of the Alex-
andrine school of thought. As we have said, the representatives
of this school do not think that the Incarnate acts and speaks now
in His divine, now in His human, nature: everything, whether
divine or human, they hold, is performed by the one Person,!
the God made man, and His acts and sayings are those of God—
though not of God as He is eternally (for in His divine nature
God is impassible), but of God who, while remaining what He
was, has entered into a novel state through the Incarnation,
having become 8e0s TadnTés for us men and for our salvation.
Let us see how the second main principle of the Alexandrine
Christology has its place in the teaching of the Cappadocians.
As has been pointed out, it would be a mistake to suppose that
their language indicates the presence of Eutychian ideas.

~Gregory of Nazianzus, for instance, who does not hesitate to

employ the terms ‘“mixture’” and ‘“‘commingling”” and—without
a word of explanation—boldly speaks of the ““deification” of the
human element by the divine,? directly refutes the notion of
“confusion”. The body of the Lord, he says in his letter to
Cledonius, ‘“has not been swallowed up by the Son, as the

syllogisms on the chief passages of Scripture which were being adopted by the
Arians. Thus, under Prov. viii. 22 (LXX), we find the statement that the words
‘“ God hath made that same Jesus whom ye have crucified, both Lord and
Christ” (Acts ii. 36) “were spoken of Him who according to the flesh is of

~Mary ”’; the writer, to emphasize his point, here quotes St Lk. ii. 11 (“ Unto

you is born this day...a Saviour...”), saying that “the words ‘this day’
could never be understood of Him who was before the ages” (P.G. xxix.
704). Similarly, the words “I live by the Father” (St Jn. vi. 57) and “ All
authority hath been given unto me in heaven and on earth (St Mt. xxviii. 18),
he says, are to be understood “as having been spoken in reference to the
Incarnation, and not to the Godhead” (P.G. xxix. 697, 693).

1 Cf. the direct statement to this effect in Greg. Nyss., adv. Eunom. v. 3
(see above, p. 72).

2 Thus in the well-known passage in Gregory’s Oratio de Epiphania seu
Nativitate (Orat. xxxviil. 13) we have the expression: To uév éwoe, 16 &t
80eh0n. But in view of what he says elsewhere—and this, it should be
remembered, is a highly rhetorical passage—it seems clear that the Bishop
does not mean that the human has been transformed into the divine nature
as a result of the union. It may be supposed, then, that had his thought been
fully developed, Gregory would have offered the explanation of the statement
which was put out by John of Damascus-—namely, that such words are used
““not according to a change of nature, but according to the economic, that is,
the hypostatic, mind. ..and the interpenetration of the natures with one
another” (de Fid. Orth. iii. 17, P.G. xciv. 10694).
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Manichees fable,. . .neither has it been poured out, and dis-
solved in the air like a voice or a stream of perfume, or a flash of
lightning”.! In Jesus Christ, he affirms, there are two natures
(8o @Uoeis);2 He is twofold (81mAols)® and, accordingly, One
~ “out of two” (& 8Uo).* Further, we must note that this teacher
makes use of the principle of ““recognizing the difference of the
natures’’ in their union in the one Person of Jesus Christ.5 That
this is the case is seen when we enquire into his interpretation of
Scripture. Thus, arguing against the Arian use of the text “The
God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of Glory” (Ephesians
i. 17), as proof that the Father is “God” of the Logos, he points
out that an error of this kind cannot be made “whenever the
natures are distinguished” (fvika ai gUoeis Siiotnvat), since then
the names are distinguished in thought. and one sees that
“although both express One”—i.e. the names “Christ” and
“Glory” are those of the one Person, though the first refers to
the Lord’s manhood, and the second to His Godhead—*“this is
not so by nature, but by the coming together of these [natures]”.%
Clearly, in all this Gregory is but following what had been laid
down by Athanasius—namely, that if one ‘“recognizes what
is proper to each”, it is impossible to “entertain low ideas

1 Ep. ci. ? Ibid. (quoted above, p. 72).

3 Orat. xxx (Theol. Orat. iv), 8; Orat. xxxviii. 15.

* Orat.ii. 23, xxxviil. 3, and Ep. ci, where we have & & 500 (see below, n. 6).

® Tt is interesting to find that Amphilochius of Iconium (} after 394), who
was regarded as the most prominent ecclesiastic in the East after his friends
Basil and Greg. Naz., upholds the same principle. Thus the fragment of his
discourse on “My Father is greater than I”, which is preserved in the
Dialogues of Theodoret, begins: “ Distinguish me now the natures—that of
God and that of man [S1éxpvév pot Aormdv Tds @uoers, Ty Te ToU Oeol, THV Te Tol
dvlpdmou];. .. I am speaking of God and man.” Then, explaining the text
on this principle, he goes on: “Sometimes I call Myself equal to the
Father, and sometimes I say that the Father is greater—not contradicting
Myself, but showing that I am God and man, for God is of the lofty, and man
of the lowly.” One may note—as illustrating the point that these theologians
sometimes use quasi-Nestorian language (see above, p. 72 n. 3)—that
Amphilochius here speaks of assigning the lowly titles 16 & Mapfas dvBpcdmes
(Theodoret, Dialogues, i, ii, ed. Schulze, Op. 1v. pt. i. pp. 66, 152; P.G. xxxix.
1094, Frag. x11; cf. also Frags. 11, vir, XI—preserved by Theodoret, Dial. iii,
ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. pp. 248 f.—P.G. xxxix. pp. 1008 ff.).

¢ Orat. xxx. (Theol. Orat. iv), 8: & ydp kai 7o ouvoupdTepov &, GAN’ o0 Tij
guoel, Tf 8¢ owddey ToUtwv. In his comment on these words, Mason says:
“So Gregory rejects. . .the heresy of Eutyches. It might, however, have
been still better if he had said €fs. The &, of course, means a single whole”
(0p. cit. p. 120 n. 11).
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concerning the Logos .1 At the same time, he explicitly rejects
the Eutychian doctrine: it is “not by nature” that the two
express the One.

But it is a weakness in the Christology of his namesake of
Nyssa that this Cappadocian does not sufficiently appreciate the
necessity of defending the faith against the idea of “‘confusion”.
As is well known, there are times when he puts forward the
doctrine that in Jesus Christ there is but one, and that a divine,
nature. By the commingling, he declares, the body in which the
Lord underwent the Passion is made to be &mep 1) dvoaBoloa
@Uots éotiv;? the Lord’s human nature he likens to a drop of
vinegar mingled with the sea:
the perishable nature, being, by its commixture with the Divine,
made anew in conformity with that which overwhelms it [kor&
76 EmikpaToUv], participates in the power of the Godhead, as if
one were to say that mixture makes a drop of vinegar mingled in
the deep to be sea, by reason that the natural quality [f) xar& pUow
moi6tns] of this liquid does not continue in the infinity of that
which overwhelms it;3

and in another place he expressly says that the flesh “no longer
remains in its own limitations and properties, but is taken up
into that which is overwhelming and transcendent”.* All the
same, Gregory of Nyssa can hardly be called the forerunner of
those who, in a later age, were deserving of the name “Mono-
physite”’, and, as is often said,? it is likely that, influenced by the
teaching of Origen, he considered that it was only after the
Resurrection that the human in Christ was changed into the
divine. For his doctrine here has another side. Thus we find
him saying: ““'The contemplation [8swpic] of the properties of the
flesh and of the Godhead remains without confusion so long as
each of these is contemplated by itself”” (¢¢° éouTéov).6 Again, in
a passage in which he defends the position that the Logos was
subject to suffering ““in the flesh”’, he says that the pain, slumber,
need, trouble, wounds and death which Christ endured were
real, and that they belong to the flesh which has its ““peculiar
attributes”’, his point being that “just as it is not possible to

! See above, p. 40. % Adv. Eunom. v. 3.

3 Ibid. v. 5 (similarly, Antirrhet. 42).

¢ Adv. Eunom. v. 5—oUx in &v Tols éauTiis Spois Te kod 1Bicopoat péver,
® For a different view, see Raven, op. cit. p. 267. ¢ Adv. Eunom.v. 5.
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contemplate the peculiar attributes of the flesh as existing in the
Logos that was from the beginning, so also we may not conceive
those which are proper to the Godhead as existing in the nature
of the flesh”.} Certainly Gregory’s use of the word “‘contem-
plate” in this connection is unfortunate, since it can give the im-
pression that in his view the natures are different, not in reality,
but only in thought, but it seems legitimate to argue from such
passages that he is aware of the principle of “recognizing the
difference of the natures”, and, indeed, would apply it. More-
over, it is worthy of note that in his Dialogues Theodoret of
Cyrus—who, as leading representative of the Antiochene doc-
trinal tradition, is determined to safeguard the reality of the
Lord’s human nature in its union with the Logos—can appeal
to the Bishop of Nyssa in support of his *“Inconfusus”, and
adduce quotations from his writings in which the distinction is
made between what is divine in Christ, and what is human.?
We can say, then, that the Cappadocians uphold the principle
that in Jesus Christ the Logos has become “man”. But do they
mean by this that the manhood which He has assumed is at once
both representative and individual? Now it cannot be doubted
that, like Athanasius, these teachers stand for the conception
that the Incarnate is the Representative Man, altogether like
ourselves:3 He is the firstfruits of all human nature, who pre-
sents it to its God and Father.* Indeed, they could hardly be
more definite on this point. In his celebrated letter to Cledonius,
the Bishop of Nazianzus proclaims that if the Lord had been
without a mind, only the half of us would have been saved;
rather is He totus homo, and, the whole man being mingled with
the Godhead, the whole of our nature is saved.® He is called
man, he says in the fourth of his Theological Orations, that “by
Himself He may sanctify humanity, and be as it were leaven to
the whole lump, that, by uniting to Himself that which was con-
demned, He may release it from all condemnation, becoming for
all men all things that we are, sin excluded—body, soul, mind .8
Gregory of Nyssa speaks in the same way. The Lord, he says, is
“Son”—not only Son of God, but also Son of Man, since “the

1 Adv. Eunom. vi. 1. * Dial. i, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i, pp. 150 f.
3 On this subject, see esp. Dorner, op. cit. I. ii. pp- 344 ff.,, 513 ff.
t Cf. Greg. Nyss., adv. Eunom. ii. 8. 5 Ep. ci. ¢ Orat. xxx. 21.

~
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whole compound nature of man is in Him”.! He is the Head, in
whom the whole of humanity dies, and in whom it is raised and
exalted.? What was needed, he declares, was the lifting up from
death of the whole of our nature, and to meet this need, the
Lord, having taken flesh which proceeds from ‘‘the concrete
Iump of our nature”’, has stretched forth His hand and raised the
whole man, for, the flesh being raised up in the Resurrection,
the Resurrection principle passes through the entire race, as if
it were a single living being, by virtue of the oneness of nature.?
There is no need to say more on this subject: that these teachers
upheld the conception of the representative character of Christ’s
manhood is abundantly clear.

But do they so clearly maintain the individual character of
that manhood? They say that the redemption could not have
been real had not the Logos taken to Himself a manhood com-
plete with a human rational soul. Do they, then, see in the In-
carnate a manhood which possesses its own faculty of self-
determination? Has it, according to them, its own individuating
quality? Let us put their teaching to the test by enquiring into
their interpretation of crucial texts. We will base our judgment
on the statements of Gregory of Nazianzus. Thus, how does he
explain St Luke i1. 52? We find that, like Athanasius, he takes the
view that from the first Christ was perfect, and that in Him the
qualities of wisdom and favour, not being capable of increase,
were ‘“‘gradually disclosed and displayed”.* Again, take his
comment on the prayer in Gethsemane. His explanation makes
it clear that he gives no real place to the human will of Christ:
it is altogether taken into God (8ewBiv SAov), he says, the words
“Not My will, but Thine, be done” simply meaning that the
Son has not “a will of His own beside that of the Father”.5 And
what is his comment on the words “My God, my God, why hast
thou forsaken me?”’? From him it is not the cry of One who is
experiencing the desolation of the Cross, but that of One who is
expressing the feelings of sinful man as he is being brought back
to God.® As we said in the case of Athanasius, so must we say
here: the Greek theologians fail at this point—they do not apply
that which they set up as a principle.

1 Adv. Eunom. iii. 4. 2 Orat. Catech. xvi. 3 Ibid. xxxii.
% Orat. xliii. 38. 5 Orat. xxx (Theol. Orat. v), 12. S Ibd. 5.
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IV. THE TEACHING OF CYRIL

Cyril of Alexandria (412~ 444) occupies an outstanding place
among the exponents of the Alexandrine Christology. He is the
finished theologian,! the disciple of Athanasius and the Cappa-

1 As the “finished theologian” who can make full use of appropriate terms
and phrases, and enter more deeply into Christological problems, Cyril
differs from his uncle Theophilus (Bishop of Alexandria, 3851 412), who,
though his is “a good Christological knowledge ’—so Weigl, whose account
of the Patriarch’s teaching should be consulted (op. cit. pp. 113 fI.)—intro-
duces nothing new by way of explaining the simplicia ecclestasticae fidei
decreta, to which he appeals especially when resisting the Apollinarians. It is
outside our purpose to consider the acts of this domineering and unscrupulous
prelate who waged war against Alexandrian paganism, took violent measures
against the Origenists, and struck down Chrysostom, his rival, at Constan-
tinople, and we confine our attention to the main features of his Christology.
[For details of his attack on Origen, see Weigl, op. cit. pp. 115£f] Our
evidence is in the main derived from three of Theophilus’ Epistolae paschales
(for the years 401, 402, 404) which were translated by Jerome (Epp. xcvi,
xcviii, ¢; P.L. xxii. 774 f£.); quotations from these letters are to be found in
Cyril and Theodoret. In addition, we have a few fragments of other writings
of his (see P.G. Ixv. 48 ff.). Like the rest of the Alexandrines, the Patriarch
insists that He who became man is 0eds &néwos, and that Jesus Christ 1s
“Emmanuel” (Jerome, Ep. xcvi. 33 P.L. xxii. 776 quoted by Cyril, de Recta
Fide ad Reg. (i), P.L. xxii. n. ¢). The Logos, he says, wévar & fiv aw’ dpxfis
8eds (Ep. xcvi. 4; P.L. xxil. 777: quoted by Theodoret, Dial. ii, P.L.xxii. n. a);
coepit esse quod nos sumus, et non desivit esse quod fuerat (Ep. xcviii. 4; P.L. xxil.
749 f.). Moreover, though he does not adopt the expression wa giois, it is
undeniable that this teacher would maintain the doctrine of the “ one Person”,
and denounce the Nestorian idea of “two”: there are not “two Saviours”,
he affirms (Ep. xcvi. 3; P.L. xxii. 776); the body is To olkelov oéua of the
Logos (Ep. xeviii. 7; P.L. xxii. 797), who possesses our subsistence &v éauT®
(Fp. xcvi. 43 P.L. xxii. 777: quoted by Theodoret, Dial. ii—for text see P.G.
Ixv. 56D); it is the body of the Saviour Himself which He built for Himself
from Mary, and not that of any other man (Sermo de Poenitentia, Diekamp,
Doctrina Patrum, p. 120—quoted by Weigl, op. cit. p. 119); the flesh is caro
dominica (Jerome, Ep. c. 11; P.L. xxii. 822). Accordingly we may say that,
though Theophilus speaks of an assumptio hominis (cf. Ep. xcviii. 4, 6 ff.; P.L.
xxii. 795 ff.), his is the doctrine of a * personal union”. It should be observed
that he, too, distinguishes between what belongs to the eternal Logos and
what is His as the Logos incarnate: Dominus gloviae in ipsa passione mon-
stratus est, impassibilis divinitatis permanens majestate, et carne passibilis (Ep.
c. 113 P.L. xxii. 822 f.). Again, while the Patriarch may not use the phrases
BUo wedymaTa, BUo Uoss, it is plain that he would uphold the principle for
which they stand: for him Jesus Christ is God and man (Ep. xcvi; P.L. xxii.
776). Thus he can say: &v8pwTos WV QEIVOMEVOS, Gs fuels, . &k B8 TRV Epywv
&moBeikvUpevos, STL TGV &TdvTwy Snuioupyds kol Kupids tomv (Ep. pasch. v; P.G.
Ixv. 60B); He is neither wholly mortal nor wholly immortal, but BexTikdg
ixorépov (ex Cat. in Gen.; P.G. Ixv. 658). Theophilus, it seems, makes no
mention of the principle of “recognizing the difference’ of the natures,
and has nothing to say concerning its worth in order to reject the Eutychian
doctrine. Nevertheless, it is clear enough that he is utterly opposed to that
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docian Fathers, who reaps where Apollinarius of Laodicea had
sown. The extent of his influence upon his own and succeeding
generations it is impossible to exaggerate. During his lifetime,
and still more after his death, he was regarded as the authority in
matters concerning the faith, for this was he who, as the cham-
pion of orthodoxy, had put an end to the blasphemies of
Nestorius, and in his writings had bequeathed to his successors
weapons which they could use against the ‘Nestorianizers”.
Before we turn to his teaching to see how he carries forward
the principal assertions of his predecessors, and presents the
Alexandrine Christology in an even more developed form, let us
ﬁrst enquire into his root ideas. His foundation, it will be seen
is identical with that of Athanasius. ’

G())d, Cyr.il teaches, is the fons et origo of all goodness, and of
man’s happiness;! He is the beneficent Being who, a lover of

doctrine: our likengss was not changed into the nature of the Godhead:
the Logos left rema}ning nothing belonging to the human likeness excepé
sin (Jerome, Ep. Xcvi. 4, 33 P.L. xxit. 7777, '776); and the notion that ti’le body
was of some precious substance, a heavenly body, he emphatically denies—
rather, He who formed man aitds ik mapSivou xeuvormperdds mwpoicoy &vBpeorros
(Ep.. pasch. vI; PG Ixv. 6oc). And especially noteworthy is what he says
against .APolhr.larlanism:. . .neque enim inanimam carnem habuit, et pro anirZa
ratw_nalz ipse in ea Deus Verbum fuit, sicut dormitantes Apollz"naris discipuli
suspicantuy (Jerome, Ep. xcviii. 4; P.L. xxii. 795); he makes his appeal to such
bcrlptural. passages as St Mt. xxvi. 38, St Jn. x. 18, and Ps. xvi. 10, as he
exhorts his hearers to find confidence in the ecclesiastical verity le;t the
should deny the principalem et majovem hominis partem in Sal“uat’ore' for 1}::
sh(?uld bc? _un@erstood, he declares, that the Logos, totum corpus to’tamque
animam szb'z socians, perfectum in se hominem demonstravit, ut perfectam cunctis
hqmzn?b.ltsj in se et per se lavgivetur salutem (ibid. 6 f.; P.L. xxii. 797 £.). Thus is
his criticism of the Apollinarian position like that of the Cappadoci'ar.m' Jesus
Chr_lst must be totus homo, if man’s redemption is to be complete. [We ma
notice that Theophilus charges the Apollinarians with saying that the soul o};'
Chrlst can be called prudentia carnis (ibid. 5; P.L. xxii. 796). These were
mdee;d saying that because Christ had not a human mvelpe, 16 ¢pdvnpa Tis
oupKs was not ranged against it (see Tom. synod., Lietzrnann’ op. cit. p. 26 T)]
So it may be that an assertion of this sort became the basis)of one. o% thgir'
syllog1srns,' and that it was from such a syllogism that the Alexandrine made
his dec.iuctlon.] At the same time, he appreciates Apollinarius’ work against
the A'rlans and the Eunomians, and his disputation against *“ Origen and other
heretics” (Jerome, Ep. xcviii. 6; P.L. xxii. 797). It is reasonable to conclude
then, that the teaching of Theophilus is of interest as throwing light on th .
s!:ate.of the Alexandrine Christology, as this was maintained by renowned ecc]e‘-e
siastics, before the coming of the influence of the writings of Apollinarius and
hls1 school: root principles are firmly upheld, but precise definition is lacking
) Cor{zm. in Oseam, iv. 6; xiii. 46, ed. Pusey, 1. pp. 99, 265. £ éugUrou XPTlU.-
ToTTOS dyomd & Oess, says Cyril (Comm. in Oseam, iii. 1, ibid. p. 83). But God is
ay105 as well as &yadss, he says (Comm. in Oseam, xi. 9, 10, ibid. pp. 236 £.)
SAC 6 -
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man,! dwells in the pure in heart.? He may describe God as
immutable and illimitable, and say that there is a vast difference
between Him and His creation,? but it is clear that he does not
think of the Divine as an utterly transcendent Being, far re-
moved from man: he insists on the difference between the
Creator and the creature, but, at the same time, proclaims
that man is so made that he can enter into a spiritual relationship
with his God.* Man, he teaches, is a rational being, who has
within him the seeds of wisdom and of divine knowledge—he
has, also, those forms of light which are ‘“as rays proceeding from
the ineffable brightness”.® So the first man was perfect in
understanding, preserving pure and unsullied this light from
God. His body continued in a state of tranquillity; because the
Creator had set His Holy Spirit—“the God-given good” (7
BedoBoTov &yoBdv)f—within him, his mind was occupied in the
vision of God;” and, possessing the power to work every form
of good, he was indeed complete as the image of his Maker.?
But, Cyril goes on, Adam, who, created a free being, was
charged to bridle his desires,® turned and fell. The consequence
was that the Holy Spirit was driven away, and a state of corrup-
tion arose, man becoming more and more ignorant of his
Creator.!® Therefore it was necessary that God Himself should
come down as man among men:!! only One at once divine and
human could bestow afresh the gift of the Spirit, and be the
Second Root of a new humanity!>—a humanity no longer subject
to sin and corruption. So, through Christ, he declares, man is

i Comm. in Oseam, iv. 6, ed. Pusey, 1. p. 99.
2 Comm. in Oseam, iii. 4, 5; ed. Pusey, 1. p. 88; in Abacuc. ii. 19, 20, ed.
Pusey, 11. p. 116.
3 Comm. in Fo. Ev. 1. 3; 1il. 31, ed. Pusey, HI. pp. 67, 241, 244
¢ Cf. Comm. in Jo. Fv. vi. 27, ed. Pusey, 111 p. 449: & idla yop eUom 10
Ociov keosTon  kod  pebéfer pév aUToU TO memomuévov S OlKEISTNTOS TVEVHATIKTS,
dvoprfioeTa Bk oUBaudss sls TO el Tpoody dmapadidkTes dgicona. Cf. also Comm.
in Jo. Ev. xiv. 11, ed. Pusey, v. pp. 453 f.
5 Comm. in Jo. Ev. i. 9, ed. Pusey, II p. 111.
¢ Comm. in Jo. Ev. vii. 39, ed. Pusey, III p. 693.
? Comm. in Fo. Ev. i. 9, ed. Pusey, 1II. p. 1I1.
8 Comm. in Jo. Ev. xiv. 20, ed. Pusey, 1v. pp. 485 ff.
1bid., ed. Pusey, . p. 485.
0 Comm. in o. Ev. i. 32, 33, ed. Pusey, ur pp. 182 ff.
1 E.g. de Recta Fide ad Reginas (i), ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. p. 225.
2 Adv. Nestor. v. 1, ed. Pusey, vI. p. 209. Similarly Cyril can speak of
Christ as the &px# To0 yévous deutépa (Scholia, iii, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 504).
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crowned with the glory which was his at the beginning.! For He
Himself joins together the Divine and those on the earth; He,
whose is the Spirit, bestows that gift upon belicvers, making
them *“partakers of the divine nature”,? and one with the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit.3

Surely, in all this we have an essentially ethical conception of
man’s redemption: through the Incarnation, itself the mani-
festation of the divine goodness, man is restored to communion
with the One in whose image he was made. Admittedly, the
terms “incorruptibility ’, “immutability” and “immortality”’
occur again and again in Cyril’s writings, but, as we said when
we were considering the teaching of Athanasius, attention should
be focused, not upon their categories—which, as cannot be
denied, are of a materialistic order—but upon the message which
these categories are meant to convey, if we would gain a real
estimate of the teaching of the Alexandrine theologians on the
redemption. So it is that what Cyril says concerning the process
of man’s sanctification is of no small importance in this connec-
tion. Unity with God, he teaches, depends on moral perfection:
sin often takes hold of us, and separates us from God;?* it also
depends on faith—faith in the incarnate God who has taken
away our former guiltb—for ‘“only through faith in Christ are we
brought into relationship with the Divine”.® But faith, says
Cyril, is only the first stage in the process. After it, there comes
knowledge: Christ is the Mediator through whom and in whom
man knows the Father, and is made one with Him:”? and with
knowledge comes life: for, knowing, man obtains the blessing of
the Spirit, so that when He dwells in the heart we are made

1 Cf;mm. in Joel. ii. 28, 29, ed. Pusey, 1. p. 338—i.e. man is capable of
receiving the image as it was at the first (cf. de Dogmatum Solutione, ed.
Pusey, v. p. 555).

2 Adv. Nestor. v. 7, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 239.

] 3 See Comm. in Jo. Ev. xvii. 20, 21, ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 737. Cf. also Scholia
i, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 500, where Cyril says that since, through Adam’s trans:
gression, sin reigned in the world, and, in consequence, the Holy Spirit had
departed from humanity, it was necessary that in the mercy of God there
should again be established a humanity which, restored to its former state
should be worthy of the Spirit’s presence. ’

% Comm. in Oseam, xii. 6, ed. Pusey, L. p. 249.

% De Recta Fide ad Theodos., ed. Pusey, VI pt. i. p. 120; but “faith* often
means orthodox belief.

¢ Comm. in Jo. Ev. x. 7, ed. Pusey, v. p. 212.

7 Comm. in Oseam, ii. 20; vi. 6, ed. Pusey, 1. pp. 75, 142.
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"anew and live as sons of the constitution which is incorruptible.!
- Indeed, it is noteworthy that, according to this teacher, it was
for the very purpose of bringing life and knowledge of God to
the world that the Logos, out of His love for what He had
created, became man.? We do not mean that these ideas appear
in a clear-cut form; in fact it has to be confessed that, especially
in his Eucharistic teaching, Cyril’s thought undoubtedly con-
tains a materialistic strain ;2 but it seems clear that, viewed funda-
mentally, his teaching, like that of Athanasius, has as its founda-
tion the Christian conception of God and man and the relations
between them.

Now we can turn to his Christology. Let us see how he carries
forward the two doctrinal principles which, as we are trying to
show, constitute the basis of the Alexandrine teaching.

The Incarnation, Cyril maintains, has not involved any change
in respect of the divine being of the Logos. The Logos, he con-
stantly affirms, “‘remains what He was”.* If we interpret him
aright, his view is that the Logos, who, “being true God, is
never external to His own dignity”’,% has ““added ¢ to His eternal
being this—that He has undergone “‘a voluntary self-emptying 7
through becoming man for man’s salvation. Thus we find that
he says that the Logos, while existing eternally in the form of the

1 Comm. in Jo. Ev. vi. 69; xvii. 3, ed. Pusey, I11L. p. 576; 1v. p. 669: “know-
ledge is life”” he says (tbid.).

2 Comm. in Jo. Ev. xvii. 1, ed. Pusey, v. p. 660.

3 Thus he says that “the communion is not only spiritual, but also

corporeal” (Comm. in Jo. Ev. xv. 1, ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 543), and more than once-

he takes oUoowuot (cf. Eph. iii. 6) in a materialistic sense (e.g. Comm. in
FJo. Ev. xvii. 20, 21, tbid. pp. 735 ff.). But it should be noted that there are
references to ““ concorporality” which are set in a context of ideas essentially
spiritual—e.g. Comm. in Jo. Ev. xvii. 3, 1bid. p. 669, where it is associated with
“the whole power of the mystery”’, which itself consists in the knowledge
which is life; cf. also his comment on “I am the True Vine” (which im-
mediately precedes teaching on “the natural partaking’ of the Body and
Blood of Christ): through a right disposition of mind, through perfect love,
through unperverted faith and virtuous and pure reasoning, we are in Christ
“spiritually” (Comm. in Jo. Ev. xv. 1, ibid. pp. 541 £.).

4 The expression is to be found: at least 16 times in adv. Nestor., 7 in Apol.
adv. Orient., 15 in de Recta Fide ad Reg. (i, ii), 9 in Quod unus sit Christus, and
10 in the Scholia. The corresponding expression “ without ceasing to be God ”
occurs with even greater frequency.

® Comm. in Jo. Ev. xvii. 4, 5, ed. Pusey, Iv_p. 677.

8 Itis particularly noteworthy that this thought is to be found in the writings
of certain modern scholars. See below, p. 246.

? Cyril is constantly using this phrase.
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Father, “besides this” (rpds ye ToUTw) took the form of aservant,!
and that He counted it not a prize to be on an equality with God,
but. “besides this” (mpocéTi ToUTw) took the form of a servant—
which He had not before—though possessing the fulness (of
Godhead) in His own nature.? Again, it should be noted that he
can say that the Same, remaining what He was, and becoming
v&that we are, manifested an activity which was twofold (S1mAfi
TV &vépyeiav)—“suffering as man and energizing as God”.3
Eﬁiven if it is not developed, this would appear to be a workable
idea.
. We must notice, too, that Cyril, building on the principle that
Incarnation is self-emptying”,% carries forward the thought of
his predecessors, who had realized that their system demanded
the inclusion of the conception that in the Incarnation the Logos
has accommodated Himself to earthly conditions. While for him
as for all the teachers of the Alexandrine school, the Incarnatior;
15 a supreme mystery, he sees that the self-emptying of the
Logos, who in His divine being cannot suffer any change, is to
do and to say what is human through the economic union with
the_ﬂesh:” 'To separate Him from what is human, he argues
against the Antiochenes, is to overturn the whole mystery.5 So
he asserts that the Logos “went through the laws of human
nature”.” But he perceives thata real incarnation is only possible
if the Logos limits Himself in respect of His divine powers.
Hence, with Athanasius, he can say that the Logos “allowed”
the humanity to fulfil its own measures.® But this is not all.
Especially significant in this connection is the following remark
of his: the Logos, he says, might have taken the Babe out of
the swaddling clothes and lifted Him (at once) to the fulness of

21 Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, viL pt. i. p. 373.

2 Adv. Nestor. v. 2, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 2r9; similarly, de Recta Fide ad Reg.
(ii), ed. Pusey, vi1. pt. i. p. 268. ’

% Frag. Homil. xv, ed. Pusey, v. p. 474.

‘f Thus Cyril can say: &owv ydp 10 efven ket QUow & igdTnTi TOU ToTPdS
KeKEveokey toutdy, Kkai Luopey SoUhou AaPdw, TouTéoTiv Svbpwos yeyovas (de Recta
Fide ad Reg. (i), ed. Pusey, vIL pt. i, p. 238).

® Apol. adv. Theod. iv, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 343.

¢ Apol. adv. Theod. %, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 474.

37 Ady. Nestor. i. 1, ed. Pusey, v1. p. 63.

‘Comm. in Jo. Ev. vi. 38, 39, ed. Pusey, II1. p. 487: émrpéma Yeudy s B
SxpKi yeyovas Umopévely T {81 T oapki. Similarly, Apol. adv. Theod. x, ed
. X, ed.

Pusey, v1. p. 476.
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manhood, but this would have been mere wonder-working, and
out of harmony with the conditions of the economy; rather—

the mystery was accomplished noiselessly. Therefore, in ac-
cordance with the economy, He permitted the measures of the
manhood to prevail over Himself [fipier 8 olv oikovoukéds Tols
Tfis &vBpoTETNTOS HETPOIS £’ EaUTE TO KpaTelv].
Here again we have an important contribution to Christological
thought, and even if it has to be confessed—and to this point we
shall return—that Cyril “restricts the reign of law to the material
sphere, excluding it from the intellectual and moral” ? it stands
as a sound principle, and one which can be developed: the
Logos, while still remaining the Creative Word, assumes man-
hood, and in so doing subjects Himself to human laws.?
Accordingly he maintains that the Logos is the same Person
both before and after the Incarnation.? The only difference, he
would say, is that He who existed &oopros is now (though without
any change in respect of His divine being) tvoduaros;® the nature
or hypostasis of the Logos is now oeoopkepévn ; the Logos Him-
self is now oceoapkwpévos.® And, Cyril affirms, the Logos has
become man through making what is human His very own. The
union of Godhead and manhood in Jesus Christ, he teaches, is
“hypostatic”’ and “‘natural’, and by this he means what Malchion

1 Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. p. 399. Cyril also alludes to
the “noiselessness” of the power of the mystery in adv. Nestor. iii. 4, ed.
Pusey, VL p. 166.

2 3o Bruce, The Humiliation of Christ, p. 54. As the passages from Cyril
which this writer has brought together show, the verdict is indisputable. See
also below, pp. 102z ff.

3 Cf. Cyril’s statement: wéver y&p & oiros €l kol yéyovey &vbpwTros, &ocdzwy
Bt mavTayd Ths perd oapkds olkovoplas Tov Adyov (Comm. in Jo. Ev. iv. 22, ed.
Pusey, 1L pp. 276 f.). Again, speaking of the Lord’s ignorance, he can say:
olotiv oide piv Beikdds s cogia Tod Tarpss, twedh 8¢ TO Tfis dyvoolons &vOpoTOTHTOS
UTEBU péTpov, olkovoukds oikelolTe kai TolTo peTd TV &N (Apol. adv. Theod.
iv, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 432)—a passage which, like that in Athanasius (see
above, p. 35), seems to be established on the principle of a real self-
accommodation on the part of the divine Logos in order to meet human
conditions; it will be noticed, too, that Cyril is here distinguishing between
what belongs to the Logos in His divine nature (Peixds. . .), and what is His
now that He has become incarnate—a principle which, it seems, is common
to all the Alexandrine theologians.

4 Ep. i ad Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 229D.

8 Explan. xii Capp. ii, ed. Pusey, vi. p. 245. Cf. also the following from
Cyril’s adv. Nestor. ii. 12 (ed. Pusey, vI. p. 126): fiv y&p xal 11 katd low
Beds, Kol Tpd Tis Kevdhoews, Kal 3Te THY kévwoly UTropevon AfyeTal, yeyovoss ko fipds.

¢ See below, p. 89 n. 2.
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ar}d Apollinarius had meant by their évwois ovoidns!—namely,
a “‘personal” union, which has its centre in the Logos Himself;
for, as he explicitly states, “the ‘nature’ or the ‘hypostasis’ of
the Logqs is the Logos Himself”.2 Thus is rendered an utter
mpossibility the Nestorian idea of two parallel existences.
Ind'eed, Cyril sees in his “hypostatic union” a real safeguard
agamnst such an idea: “If we reject the ‘hypostatic union’ as
being either impossible or unseemly,” he says in the Epistola
dogfnatz'ca, “we fall into predicating two Sons.”’® Moreover,
agamn and again does he assert—as Athanasius and Apollinarius
had asserted before him—that since the manhood is “the own”’
of the Logos, it cannot be “that of another” (¢tépou Twos):4 the
Logos made man is one prosopon.5 His starting-point, then, is
the.tru’Fh summed up in the Johannine formula: Jesus Christ ’he
maintains, is the Logos made flesh; the Person of Jesus Chris,t is
Fhe Logos who “has united to Himself hypostatically, in an
ineffable and inconceivable manner, flesh animated ,with a
rational soul”;® therefore Jesus Christ is “God in flesh”
“God with flesh”,” “God manifested in flesh’’.8 ’
It is to enforce this cardinal truth that the Alexandrine fights
on behalf of ““Theotokos”. The Virgin, he says, must be given
thlS. tit!e, not because the Logos in His divine nature owed the
beginning of His existence to her, but because the Logos as
He was united to flesh was born of her. The titles suggested
by the Antiochenes—“Theodochos”, “Christotokos” and

1 See above, pp. 28, 52.
2 1} ol Adyou Uois fiyoww UmdoTacts, & ioTv airds & Ad
o! ) s & Adyos. .. (Apol.

Theod. ii, ed. Pusey, vI. p. 404). 4 (Apol. adv.

3 ! A

P7.G. Ixxvii. 488; T. H. Bindley, The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith,

p. 107.
) * E.g. Qupd unus sit Chf'i:tu:, ed_. Pusey, viL. pt. i. p. 349. We may note that
in five of his Anathematisms Cyril condemns the idea that the manhood is

t?at of another”. See below, p. 210 n. 5

iT].'}e ngos, says Cyril, while partaking of flesh and blood, pepévnxev & airros

... 805 G kai pévos, kol ol ds ETepos ued’ Etepou, Tva kal v alrrol vofftan Tpdo
(Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. p. 371). protmey

: gp. uf ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 458, 48¢; Bindley, op. cit. pp. 105 107

ee, for instance, de Recta Fide ad Reg. (1), ed. Pusey, viI. i p ;

208, 227. v Pt PP 173,

¢ It should be understood that the text 1 Tim. {ii. 16 is regarded by all the
Alexandrmfzs as a locus classicus, having an importance second only to that of
the Johannine text. See Cyril’s explanation of it in de Recta Fide ad Reg. (i)
ed. Pusey, vII. pt. i. pp. 297 fI., and Scholia, xi, ed. Pusey, V1. pp. 520 f. '

—



88 ALEXANDRINE CHRISTOLOGY

“ Anthropotokos”’—he affirms, simply miss the point.! For if
Mary did not bring forth after the flesh God incarnate, one is
bound to say that she brought forth an ordinary man—and sucha
notion is destructive of the whole mystery of the Incarnation.? So
he composes complete treatises in defence of the title,? claiming
that it has the support of those teachers whose soundness in the
faith it was impossible to deny.* Similarly he insists that ortho-
doxy demands that one should affirm “God was born”. But,
he points out, in making this affirmation one does not mean
that the Logos, who “was in the beginning with God”, first
came into existence at the time of the Incarnation ; the expression
must be used because, though in reality the Virgin gave birth
only to the manhood, the Logos, personally united to that man-
hood, was born of her. In fact, says Cyril, the royal way is being
pursued when one confesses that the Logos endured two births,
since He is one and the same Son, who was begotten of the
Father, and born of a woman according to the flesh.> Again, he
is constantly using the expressions “ God suffered”’, “ God died”
—not that he would have it thought that he teaches that the God-
Logos in His divine being suffered and died. For, like his pre-
decessors, Cyril appeals to the Scriptures (Hebrews ii. g; 1 St
Peter iv. 1), which say that He suffered “in the flesh”.$ and,
distinguishing between the Logos in His eternal being and the
Logos “in the flesh”, affirms that while the Logos suffered in
His own flesh, He in Himself was extraneous to suffering, that
He was in death, yet superior to death,” and that—a phrase
which sums up this thought—“He suffered impassibly”
(¢rodev &madess).8 But he definitely lays down that it must be

1 See Apol. adv. Theod. i, adv. Nestor. ii. 2, ed. Pusey, VI. pp. 398, 101.

2 De Recta Fide ad Reg. (i), ed. Pusey, VIL pt. 1. pp. 158, 161.

3 Thus: Quod sancta Virgo deipara sit et non Christipara, and Quod beata
Maria sit deipara (P.G. Ixxvi. 250 f.).

4 Thus Cyril quotes Peter of Alexander and the ad Epict. of Athanasius
in defence of his Anath. i in Apol. adv. Orient., ed. Pusey, V1. p. 274, and
appeals to Athanasius, Theophilus, Basil, Gregory and Atticus in his Ep. ad
Acac. Ber., P.G. Ixxvii. 97B. 5 Adv. Nestor. i. 6, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 8o.

¢ See, for instance, Cyril’s defence of his Anath. xii in 4pol. adv. Theod.,
ed. Pusey, V1. pp. 492 f. 7 Ep. ad Acac., P.G. Ixxvii. 213 A.

8 Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, vil. pt. i. pp. 402, 407, and de Recta
Fide ad Reg. (ii), ed. Pusey, vii. pt. i. p. 310. It was God incarnate who
suffered, Cyril says; God “in His own nature’ remained impassible (4polo-
geticus, ed. Pusey, viL pt. i. p. 433). (The same distinction is made, it seems,
in respect of our Lord’s ignorance. See above, p. 86 n. 3.)

\

said that “God”’ suffered: otherwise, if it was not the Logos, as
He had become man through making His own a passible flesh,
who suffered, a Man, ‘““another beside the Logos”, must have
suffered—and no mere man can be the Saviour of the world.!
So, against the Nestorian notion that in Jesus Christ there are
two prosopa existing side by side, he holds fast to the doctrine of
the unity of the Person of the Incarnate: Jesus Christ is one
prosopon—or in the words of the formula which was rapidly
becoming an important watchword of the Alexandrine ortho-
doxy, the nature or hypostasis (qUois, UmrdoTtaois) of the divine
Logos (tol 80l Adyov), which is now an incarnate (ceoapkwuévn)
nature or hypostasis, is one (uia).2 In Jesus Christ, he declares
—using terms which, as we have seen, had long been current
among Greek theologians—there has been a ‘““concurrence”
(ouvdpopn) or a “‘coming together” (oUvodos) of Godhead and
manhood into a unity (eis évétnTa);® in Him there has been a
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Y Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VII. pt. i. p. 356.

2 As we have said, in all probability the formula owes its origin to Apol-
linarius himself. It is to be found in the ad Jovianum, the Apollinarian writing
attributed to Athanasius (see above, p. 54), and Cyril accepts it as a genuine
utterance of the great Alexandrine (see Apol. adv. Orient. viii, ed. Pusey, vI.
p- 318, and de Recta Fide ad Reg. (i), ed. Pusey, vii. pt.i. p. 161). As J. Lebon
(Le Monophysisme sévérien, pp. 300 fI.) has pointed out, the Alexandrine
teachers regarded the formula as consisting of three members: (1) ‘““the
nature of the divine Logos”, (2) “incarnate”, and (3) “one”. Thus Cyril
emphasizes the importance of (z) when he insists that, so long as the word
“incarnate” 1s added to the formula, there can be no thought that in the
Incarnation the one element has been transformed into the other (Ep. i ad
Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 2414, B), and of (3) when he says that the “ dividing” of
the sayings is impossible, since ‘““assuredly the nature of the Logos is ‘one’”
(Ep. ad Acac., P.G. Ixxvii. 193B). The formula, then, was built up thus:
(1) “the nature of the divine Logos”—i.e. the Person of the Logos, who is
contemplated in His eternity, and is thus seen as & Adyos &oapkos; (2) “in-
carnate”’—this word referring to the new state in which the L.ogos is to be
found, now that He has united manhood to Himself; (3) “one’’—this word
being added to the expression ‘the incarnate nature of the divine Logos”,
in order to rule out Nestorian ideas concerning the Person of Jesus Christ,
the incarnate Logos. From this it will be clear that, so long as the term
“nature” is employed in the sense of “person”, it makes no difference
whether the word “incarnate’ is placed in the nominative to agree with
“nature”, or in the genitive to agree with “ Logos”’—since, as Cyril says,
the “nature’’ of the Logos is * the Logos Himself”’ (see above, p. 87). Thus we
find that this teacher himself at times uses the genitive: pia pUois uiol ceoapkpévou
(Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, viI. pt. i. p. 366); and: piav elven TioTevopey
Th Tol ulol low &g tvds, ATV évavBpwmmoavTos kol ceoapkwubvoy (Ep. ad Acac.,
P.G. Ixxvii. 193B).

3 Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VII. pt. i. p. 360.
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real union, a unification (unitio), of these two elements, the term
“union” signifying a concurrence into a unity (eis & 1) of the
things which have been united.! Again, he speaks of the union
as a ““composition”’ (aUvBeois): the Godhead and the manhood
are “‘compounded” into the one Person of Jesus Christ, just as
—an analogy which he is constantly employing—the individual
man consists of soul and body. Like the Laodicene, and the
Cappadocians, he sees that these terms can be used with no
small success in combating the Nestorian idea that in Christ
there are two Persons, each having His own personal existence—
the manhood assumed by the Logos, he repeatedly affirms, is not
that of another beside Him (ETépou Twos Tap’ i Tév).2 Hence, like
his predecessors, he insists that all the actions and sayings re-
corded of Christ in the Gospels, whether they are God- or man-
befitting, are those of this one Person (Bvds T& TévTo T BeotpeTrd
Kol pooéTt T& dvBparmve, he says; &€ Evds TpoodToU T& TaVTA
AeAé€eton).® He flatly rejects the notion that some should be
attributed to the Logos, and others to a manhood regarded as
having a prosopon alongside of that of the Logos—all, without
exception, are the actions and sayings of the God who has be-
come man. As we say, Cyril’s position is that Jesus Christ is the
Logos incarnate: the Logos, not despising the measures of
humanity, has taken to Himself a complete manhood, consisting
of a body and a human rational soul, and made it His very own.
Accordingly, one cannot think that He consists of two Persons
set side by side; rather, in Jesus Christ there is Godhead, and
there is manhood, but that manhood has been “compounded”
into the Person of the Logos, and so has its place as a reality in
the “composition” in the Person—a * composition” which was
set up when that Person became man.

We would now consider the place which the second founda-
tion principle of the Alexandrine Christology holds in Cyril’s
teaching. Jesus Christ, he says, is “‘One”, but He is “One out

: Ep. iii ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 112B; Bindley, op. cit. p. 125.

E.g. Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. pp- 356, 358, 361. See
also x?lpol: adv. Orient. vii (ed. Pusey, VL. p. 306), where Cyril quotes the
Agollmarlan writing attributed to Felix of Rome which contains the phrase.

Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, vIL. pt. i. p. 355; adv. Nestor. i, ed.
Pusey, v1. p. 94. For similar statements see also Explan. xii Capp. iv, and
Apol. adv. Theod. iv, ed. Pusey, V1. pp. 248, 428 (quoted below, p. g5).
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of two”” (efs & 8Uo), since in the Incarnation Godhead and man-
hood have been ““compounded” into the Person of the Logos.
Like Athanasius and Apollinarius, he alludes to these two ele-
ments as 8Yo mwpdyparta: Jesus Christ is not “twofold” in the
Nestorian sense, but ““is understood as constituted out of two
different things into an inseparable unity” (o0 yép éo1 S1mAols 6
efs kal pdvos XpioTds, k&v ik SUo vofiTan kad Siapdpeov TrparyudTwv els
gvéTnTa THY dpépioTov ouvevnvey uévos).! More frequently he calls
them “natures” and ‘“hypostases”, employing these terms
“generically ’—i.e. in the sense of “ousia” (=substantia).? So
he can say that the Logos has been truly united to human nature
(&vbpooreix pUoer Evaleis),® that the incarnate Logos is “the one
and sole Christ out of two and different natures” (¢ 8Uo kai Sio-
pdpuov puoewv),? that there has been ‘a coming together of things
or hypostases” (oUvodos Tpayudtwy fiyouv Urootdoewv),5 and
that ““the form of a servant and [the form] of God have not been
united without their hypostases” (olte Sixa T@v UmooTdoswv).b
So is Christ understood as “One out of both™ (efs &€ dugoiv).?

These two elements, Cyril insists, remain without confusion
in the union. One could quote instance after instance to show
that he is directly opposed to Eutychian thought. It is essential,
he says, to preserve the confession ‘‘the one and sole Christ is
out of two and different natures’’—otherwise, “the adversaries
of sound doctrine will say, If the whole is one nature, how did the
Logos become flesh, and what was the manner of the flesh which
He made His own?”’® The Logos, he asserts, has become flesh
not by being changed into flesh, or by a change in respect of the
ousia of the flesh.® As he explicitly states:

When we consider the manner of the Incarnation, we see that
two natures have been united without confusion or transfor-

Y Ep. it ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 1164; Bindley, op. cit. p. 127. In Apol.
adv. Orient., iv, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 288, we have: i 8o mporyudTwy dvopoicow,

2 Tt should be understood that Cyril is equally at home with either usage:
“npature”’ =‘“ousia” (=substantia), or “nature” =“prosopon”. See above,
p. 49 n. 2. 3 Apol. adv. Theod. ii, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 404.

4 Ep. i ad Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 2334.

5 Apol. adv. Theod. i, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 396.

¢ Apol. adv. Theod. ii, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 406.

7 Scholia, xxvii, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 548; similarly, Apol. adv. Theod. x, ed.
Pusey, vI. p. 484. 8 Ep. i ad Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 233A.

S Ep. in sanct. Symbol., P.G. Ixxvii. 304A.
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mation; for the flesh is flesh and not Godhead, though it has
become the flesh of God; and the Logos is God and not flesh,
though, in virtue of the Incarnation, He has made the flesh His
own.!

Or, there is that statement of his, the last clause of which came
to be incorporated into the Definitio of Chalcedon :

While the natures which are brought together into the real
unity are different, yet out of both is the one Christ and Son—
not as though the difference of the natures was abolished by the
union,....2

It may be noted, too, that he is careful to make it clear that when
he uses such terms as “mingling”’, he, like those Fathers who
had used it before him, would not introduce the idea of “con-
fusion”, but would merely lay stress on the closeness of the
union of the two elements in Christ.2 Moreover, he affirms that
the properties of the natures are different in the union. Certainly,
as his “types” of the union reveal, he holds that the human pro-
perties became those of the Logos, and the properties of the
Logos those of the flesh,* but he would not deprive the manhood
of its own qualities. Thus, taking the “live coal”” of Isaiah’s
vision as a “type” of the union, he says that, as the charcoal was
penetrated by the fire, and received in this process the power of
fire, though the fire remained what it was, and the charcoal did
not cease to be wood, so the divine Logos, who united manhood
to Himself, remained what He was, and, while He appropriated
what is human and “conferred upon it the operation of His own
nature”, preserved the manhood in all that it was (Ternprike
aUThv ToU®’ &mrep fiv).> Further, he holds that the two elements re-
main each in its ““natural quality” (o16tns puoikd),$ and that in

L Ep. i ad Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 232¢,D.

*® Ep. i ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 45c; Bindley, op. cit. p. 105.

® Adv. Nestor. 1. 3, Apol. adv. Theod. xi, ed. Pusey, vi. pp. 72, 488.
Compare the remark: “He is very ignorant who says that there has been a
Qupbds and a oUyxpaols (Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. p. 366).
Cf: also Cyril’s declaration concerning “composition’—the term, he says,
points to “the difference of the things which have been brought together”
in Christ (Ep. if ad Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 241B).

* See, for instance, de Recta Fide ad Reg. (i), ed. Pusey, VII. pt. i. p. 245, and
de Incarn. Unig., P.G. Ixxv. 1241B. Origen and Apollinarius have the same
teaching (see above, pp. 22, 58). 5 Scholia, ix, ed. Pusey, VI. pp. 514 f.

¢ Ep. ad Acac., P.G. Ixxvii. 1938,D. For Nestorius’ criticism of Cyril’s
“natural quality”, see below, p. 213 n. 2.
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the union Godhead and manhood differ ““according to manner
of being” (kor& Tov ToU Téds sfvan Adyov);! and even more sig-
nificant is his statement that the nature of the Logos was not
changed inito that of the flesh, or that of the flesh into that of the
Logos—rather, “each remains and is perceived in its natural
property” (&v iSidtnTi T KaT& QUOIWY EkaTépou pévovTds Te Kal
vooupévov).?

Again, we must notice that, like Athanasius and Apollinarius
—and like Origen before these—Cyril upholds the principles of
“recognizing the difference of the natures”. Thus he urges
against the Antiochenes that they are going too far in demanding
the “separating” of the natures in order to defeat the idea of
“confusion”: all that is necessary, he maintains, is that one
should “recognize’’ that the natures are different in the union,
and the end is secured without dividing the one Christ into a
duad of Sons. He writes:

One Person is He who before the Incarnation was true God,
and, in humanity, remained what He was and is and will be. The
one Lord Jesus Christ should not, therefore, be divided into a
Man existing separately and God existing separately. We say
that He is one and the same, Jesus Christ, though we recognize
the difference of the natures [T1yv T@v pUoewv id86Tes Siapopdv],
and preserve them without the one being confused with the
other.?

In other words, Cyril fully realizes the value of the principle as the
means whereby the orthodox faith could be safeguarded against
Eutychian thought—he perceives that it has a purpose which is
definitely anti-Eutychian. An “otherness” (étepdTns), he says,
exists between the Logos and the manhood,* and it behoves one
to recognize (eidévan) that the flesh is one thing, “according to

1 Adv. Nestor. ii. 6, ed. Pusey, vI. p. 113.

2 Ep. it ad Succen., P.G. 1xxvii. 241 B,D.

3 Scholia, xiii, ed. Pusey, vI. p. 528. Cf. also the statement in the letter to
John of Antioch: “There is one Lord Jesus Christ, although the difference
of the natures is not ignored, out of which we say that the ineffable union has
been wrought” (P.G. Ixxvii. 180B; Bindley, op. cit. p. 170). Cyril’s position
is admirably summed up in the following from his Comm. in Jo. Ev. ix. 37
(ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 200): f§ uiv y&p éomi =05 Aoyos, ETepos voeiTan TTapd THY odpka- 1 5t
adpt o, Erepdv Tt Tapd Tov Adyov: f) 8¢ yéyovev &vbpawos & i Beol Tlorrpds Adyos,
&pyficel TTavTEAGS TO ETepos Kai ETepos B Th &ppnTov Bvwoiv Te kal oUvoSov. s yap
uévos Yids kad Tpd Tis Tpds odpka ouvsddou kai 8Te ouViAle capki.

¢ Scholia, xiii, ed. Pusey, vI. p. 548.
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its own nature”, and that the Only-begotten is another “ac-
cording to His nature”.! So he differentiates between the pro-
perties of the natures. To the flesh, having regard to the pro-
perties of the body, belong increase and growth,? hunger and
weariness, and, having regard to the properties of the soul, fear,
grief, conflict and death.® To the nature of the Logos, on the
other hand, belongs everything that is His as the Logos un-
incarnate, since His nature has not undergone any change by
reason of the Incarnation. Similarly, in respect of the sayings,
Cyril recognizes that some are God-befitting, while others are
human. Answering the charge brought against him by his
Antiochene opponents that he was teaching a mixture of the
elements because, as they thought, he was attributing everything
to the divine Logos (for these did not appreciate Cyril’s point
that everything was done and said by the Logos in His incarnate
state),t he says that he has never abolished their difference,’ and
to Nestorius he gives an example of his method of ‘ recognizing”’
this difference. The sayings “He that hath seen Me hath seen
the Father” and “I and the Father are one”’, he says, are God-
befitting, and here “we recognize His divine and ineffable
nature, according to which through identity of ousia He is one
with His own Father (Tt feicv a0ToU. . .évwwolpev puow); but,
he goes on, the saying “Now ye seek Me, a Man who hath
spoken to you the truth” is again uttered by the one Person,
who ““does not despise the measure of the manhood”, and “we
know [¢mrywdsoxopev] Him no less fully as the divine Logos. ..
though [the Logos] in the measures of His humanity”.® Or, as
summing up his method of interpretation: “I recognize [0i8q]
that the Lord speaks now after a divine, now after a human,
fashion, since He is at once God and man.”? But, let us repeat,
Cyril does not mean that Christ spoke now in His divine, now
in His human, nature. In all this he is but “recognizing the

1 kar& guow isiav, Cf. Apol. adv. Orient. vi, Apol. adv. Theod. vi, ed. Pusey,
V1. pp. 286, 448.

2 Apol. adv. Orient. iv, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 302.

3 De Incarn. Unig., ed. Pusey, VIL pt. 1. p. 65.

4 E.g. Theodoret’s reply to Cyril’s Anath. iv, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 420.

5 Apol. adv. Theod. iv, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 426; similarly Ep. ad Acac., P.G.
Ixxvii. 200B.

¢ Ep. iii ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 1168 f.; Bindley, 0p. cit. p. 128.

7 Ep. ad Acac., P.G. Ixxvii. 200B.
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difference”, in order to safeguard the Alexandrine doctrine
against the false doctrine of Eutychianism. In actual fact, he
would say, all the sayings and actions which are reported of the
Lord in Scripture are those of one Person—irdocs. . . puovds, Tés
Te dvbpwrivas kot ufv kad Tas Beotrpereis, Evi TpoowTTw TPOTTT-
Topev'—the Logos incarnate, that is, who, at once divine and
human, “operates at once both divinely and humanly” (Beikés
Te &po kol cwuarTikés tvepy@v).2 In other words, it seems true to
say that Cyril’s conception of the one Christ, whose are Té& Te
Beompem] ki T& dvBpamiva,? is that He is a theandric Person,
whose activity is also theandric. This conception, we venture to
think, which is clearly expressed in the writings of the pseudo-
Areopagite at the end of the century (or at the beginning of the
next),*is already implicit in the teaching of the pre-Chalcedonian
Alexandrine teachers.

We now come to what is certainly no easy question: What does
Cyril mean when he speaks of “One (nature) after the union”?
Enough has been said concerning his denial of the Eutychian
position to put it beyond doubt that, when he uses this phrase,
he is not taking “nature” in the sense of substantia; for as-
suredly he would not teach that “after the union’—these words
being understood in a temporal sense—the Lord’s humanity was
transformed into His Godhead. So we can be sure that Cyril is
here taking ‘““nature” in the sense of ““prosopon”, and that he
adopts the phrase in order to enforce the doctrine of the unity
of Christ’s Person. But does he mean that the Person is one
because the Logos takes to Himself, not a real manhood, but
only the attributes of manhood? Loofs,* who follows Dorner—

1 Explan. xii Capp. iv, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 248.

2 De Recta Fide ad Reg. (i), ed. Pusey, ViL pt. i. p. 249. See also Comm. in
}o: Ev. vi. 53, ed. Pusey, 1L p. 530, where Cyril, speaking of the raising of
Jairus’ daughter, says that the Lord, “giving life as God by His all-powerful
command, and again giving life through the touch of His holy flesh, shows
through both one kindred operation ” (piav Te kai ouyyevii 8° &pgolv émBeikvuon
TV tvépysaiav).

3 Apol. adv. Theod. 1v, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 428.

% See below, pp. 251 f.

s l.,eontius von Byzanz, pp. 43 fI.; Dorner, op. cit. 11 i. pp. 64 ff.; Harnack
op. cit. Iv. p. 177. Against the view taken by Harnack, Weigl, who would
show ?hat, according to Cyril, “the human nature is individual, not general ”
(op. cit. pp. 167 fI.), argues that there is no evidence that the Alexandrine
has the formula “ T'wo natures before, one after the union”, but that what is
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and Harnack has the same conclusion—considers that Cyril
thinks in this way. According to this scholar, the Alexandrine
would say that the manhood existed ideally—*‘before the union”,
as it were—and that in the Incarnation the Logos assumed its
essential properties as determinations or attributes, He Himself
holding them together as their centre.! So, on this basis, it is
argued, the Lord is spoken of as “One out of two natures’’ and
as ‘““One after the union’’; there were two natures ‘‘before the
union”’’, but “after the union’’ the manhood was carried into the
being of the Logos—though, but only in thought (Secopia povn),
it is still possible to distinguish in Him the two natures. But,
while it must be granted that Cyril’s is primarily an anti-
Nestorian, and not an anti-Eutychian, interest, it seems im-
possible to deny that for him the humanity, as it exists in the
composition in the Person of the Logos, is real and complete.
As is pointed out by Lebon? in his criticism of the view taken by
Loofs, Cyril explicitly states that the union is one of “things”,
of “natures”, of “hypostases’’—in Jesus Christ there has been
“‘a coming together of things and hypostases”;® ““the form of a
servant and [the form] of God have not been united without
their hypostases”.4 It will be observed that there is no mention
here of properties and accidents. Further, is it legitimate to
suppose that Cyril would say that “before the union” the man-

clearly brought out is that the Logos is “ the Same before and after the union”.
This scholar draws attention to a passage in Cyril’s Ep. ad Acacium (P.G.
Ixxvii. 192D—quoted below, p. 98), which, as he says, may seem to lend
support to Harnack’s thesis, but, he points out, Cyril is not here asserting
that previous to the union two natures existed, or that the human nature
continued by itself. Rather: Cyrill wollte eine begriffliche Erlduterung geben
und abstrahiert gedanklich von der konkreten Einigung (Weigl, op. cit. pp. 171 £.).
At the same time, Weigl does not here develop what, as we see it, is implicit
in the passage from the ad Acacium, viz. the conception of “‘two’, though
only in contemplation” (see below, pp. 99 f.), though it is noteworthy that he
states that discussions (on the union) always steer to the thought that, while,
after and in spite of the union two natures are present, there exists a real and
indivisible unity (Weigl, op. cit. p. 172).

1 Thus, as Tixeront puts it, “in this view there is no enhypostasia of the
nature but only an insubstantiatio of the human properties in the Word ”
(History of Dogmas,? iil. p. 70).

2 Op. cit. pp. 379 1.

® See above, p. 91. It may be noted, too, that Cyril affirms that Jesus
Christ is & Buoiv Teékeiow, perfect in Godhead and perfect in manhood (de
Recta Fide ad Theodos., ed. Pusey, Vil. pt. i. p. 74).

* Quoted above, p. 91.
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hood existed ideally? Surely, for him ‘“before the union” would
represent that stage in God’s dealings with man when the Logos
was still &oapkos—was not ceoaprwpévos—the flesh as yet not
having come into existence; moreover, it is worthy of note that
he definitely asserts that it is not part of his belief that the Logos
brought His body with Him from heaven.! Again, Loofs’ con-
clusion seems to be arrived at on the supposition that Cyril em-
ploys the whole phase  One, out of two natures”’ in connection
with his doctrine of the oneness of the Lord’s Person. But, as
we would contend, the second part of the phrase, “out of two
natures’’ (¢ 8Uo), is distinct from the first, “One”’, and is intro-
duced to enforce the second main Christological principle of the
Alexandrine teachers, according to which Jesus Christ must be
said to be ““out of two natures” if His Godhead and manhood
remain real in the union.? Finally, it seems reasonable to argue
that when Cyril speaks of “contemplating” the natures, he does
not mean that the natures are not real, and are to seem “only in
thought”: as we would now try to show, his is a very different
idea.

What, then, does he mean by his ““One, after the union”? It
will be best if, first of all, we turn to what he says in defence of
his Third Anathematism, in which the phrase “after the union”’
occurs: “If anyone divides the hypostases after the union in
respect of the one Christ. . .let him be anathema.””® Now it is
interesting to find that, both in his Apologia adversus Theo-
doretum and in his Apologia adversus Orientes, when he uses the
phrase ‘““after the union”, he also upholds the principle of
“recognizing the difference”.* Thus he says here that one recog-
nizes that the flesh is one thing and the Godhead another, and
allows that one can “‘contemplate” the Godhead and the man-

1 See, for instance, Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, VII. pt. i. p. 346, and
de Recta Fide ad Reg. (1), where Cyril quotes the passage from the Apol-
linarian writing ad Jovianum (which he accepts as the genuine work of
Athanasius) in which an anathema is pronounced against those who say that
the Lord’s body is from heaven (ibid. p. 163).

2 See the passage from Cyril’s Ep. ¢ ad Succen., P.G. Ixxvii. 2334, quoted
above, p. 9I.

3 Ep. iii ad Nestor., P.G. Izxvii. 120C; Bindley, op. cit. p. 131.

4 For a good example of Cyril’s use of “after the union” in contexts where
he would uphold the necessity of “ recognizing the difference of the natures”,

see adv. Nestor. ii, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 94. See also Comm. in Jo. Ev. xx. 30, 31,
ed. Pusey, v. pp. 154 f.

SAC 7
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hood which have come together in a real union,* and ‘“peer into
the power of the mystery with the eyes of the understanding”’.?
So the question arises: What, according to Cyril, does one see as
one embarks on this process of contemplation? Here what he
says in defence of his 'Third Anathematism does not help us, and
we must turn, for our answer, to a passage in the oration de
Recta Fide which is addressed to the Emperor Theodostus, and
to the letters which he wrote to his supporters after the reunion
of 433.

In the oration3 he condemns the dividing of Jesus Christ into
aman and the divine Logos, each having an individual existence,
since this is to make Emmanuel “an image with two faces”
(Brmpdowmos). He then goes on to say that one should not in any
way, and especially so that ‘“two’’ appear, divide (the natures)
after the union, and consider each by itself; one should know
that, while the human mind contemplates a certain difference
of the natures, it also admits (the conception of ) the concurrence
of both into a unity. Beside this we would set three passages
from the letters to Acacius of Melitene and Succensus of
Diocaesarea. Thus in his letter to the former we have:

As we accept in thought [dbs évvolos Sexdpevor] those things
out of which is the one and sole Son and Lord Jesus Christ, we
say that the natures which have been united are two; but after
the union, the cleavage into two having disappeared, we believe
that the nature of the Son is one—but [one nature] made man
and incarnate.*

And:

When the manner of the Incarnation is investigated, the
human intelligence inevitably sees that the things which are
brought together ineffably and without confusion are two, yet
what has been united one in no wise divides, but believes that
out of both there is One, both God and Son, and Lord and
Christ.

Similarly, in his first letter to Succensus:

_So far as appertains to the understanding, and solely to the
vision with the eyes of the soul, of the manner in which the

1 Apol. adv. Theod. iii, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 418.
2 Apol. adv. Orient. iii, ed. Pusey, vi. p. 286. ° Ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. p. 76.
¢ Bp. ad Acac., P.G. Ixxvii. 192D. 8 P.G. Ixxvil. 193C.
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Only-begotten was made man, we say that the natures which
have been united are two; but [we confess] one Christ and Son
and Lord, the Logos of God the Father, made man and in-
carnate.’ .

It is, then, “duality” that, according to Cyril, one can see in
contemplation :2 in recognizing the difference of the natures, one
can see them as “two”’—two natures existing side by side, that
is, and if this theologian does not state that each can be contem-
plated as having its individual existence (so that one can contem-
plate two prosopa), such an idea is certainly implied. But it is
also part of his theory that ““after the union” there can be no
such “dividing into two”, since then, the mind having been
brought back from the imaginary duality to the real unity, there
is seen only the one Person of the incarnate Logos—the one
Person, that is, in whom the two elements have been brought
together.

Accordingly we may say that Cyril’s “One, after the union”
is directly connected with this idea of contemplating ““two”
an idea which is itself based on the principle of “recognizing the
difference of the natures”. Apparently, then, his “after the
union” refers to “‘the thought” of the union—the thought of the
ouvdpoyn eis &v 11, of the one Christ and Son and Lord, the in-
carnate Logos—to which one comes back after seeing “two”
““solely with the eyes of the soul”. So itisthat, if this is a correct
interpretation of Cyril’s use of the phrase, it cannot be too
strongly emphasized that for him ““after the union’ has no tem-
poral significance.

To show that we are justified in thinking that Cyril was
teaching on these lines, let us turn to Severus of Antioch, who is
ever his faithful interpreter.® First, we may notice that the

1 P.G. Ixxvii. 232D f.

2 It should be understood that Cyril does not mean that the “natures” are
to be seen only in contemplation, for, according to him, these are ““things”
and “hypostases” (see above, p. 91), and therefore real: it is simply this
“duality ”—this dividing so that “two” appear—which can be only in
contemplation. What Leontius of Byzantium (adv. Argum. Sev., P.G. Ixxxvi.
2, 1932C) says of “the Fathers” is especially true of Cyril.

3 Cf. Lebon’s verdict: Sans doute il [Sévére] fut moins novateur qu’on ne
Pauvait, en général, pensé et prononcé: son ¢ffort, comme nous le dirons plus loin,
fut moins un progrés, qu'un retour energique au langage et aux explications d’une

époque antérieure (so in his “preliminary remarks”, Le Monophysisme
sévérien, pp. 236 £.).
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Monophysite Patriarch not only makes use of the Cyrilline
theory but also develops it. He can say that in contemplation
the mind can see ‘“two imaginary prosopa, or natures, Or
hypostases”’—that is, one can so contemplate the two natures
that each appears as an individual existence, the one beside the
other; as we have said, the idea is implicit in Cyril’s ““two’ in
contemplation”’. Moreover, like Cyril, Severus holds that *after
the union’’ one sees only the one incarnate nature of the divine
Logos, since now all idea of ‘“‘two”’ must vanish as unreal.! But
especially important for our present purpose is this teacher’s
explanation of ‘“‘after the union”. In his contra Grammaticum
(written soon after he had been expelled from Antioch in the
year 518) he attacks John the Grammarian who, with other sup-
porters of the Chalcedonian orthodoxy, was upholding the
formula that Jesus Christ is “‘in two natures after the union”’.
Naturally, John was intent upon defending the faith against the
notion that in Christ there is but one, and that a divine, nature.
But the Monophysite, who stands for the old ways of Cyril and
not for the ways of those ‘‘Nestorianizers” who had betrayed the
faith at Chalcedon, will not accept such an expression. As the
blessed Cyril said, he asserts, so will he say: ‘“After the union,
one nature.” And he explains what this means: Duo quidem
videre solummodo in contemplatione intellectus licet, discernendo
differentiam quasi in qualitate naturali; illud autem, quod post
unionem, id est post cogitationem unionis, absolutum est minimeque
separatur divisione dualitatis, unum ex duobus et Deum et Filium et
Christum et Dominum esse, credere oportet et inconcusse admittere
Post unionem, id est post cogitationem unionis, says Severus—and,
surely, this is what Cyril means, though he may not express
himself so clearly.

! Thus, according to Eustathius Monachus, Severus says in ¢. Gramm.:
VETX ydp ThHY Tiis fvewoews évvolay, dvagoivopévns pias eUoews Tis Tol Adyou cecapko-
pévns, 1 émivoia TV pavTacBaiody BUo TpoodTwy fi pUotwy § TTrooTdoewy Ume€ioTaran ;
he also speaks of # gavracteioa T tmwola T&Y UooTdoewy kal TPOTWT@Y Buds
(Eustathius Monachus, Ep. de duabus naturis, P.G. Ixxxvi. 921B, 908 A).

2 C. Gramm. 1m1. i, ed. J. Lebon, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orien-
talium, Scripta Syr., ser. iv, tom. v, p. 214. See also ibid. p. 128. Similarly in
the Philalethes (a work composed 509-11—see Lebon, Le Monoph. sévér.
pp. 125 ff.) we have: ...quando autem idea unionis introducitur. .., and cum
vero mente nostra sensum unionis apprehendimus (ed. A. Sanda, ...Severi
Philalethes, Beyrut, 1928, pp. 1z, 100).
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There is a further point in this connection: Why is it, we ask,
that Cyril thus develops the principle of “recognizing the dif-
ference””? It is most significant that he lays stress on his theory
in his letters to those of his supporters who in 433 were convinced
that the Antiochenes, who had put forward their Formulary with

" its mention of ‘“‘two natures”, were still Nestorians at heart;

they held, too, that their leader, in accepting the Formulary, was
to be blamed for having ““tolerated and even praised the ‘two
natures’”.! T'o allay their fears, and at the same time to justify
his action in entering into communion with those who had
opposed him at Ephesus,? Cyril, in these letters, points out, first,
that one can say ““two natures’’ without being heterodox, for the
phrase points to the difference of the elements out of which the
one Christ is constituted (and Nestorius himself, he says, is right
in speaking of “two natures”, thus demonstrating the difference
between the flesh and the divine Logos: where he errs is in “not
confessing the union with us”’),® and, secondly, that it is possible
to speak of “two” in respect of Christ, though only in con-
templation—which way of thinking, he says, belongs to “the
brethren in Antioch” who, “accepting simply, as though in
imagination only”, the diversity of the natures, “in no wise
divide the things which have been united”.* But the theory of
contemplating “two”” was not.welcomed by the ardent anti-
Nestorians; indeed, as we gather from Theodotus of Ancyra
(T before 446), these urged that it should be dropped since the
“Nestorians” were speaking of a ‘‘separation which is in
thought’—there was no point in giving them a handle which
they could use to prove their orthodoxy. So it seems that no
more would have been heard of ““‘two’—but only in contempla-
tion”’, had not Severus, defending the formula ““One, after the
union”’, brought it to light some eighty or ninety years later.

Y Ep. ad Eulogium, P.G. Ixxvii. 2254. We do not mean that the theory
appears for the first time after the year 433—for it may be said to occur in
the Comm. in Jo. Ev. xx. 30, 31, ed. Pusey, v. pp. 154 f., which can be dated
before 429 (see Weigl, op. cit. pp. 127 fI.)—but that the circumstances which
arose ¢. 433 seem to have caused Cyril to bring it into prominence.

2 See below, pp. 234 ff.

3 Ep. ad Eulog., P.G. Ixxvii. 225A.

* Ep. ad Acac., P.G. Ixxvii. 193D. See also below, p. 213 n. 2.

® See the statements of Theodotus (who supported Cyril at Ephesus),
P.G. Ixxvii. 1356D, 1361C. See also below, p. 198 n. 3.
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We come to our final question: What is Cyril’s teaching on
the relation between the Godhead and the manhood in their
union in the one Person? It will have been noticed that he main-
tains that in the Incarnation the Logos “permitted the measures
of humanity to prevail over Himself”’, and that both the body
and soul of Christ were allowed to go through the laws proper
to them.! It will have been noticed, too, that he insists that the
properties of the flesh were preserved in the union;? and, in this
connection, it should be borne in mind that Cyril is no follower
of the Apollinarian error:® he explicitly states that the Logos
became TéAelos &vbpeotros, oldua Aoy Epyuyxdy Te kad Evwowv;t

Jesus Christ, he says, possesses gépka oUk &yuyov oUdé &vouv, -

AN’ Buypuydy Te kod voepéw.5 T'aken together, these are workable
1 See above, p. 86. Cf. the following from the de Recta Fide ad Reg. (ii):

QoTep Bt olkovoukds ouykex dpnke T 18iq oapxi kail rabelv 00’ &Te T& 1B 00T TEAW
ouvexoper kad T uyxfi T& olkeia Tobeiv kol TO TS Kevcboews péTpov TeTrprike TavTayoU,
kadTor feds dv gUoer kai Umép Tacaw Thy kTiow (ed. Pusey, VIL. pt. i. p. 328).

* See above, pp. 85f.

3 It is noteworthy that Cyril, too, upholds the axiom that ““that which is
not taken is not saved’’ (Comm. in Jo. Ev. xii. 27, 28, ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 318).

4 Scholia, xxvii, ed. Pusey, vI. p. 547.

5 Apol. adv. Theod. v, ed. Pusey, v1. p. 442 (similarly vii, ibid. p. 452). That
Cyril is no Apollinarian is seen from the following citations from his writings:
(1) In his comment on St Jn. i. 14, he writes: “For he [the Evangelist]
plainly sets forth that the Only-begotten became and is called Son of man;
for this and nought else does his saying that ‘the Word became flesh’ signify:
for it is as though he said more nakedly ‘ The Word was made man’’’, and,
quoting Joel ii. 28 to show what is meant here by “flesh” (Athanasius, it will
be remembered, had appealed to the same text—see above, p. 42 n. 1),
declares that “we do not suppose that the Prophet says that the divine Spirit
should be bestowed upon human flesh soul-less and alone (for this would be
by no means free from absurdity): but comprehending the whole by the
part, he names man from the flesh....Man, then, is a creature rational, but
composite, of soul, that is, and of this perishable and earthly flesh” (Comm.
in Jo. Ev. i. 14, ed. Pusey, 111. p. 138; trans. as in S. Cyril on S. John, in
Library of the Fathers, vol. i. p. 108); (2) In his work on the Epistles to the
Corinthians, Cyril explicitly states that in the Incarnation the Only-begotten
of God, the Logos, made earthly flesh His own, putting on a mortal and
human body and having wuxhv thv Aoywnv (in Ep. it ad Cor. iv. 8 1., ed.
Pusey, v. p. 345) [we may note here that again and again does this teacher say
that there was united to the Logos c&pf (or odpa) yuxhy éxolioa Thy Aoy
(adv. Nestor. ii. 6; iii. 2} iv. 3; iv. 6; v. 2, Expl. xii Capp. 1, ii, 4Apol. adv.
Orient. 1, Apol. adv. Theod. i, ii, Scholia, xxvii—ed. Pusey, VI. pp. 112, 151,
188, 200, 218, 243, 246, 260, 400, 406, 547), or o&pf (or odua) Yuxhv éxoloa Ty
voepav (Apol. adv. Theod. i, iii, xi—ibid. pp. 396, 414, 490)]; (3) In a fragment
of one of his Homilies, having quoted Heb. ii. 14, he says that the Logos
took from the holy Virgin not a o&pa &puyov, “as is thought by certain of the
heretics’, but a odpa, Zpypuxwptvov yuxi Aoyikli (Frag. Hom. viii, ed. Pusey,
V. p. 463); (4) In a fragment of his work against Diodore of Tarsus, he
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principles: the Logos subjects Himself to earthly conditions,
and the manhood, possessing the power of self-determination,
is allowed to pursue what is proper to it. But does Cyril work
them out? We have to confess that he does not.

Take, for instance, his interpretation of the crucial text St
Luke ii. 52. As Bruce has shown,! Cyril does not hesitate to
speak of a physical, but will not go so far as to posit a moral and
intellectual, growth—according to Cyril the manhood of Jesus
Christ is perfect in wisdom from the start. So for him, as for
Athanasius, the growth in wisdom is not real but apparent. Itis
the gradual manifestation of a wisdom already present, for ‘it
would have been an unwonted and strange thing if, yet being an
infant, He had made a demonstration of His wisdom worthy of
God’—therefore:

expanding it gradually and in proportion to the age of the body
and [in this gradual manner] making it manifest to all, He might
be said to increase [in wisdom] very appropriately.2

Or, the growth in wisdom is “simply a holding back or con-
cealment of wisdom existing in perfection from the first, out of
respect to the physical law”,® the growth being rather that of
the habit of those who were wondering at this Person:

It was in a sense necessary that He should adapt Himself to
the custom of our nature, lest He should be reckoned something
strange as man by those who saw Him, while His body gradually
advanced in growth He concealed Himself and appeared daily
wiser to those who saw and heard Him;. . .because He was even
wiser and more gracious in the esteem of beholders, He is said

emphatically denies that his teaching is that the divine L.ogos took the place
of the yuxi in Christ, “according to that very strange opinion which some °
hold” (c. Diod. Tars. Frag. ¢', ed. Pusey, v. p. 496; Frag. 1p’ contains a similar
rejection of the Apollinarian position—ibid. p. 497); (5) In his de Recta Fide
ad Reg. (ii) he appeals to Scripture (St Jn. xii. 27, 28; St Mt. xxvi. 37, 38;
St Lk. xxiii. 46) in order to show, “against those who were giving way to
the opinion of Apollinarius”, that the Logos became man (&vpwtos), olx
Syuyov Te kal dvouv oddpa AaPav, dupuxwiuévoy B¢ pdddov wuyxii Kol Aoyikii kai Tehelws
gxouon (ed. Pusey, vII. pt. i. p. 327).

1 See his The Humiliation of Christ, pp. 366 fI., where a collection of
Cyrilline passages bearing on the subject is to be found.

2 Adv. Nestor. iii. 4, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 166 (quoted, Bruce, op. cit. p. 368). *

3 So Bruce (op. cit. p. 370) comments on the Cyrilline passage which
follows.
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to have grown in wisdom and grace, so that His growth is to be
referred rather to the habit of those who wondered at His
wisdom than to Himself.?

Thus the principle that the manhood was allowed to go through
its own laws is, In effect, surrendered: instead, we have a moral
and intellectual growth which is only in appearance.

Let us take another point of view. What is his thought con-
cerning the Lord’s human trials? Cyril holds that the Tempta-
tion was necessary in order that Satan, the vanquisher of old,
might be overthrown, and that we might enjoy life in the new
order through sharing in Christ’s victory. But that victory is not
won through a moral struggle. Christ appears as the Second
Adam, before whom, as the One who is perfectly sinless, Satan,
seeing in Him something new, retires ashamed.? There is no ex-
pression here of the idea of a quiescent Logos;?® rather is it the
other way round, for according to Cyril Christ conquered
Beixéss. Seemingly, he is intent upon making the redemption
sure, believing that this could be only if the Logos had supreme
control over the manhood. But in his desire to preserve the
reality of the redemption, Cyril sacrifices the reality of the man-
hood: Christ may be the Representative Man, holding all men
in Himself,* but the redemption is not brought about through a
Redeemer who is suffered to endure any real inward conflict.

That this is the case is seen when we look into his interpreta-
tion of the text “Now is my soul troubled. ..” (St John xii. 27).
Cyril allows that the thought of death troubled Jesus, but, he
goes on, the power of the Godhead immediately (e480s) subdued
the feelings that had been stirred, and at once (wapaypfipa)
changed fear into boldness. To his mind, the humanity was
moved in two and necessary ways (oinodpebo. . .kexivfioban T
&vBpcomva Bi1k SUo Te kad dvarykadous Tpdtous): being human it

L Thesaurus, Assert. xxviii (quoted, Bruce, op. cit. p. 370). Cf. also Comm.
in Jo. Ev. i. 15, ed. Pusey, IIL. p. 144, for the same thought: “He is said to
increase, not in that He is Logos and God, but because He, ever more
greatly marvelled at, appeared more full of grace to those who saw Him,
through His achievements, the disposition of those who marvelled advancing,
as is more true to say, in grace, than He who is perfect as God” (trans. as in
S. Cyril on S. John, vol. i, p. 112, in Library of the Fathers).

2 Cf. de Recta Fide ad Reg. (ii), ed. Pusey, VIL pt. i. p. 302.

® As is to be found in Irenaeus, adv. Haeres. 111 xix. 3.

* Adv. Nestor. i. 1, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 6o.

\

was moved to seek human things, but it was thus moved, not
that it might gain the mastery, but that its passions might be
broken by the power of the Logos. In this way, he declares, is
our healing effected.! To quote what he says in this connection:
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The passions of the flesh were aroused, not in order that they
might gain control as with us, but that, having been aroused,
they might be brought to nought [xarapyndif] by the power of the
Logos dwelling in the flesh, the nature being remodelled into
that which is better.2

Such words speak for themselves. Similar thought is to be found
in Cyril’s interpretation of the Agony in Gethsemane. He allows
that the cry “Father, if thou be willing, let this cup pass from
me”” was real, springing from a flesh which was weak and in
fear of death—for “‘the divine Logos suffers the flesh to undergo
things proper to it, that He may be shown to be truly man”’;3
and he expressly states that the 8dvatos was &BoUAnTos T&
XpioT¢.4 But there is no mention here of any inward struggle;
instead, the Logos, united with it, here again intervenes, ‘“bring-
ing back human nature, which is seen to be feeble even in Christ
Himself, to a God-befitting boldness, and re-training it to
powerful purpose”.® How, then, can Christ be in all points
tempted like as we are if, as soon as temptation arises, the Logos
steps in and uses His power to quash the human impulse? The
Representative Man He certainly is, but He is hardly One whose
manhood can be said to be individual if its faculty of self-
determination is never allowed free play.

Yet one can exaggerate the extent of this weakness which
Cyril shares with all the Alexandrine teachers, and it is well that
we should see it as a flaw, though by no means a major flaw, in

Comm. in Jo. Ev. xii. 27, 28, ed. Pusey, 1v. pp. 315 ff.
Ibid., ed. Pusey, 1. p. 3z20.

Comm. in Jo. Ev. vi. 38, 39, ed. Pusey, 111. p. 487.
Ibid., ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 488.

5 Ibid., ed. Pusey, 1v. p. 487. We may also note Cyril’s explanation of the cry
“My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” which Severus of Antioch
quotes as coming from the Alexandrine’s Commentary on St Matthew. Here
Cyril says that one must not think that Christ spoke these words as if in need
of help. The cry was uttered by one who was free from all sin on behalf of a
humanity which, on account of the original transgression, could not freely
appeal to God (¢. Gramm. 111 i. 6, ed. Lebon, pp. 56 f.). Compare Gregory of
Nazianzus’ interpretation of St Mt. xxvii. 46 (above, p. 79).

[T I SR
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a doctrinal structure for which, in its entirety, we can, surely,
have nothing but praise. The failing is understandable. Cyril,
and those before him, had been brought up in the Platonic
tradition, and were inclined to emphasize the abstract rather
than the concrete. As we are now to see, the theologians of
another school of thought succeed where these fail just because,
theirs being the Aristotelian outlook, they lay stress on the con-
crete, and are particularly interested in man as a free agent.

CHAPTER II

ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY

I. THE SOTERIOLOGICAL TEACHING OF
THE ANTIOCHENE THEOLOGIANS

OUNDED by the Seleucid kings, and the third city of

the Roman Empire, Antioch was a centre of Greek culture,

famed, as Cicero tells us,! for letters and the arts. But its
geographical position caused it also to be a centre of Semitic life
and thought: it was the capital of Syria, and there—in the plain
of the Antioch Lake—trade routes from the West met the equally
ancient roads leading to the Euphrates and the Tigris. So it is
that throughout the period in the history of the Christian Church
with which we are here concerned, there were at Antioch up-
holders of two different doctrinal traditions—the one Greek, the
other Syrian. In the second half of the third century Malchion
was head of ‘“the sophist school of Grecian learning”,? and at
the beginning of the following century there flourished the
school of Lucian—a school which provided Antioch with some
of its bishops; later (about the year 373) Apollinarius himself
was lecturing there, and his coming must have done much to-
wards furthering the cause of the Alexandrine Christology in
Syria.® Moreover, those brought up in the Greek tradition
would readily welcome the Apollinarian writings; so it is
not surprising that the Alexandrine doctrine, as it was being
expounded by Cyril, found a home for itself especially in the
monasteries of Palestine, Syria and Mesopotamia. But the
Syrian tradition also had its exponents. While Malchion and the
Lucianists were upholding the teaching which had its fount at
Alexandria, Paul of Samosata and Eustathius of Antioch were,

1 Pro Archia, 3. 2 Eusebius, H.E. vii. 29.

3 We mean that through the coming of the Laodicene the principle of the
“one Person’ would be more definitely upheld in Syria. At the same time
his own doctrine concerning Christ’s manhood had its supporters: Vitalis
presided over an Apollinarian congregation at Antioch (see Raven, Apol-
Linarianism, pp. 130 fI.), and Apollinarius’ disciple Timothy was, till he was
condemned (see above, p. 53 n. 2), Bishop of Berytus.
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on their side, upholding the principles of the Syrian teaching,
and after them, building upon the foundation which these had
already laid, there came Flavian and Diodore, the earlier mem-
bers of a school which was soon to rise to the height of its glory.
To Flavian, and his friend Carterius, Chrysostom owed part of
his early education, and these could congratulate themselves
upon having had as their pupil the most distinguished among the
Antiochenes—the one who could offer a scheme of Christian
doctrine established on this traditional thought—Theodore of
Mopsuestia. To Theodore those who came after him were
greatly indebted; neither did they forget the extent of that debt,
for they never referred to him without reverence and admiration.
Andrew of Samosata, Nestorius, and Theodoret of Cyrus—
these, learning from “The Interpreter”’, developed his teaching,
and exhibited the Antiochene Christology in what was destined
to be its final form.

It is with the teaching of these theologians, the representatives
of the Syrian tradition in the early history of Christian dogma,
that we are now to deal. Later on we shall enquire into the
conflict between the two schools of thought—a conflict which,
as we shall see, came to an end only when the Alexandrines had
effected the complete break-up of the school of Antioch. Here
our purpose is to show that the Antiochene theologians, though
they approach the Christological problem from another angle
and, as must be confessed, use expressions which cannot be
deemed satisfactory, are in reality at one with their opponents
in maintaining the same root principles—a conclusion, which,
if it is right, means that the downfall of the Antiochene school is
to be regarded as one of the tragedies in the history of the Early
Church.

First of all, let us ask what was the outlook of these teachers.
As we have just said, Antioch itself was a centre of Greek culture.
Hence it does not come as a surprise to find that when the
celebrated rhetorician Libanius (1 395) settled there, not only
the Cappadocians, Basil and Gregory of Nazianzus,! and
Apollinarius of Laodicea (who could claim the Sophist’s friend-
ship)® took advantage of his presence, but also those who were

! Socrates, H.E. iv. 26; Sozomen, H.E. vi. 17.
? See Raven, op. cit. p. 128.
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being brought up in a different school of thought; for to him
there came John Chrysostom, who might have taken his place
“had not the Christians stolen him away”,! and, as is almost
certain, the great Theodore himself.2 But these teachers, it is
clear, came under an influence much wider than that which was
to be found in Antioch itself. The point is that, if we are to
appreciate their outlook, we must take into account the fact that
during the first five centuries of the Christian era there flourished
in Northern Syria, and beyond to the East, a type of Greek
culture which possessed a strong Aristotelian bias—and there
are clear indications of its effect on Christian thought in this
region. Malchion the Sophist, it will be remembered, in seeking
to express his doctrine concerning the Lord’s “Person”, had
shown a preference for the term ““ousia’ understood in the sense
of Aristotle’s ““primary ousia’’; and may not the determination
of the members of the Lucianic school to bring everything to the
touchstone of reason be taken as indicative of this same influence?
But especially among the upholders of the Syrian doctrinal
tradition do we find that which is altogether consistent with a
Greek culture on Aristotelian lines. Their rationalism, seen
particularly in their mode of Scriptural exegesis, their ethical
interest, and, above all, their interest in man as a free agent®>—in
these ways is their standpoint akin to that of the Peripatetics
and, at the same time, different from that of the theologians of
Alexandria, whose place is in the Platonic tradition. For these
are not idealists, but realists, taking as their basis the historical
and empirical; to these the particular rather than the general makes
its appeal; theirs is not so much the metaphysical as the ethical
point of view. So it is that we can say that if the Church has her
Christian Platonists, she has also her Christian Aristotelians.
With this as our background, then, let us begin, as we began
our study of the Christology of the Alexandrine teachers, with

! So Libanius himself, according to Soz. H.E. viii. 2.

* See Raven, op. cit. p. 275.

3 An outstanding example of the interest of the Antiochenes in man, both
in regard to what he is and in regard to that of which he is capable, is to be
found in the de Natura Hominis of Nemesius, who, as is generally agreed, was
Bishop of Emesa in Phoenicia at the beginning of the fifth century. The date
is likely, since, in this work, while he mentions Eunomius and Apollinarius,
no reference is made either to Nestorius or to Eutyches. See below, pp. 112
n. 2, 113 nn. 2, 7.
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an enquiry into the fundamental ideas of the Antiochenes—their
ideas, that is, concerning God and man and the relations between
them. Now it has to be granted that there are passages in their
writings which at first sight seem to show that to these teachers
God and man are essentially ‘“the one’ and ““the other”. Thus,
to offer one or two examples, in the recently discovered Syriac
version of the ad Baptizandos, or the de Interpretatione Symboli
trecentorum decem et octo sanctorum Patrum, of Theodore of
Mopsuestia’—a work which, as the title indicates, contains the
instruction on the Creed of Nicaea which the Bishop was accus-
tomed to give to candidates for Baptism—we find that the author,
refuting the Arian doctrine of the creaturehood of the Son, asks:

What possible relation can exist between One who is eternal
and another who at one time was non-existent and came into
existence later? It is well known that the One who is eternal,
and the one whose existence came into being later, are separated
from each other, and the gulf between them unbridgeable. The
One who is from the beginning has no limits, while the one whose
existence has a beginning, his very existence is limited....It is
not possible to limit and define the chasm that exists between
the One who is from eternity and the one who began to exist at
a time when he was not. What possible resemblance and relation
canexistbetweentwo beings sowidely separated fromeach other

Similar statements are to be found elsewhere in this work.
Again, Chrysostom, in his On the Statues, can say:

So great is the interval from man to God as no language can
at all express.. . .If men are not of the same ousia as God, and
indeed they are not, still they have been called His image, and
it were fitting that they should receive honour on account of this
appellation;?®

and in his Homilies on St John:

What hath God in common with man? Why dost thou mix
that which cannot be mixed? Why confound things which are
separate, and why bring low what is above?*

! The work was discovered by A. Mingana, and edited by him under the
title of ‘“ The Commentary of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Nicene Creed
in Woodbrooke Studies, vol. v. [In quotations from this work we adopt
Mingana’s translation.]

* Mingana, op. cil. pp. 45 f. Cf. also bid. pp. 19 f., 25 £.

3 Hom. iii. 19.

* Hom. iii. 2.
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Or, to turn to Nestorius: in The Bazaar of Heracleides' he de-
clares that ““the Maker is in every way other than that which is
made ”,? and—referring to man’s restoration through Christ—
that though the man who receives Jesus Christ is made His kin
by adoption, he does not possess the divine nature.? Similarly
in his Dialogues, Theodoret affirms that the difference between
God and man is “infinite”’—it is as wide as, nay, it is much
wider than, that which divides a gnat from the whole of crea-
tion ;% “He is God, and we are men,”’ says this teacher, ‘“‘and the
difference between God and man is incalculable.” 5

As we say, such statements can easily lead us to suppose that
basic to the doctrinal system of the Antiochenes is the thought
that God and man are eternal opposites—God immutable, im-
passible, uncreated, and eternal, and man mutable, passible,
created, and temporal; and, if these are their premisses, it
naturally follows that it is impossible for them to uphold the
doctrine of the Incarnation. But, as it seems to us, we must
approach the picture from a different angle if we would under-
stand their doctrine aright. As we shall see, these teachers, in
order to resist the idea of ““confusion”, are determined to main-
tain the difference of the two natures which are brought together
in Jesus Christ, and, while it must be confessed that at times they
seem to be taking as their foundation a dualistic conception of
God and man, it should be remembered that they have this
purpose in view when they enforce the contrast between the
nature of God and the nature of man. As their teaching on the
divine indwelling shows, for them God is not so far removed
from man that He cannot come into contact with him. Rather,
as Theodore says in a well-known passage,® dwelling in all things
“according to ousia”, for the divine nature cannot be limited,

1 This and all further quotations from the Bazaar are taken from the
English translation by G. R. Driver and L. Hodgson, the references being
according to the pagination of this translation.

? Bazaar, p. 27. 3 Ibid. p. 49.

¢ Dial. i, ed. J. L. Schulze, B. Theodoreti Opera Omnia, 1v. pt. i. p. 12.

5 6 piv ydp Beds, of 8¢, dwlpwor TAsioTov 8¢ Soov Beol xad dwlpdrwv 1O péoov
(Dial. iii, Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 211).

8 De Incarn. vii, Swete, Theodore of Mopsuestia on the Minor Epistles of
S. Paul, 11. pp. 293 f. It may be noted that the same distinction between in-
dwelling “according to ousia’ and indwelling “according to good pleasure

is to be found in Nestorius (Bazaar, p. 56) and Theodoret (Comm. in 1 Cor. xv.
28, ed. Schulze, 111. pt. i. p. 274).
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and ‘“‘according to activity”, for God is omnipresent in His
operations, He dwells in “those who are eager to cling to Him”’
—apostles, and righteous men, and all who fear Him—“ac-
cording to good pleasure”, bestowing upon them ‘“the best and
. highest will of God”. Surely, underlying all this is the concep-
. tion of an ethical God who, working by persuasion and not by
* force, desires that His creation shall be at one with Him, not only
~ in purpose and will, but also in spirit? Certainly here Theodore’s
is the moral interest, but this is not to say that he is unmindful
of man’s capacity for communion with his God. Man, he teaches
his catechumens, has been redeemed through Jesus Christ, with
the consequence that there is now laid up for him the crown of
' righteousness; but, while declaring that this redemption ““will
take place in reality in the next world,...when we shall con-
. template only Christ, of whose Kingdom we shall partake”’, he
also tells them that as, in union with Him, they love ‘as much as
possible a heavenly life, spurning visible things and aspiring
after future things”, they are already partakers of that glory.!
The Antiochenes, in their interest in ethics, may lay great stress
on the perfection which lies in perfect obedience to the will of
God, but, at the same time, they would agree that man will
do justly, and love mercy, as he walks humbly with his God.
Moreover, in any attempt to appreciate their underlying prin-
ciples, this consideration should be borne in mind: they em-
phatically reject the notion that in Jesus Christ an ordinary man
has been conjoined with the Logos in a moral relationship—a
position which would have been theirs had they started from a
dualistic conception of God and man. Rather, as we shall try to
show, fundamental to their Christology is the doctrine that in
Jesus Christ the Logos, through uniting to Himself real man-
. hood, has Himself become man—a position which implies the
complete denial of the conception that God and man are
essentially “other”.
Now let us consider their doctrine concerning man—as he
was, as he is, and as, through Christ, he can be.
Holding that Adam possessed a body and an immortal soul?

Y Ad Bapt., Mingana, op. cit. pp. 19 f.

® Cf. Nemesius’ definition of man: he consists of an understanding soul
and a body (& yuyxfis voepas xal oouares), though there are those (including
Apollinarius) who think that he is composed of three elements; “God
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—a body liable to death in case of sin,! and a soul capable of
choosing either the good or the evil>—these theologians teach
that before his soul “accepted the advice of error”,® our first
parent continued in obedience to the divine will,* and that on
this account he did not see death, and his soul remained im-
mutable® But, they would say, the consequence of Adam’s
disobedience went much deeper than this. At the beginning,
harmony reigned between heaven and carth. Adam was made
in the image of God: that is, he had the “likeness” of God. All
things were put in subjection under his feet, and, with the
heavenly powers at his side to assist him, his was the work of
world-government,$ there being no one superior to him on earth
Just as there is no one superior to God in heaven.” He was, then,

brought forth man, the truly reasonable creature” (7o &ANBGs Aoyikdv 360wy
[de Nat. Hom. 1, P.G. x1. 5044, 5124). For an excellent illustration of the
Antiochene teaching on the immortality of the soul, see Theodore, ad Bapt.,
Mingana, op. cit. pp. 58 f.

1 So Theodoret can say: “Sin is the mother of death and the devil its
father” (Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 197).

# Cf. the teaching of Nemesius on human freedom: *““If man inclines to
bodily things, and sets his affections thereon, he is choosing the life of
creatures void of reason. . .and on this account will be called an earthly man,
to whom will apply the words ‘Earth thou art, and unto earth shait thou
return.’. . .But if he inclines to what is reasonable, and chooses to follow that
blessed and divine life which befits him, then will he be called a heavenly man”
(de Nat. Hom. 1, P.G. xl. 512¢C £.).

3 Thus Theodore, as he insists that sin proceeds from the evil will (ad
Bapt., Mingana, op. cit. p. 57).

¢ Cf. the explicit statement of Nestorius: ““ As the image of God he [Adam]
ought to have kept himself for God without spot and blemish, and that by
willing that which God wills, since he had the prosopon of God. For to have
the prosopon of God is to will what God wills, whose prosopon he has
[? had]” (Bazaar, p. 59; see also the statement set out below, p. 114 n. 3).

% According to the Antiochenes, mortality and mutability came as a direct
result of sin. See the quotations from Theodore set out below, p. 116 n. 5.

¢ See esp. Theodore, in Eph. i. 10, ii. 2, in Col. i. 16; Swete, 0p. cit. I.
pp- 129 f., 143, 267 ff.

" Thus Chrysostom: “ What is the sense of this ‘after our image and after
our likeness’? The image of government is that which is meant; and as there
is no one in heaven superior to God, so let there be none upon earth superior
to man” (On the Statues, Hom. vii. 3; see also in Col., Hom. v). Similarly
Theodoret says that it is solely to the idea of government that “the image of
God” refers; Diodore of Tarsus, as quoted by Theodoret, has the same
expression (in 1 Cor. xi. 3, ed. Schulze, 111. pt. i. p. 234; Quaest. in Gen. 1,
ed. Schulze, 1. pt.i. p.29). Similarly Nestorius: Bazaar, p. 61, where he quotes
Ps. viii. 6 to illustrate the point. Cf. also Nemesius’ statement that man is the
governor of creation, and that it is his duty to use all things as convenience
and necessity require, and not to be a tyrant towards the governed (de Nat.
Hom. 1, P.G. xl. 525¢). We would quote, too, his words of eulogy on

SAC 8
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to use Dorner’s expression, ‘‘a cosmical God”, *“an alter Deus> !
Indeed we can say more concerning the use which these teachers
make of this idea of ‘“‘likeness”. It seems clear that, at any rate
for Nestorius, Adam was so created that his likeness was the
likeness of God, since, at the first, God being in him, he willed
that which God willed;? neither, according to this Antiochene,
was God in any other in the same manner till “the Man whom
the Logos assumed” came into being.?

But Adam fell. What, then, is the doctrine of the Antiochenes
concerning the consequences of his transgression? Because of
this, they say, the harmony that formerly existed between heaven
and earth was dissolved, the heavenly powers departed, and
creation, which once found its unity in man as its head, hence-
forward groaned and travailed with him in pain.* Moreover, the
death to which he was always liable—the death, that is, which
threatened him as the outcome of wrongdoing5—now became a
fait accompli. But farther than this they hesitate to go: they find
it difficult to understand why the whole of mankind should suffer
on account of one man’s transgression.® Rather is all stress laid
on the thought of the responsibility of the individual for his

man: “Who does not rightly admire the distinction of this living creature
who brings together in himself what is mortal and what is immortal, and
combines in one what has reason and what is without reason? He bears in his
nature the image of all creatures, and on this account is he properly called
“a little world’ (wikpds xéouos);. . .he the creature for whom God became
man” (P.G. xl. 532¢cf).

1 Op. cit. 11. 1. P. 43.

2 For Nestorius, the “likeness” is the “ prosopon” (see below, p. 134 1. 2)
and “to have the prosopon of God is to will what God wills” (see below,
p. 148).

3 Thus Nestorius can say: “ He [the Logos] has received His [the Man’s]
prosopon as something created, in such wise as not originally to be man, but
at the same time Man-God by the incarnation of God, who in Him is what
God was in the first man” (Bazaar, p. 60). See also below, pp. 133 f.

4 Cf. Theodore, in Eph. i. 13, 14; Swete, op. cit. i. pp. 133 £.

5 Thus Theodore can say: Subintroducta est mors peccantibus nobis; and:
Propter peccatum facti sumus mortales (in Eph. i. 10, in Col. i. 16; Swete, op. cit.
1. pp. 129, 268). But the Bishop does not mean that man can never become
immortal. Cf. the following statement of his: Dominus Deus mortales quidem
nos secundum praesentem vitam instituil: resuscitans vero, iterum inmortales
nos facere promisit et faciet; and (Theodore’s comment on Gen. 1. 17): Non ait
“mortales eritis”’, sed “ morte moriemini” (in Gal. #. I5, 16, and de Pecc. Orig.
iv, Frag. 1; Swete, op. cit. I. pp. 25 f., 1L p. 336). Noteworthy, too, in this
connection is the statement of Nemesius that man is neither wholly mortal
nor wholly immortal (de Nat. Hom. 1, P.G. xl. 513 B).

¢ See, for instance, Chrysostom, Comm. in Rom. v. 12 .
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:actions and their outcome.! Sin, they maintain, has its origin
in the will of the soul,? and man is called upon to resist the evil
will. So, reviewing the days “before grace came”, they take
note of those who, God helping them,® endured the conflict and
were steadfast in their obedience to the divine will: such were
Abel, Enoch, Noah, Melchizedek, the Patriarchs, and those who
were illustrious in keeping the Law.* They see, too, those under
the new dispensation who, ever mindful of the divine com-
mands, have sought to live the life of righteousness before God :
such were the Apostles, prophets, and martyrs. In these, as in
all who set themselves to obey the divine will, they declare, the
God who is omnipresent ‘“‘according to being”, and “according
to activity ”, dwells “according to good pleasure, bestowing upon
them ““the best and highest will of God”’ ;3 moreover, these will
have their reward at the Lord’s coming, when they will be en-
dowed with immortality of body and immutability of soul. On
the other hand, they see that there were those who, in former
days, their wills set upon evil-choosing, followed a life contrary

) 1 Thus T.heodor.e combats the notion that ¢Uos kai o¥ yvoun mraiew Tovs
Exvepcb.vous. His use of such texts as Rom. ii. 6, Gal. vi. 5, and Rom. xiv. 10
in this connection is particularly noteworthy (de Pecc. Orig. iii, Frag. 3;
Swete, 0p. cit. 11. p. 334). ’ ’
) ? So Theodore, ad Bapt., ed. Mingana, p. 56. Similarly Theodoret: “Sin
is the product of evil-choosing”—it does not arise naturally, but through
man’s freedom. pf choice (see his comments on Ps. L. 7 and Ezek. iii. 6, ed.
Schulze, 1. pt. ii. p. 936, II. pt. ii. p. 7o1). We may also note that this teacher
affirms that “the old man” denotes the evil will (cf. Comm. in Rom. vi. 6
ed. Schulze, 111. pt. i. p. 62), and that he takes the oi moAdoi of Rom. v. 19 in,
the sense of “many” (ibid. p. 59).

31t should.be understood that the Antiochenes insist that man cannot
obey God’s will without the gratia co-operans. Thus Theodore, commenting
on Phil. ii. 13, says that in order to think and to do what is pleasing to God
it is necessary that He should co-operate with us (Swete, 0p. cit. I. p. 225)j
So also Chrysostom: “ We learn a great doctrine—man’s willingness is not
sufficient unless he receives succour from above, and we gain nothing by the
succour unless there be willingness’” (in St M. xxvi. 34, 35, Hom. Ixxxii. 4).
Similarly Theodoret: “The will of itself, deprived of grace, can effect
nothing good; there is need both of man’s desires and of divine succour”
(in Phil. ii. 29 f., ed. Schulze, 111. pt. 1. p. 452). Seemingly, according to these
teachers, the gratia praeveniens is itself conditioned by the human will. Cf.
Chrysostom: “Even when He called Paul from above by a voice, He mani-
fested both His own grace and Paul’s obedience” (in .St Mt. i. 3, Hom. vi. 5)

% So Theodoret, in Rom. v. 19, ed. Schulze, 111. pt. i. p. 509. Similarl};
Theodore, de Pecc. Orig. iii, Frag. 3; Swete, 0p. cit. p. 334.

% See esp. Theodore’s explicit statement concerning the divine indwelling
(de Incarn. vii; Swete, op. cit. pp. 293 iL.).,
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to the Law, and that there are those now who deliberately spurn
the Lord’s Anointed. All these must expect the punishment
they deserve. Can one lay blame on the reins when the horses,
having thrown out the riders, dash down precipices? Not the
reins but the charioteer himself must receive the blame.! So,
at the Day of Judgment, will these be condemned to eternal
perdition.? According to the teachers of this school, then, the
state in which man now finds himself, besides being one of
mortality, is also one of mutability—and, being such, it is a state
in which sin can abound the more.3 It is the wicked will, they
affirm,* which is the root of the present mischief—let this be
removed, and in his perfect obedience man will enjoy im-
mortality and immutability; for then, sin abolished, its conse-
quences will be abolished with it.5

So then, we ask: If the Antiochenes take this view of man as
he was and as he is, what are their ideas concerning his redemp-
tion? It is often said that these teachers are first and foremost
anthropologists, having very little interest in soteriology. Dorner,
for instance, at the beginning of his chapter on “'The Christology
of the Antiochene School” in his monumental work, The Doctrine
of the Person of Jesus Christ, declares that ““ this school. . . devoted
itself with all its weight, and with whatever creative power it

! So Chrysostom, in 1 Cor. vi. 14, Hom. xvii. 5.

* Cf. Theodore, in Eph. ii. 5; in 2 Thess. i. 9 (Swete, 0p. ¢it. 1. p. 145,
IL. P. 45).

3 Thus Theodore says that mutability ministers to human passions (cf.
in Gal. ii. 15, 16; in Eph. 1. 10; Swete, 0p. cit. 1. pp. 27, 147), and that, as
death is the consequence of sin, so is sin the consequence of death (cf. in
Eph. tv. 22, ibid. p. 173).

¢ Cf. Theodoret, Dem. per Syllog. ii. 5, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. pp. 269 f.—
“8Sin is not of the nature, but of the evil will” (1fis xoxfis wpocpéoecos).

® It is clear that according to the Antiochenes death and mutability are
the outcome of sin. Cf. the following from Theodore’s ad Bapt., Mingana,
op. cit. pp. 57 f.—“The enemy of the soul had to be removed first, and then
that of the body, because if death is from sin, and the same death is the
corruption of the body, sin would have first to be abolished, and the abolition
of death would follow by itself. It would be possible to save the body from
death and corruption if we first made the soul immutable, and delivered it
from the passions of sin, so that by acquiring immutability we would also
obtain deliverance from sin. The abolition of death would then be effected
by the abolition of sin, and after the abolition of death our body would remain
without dissolution and corruption”; and : “ When sin is abolished from every
place, and has no more entry into the soul which has become immutable,
eve}‘yhkind of condemnation will rightly be abolished, and death also will
perish.”
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could boast, to anthropology—indeed, in general to the historical
and empirical aspects of theological enquiries”’.! Again, Harnack,
who takes the view that it cannot be thought that the Christology
of the Antiochenes is ““soteriologically determined”, says that
these teachers “rarely took the doctrine of redemption and per-
fection as the starting-point of their arguments, or, when they
did, conceived of it in such a way that the question is not of
restitution, but of the still defective perfection of the human
race, a question of the new second katastasis.2 Accordingly, it
has been said, the representatives of this school do not base the
need of the Incarnation on the Fall, but, contrasting the present
with the future, see in Jesus Christ the One who comes to
inaugurate a new stage (katastasis) in man’s history, when the
present order, in which he is subject to mortality and mutability,
will give place to the order of perfection (teAeicoats), in which,
as he of his own free will is in union with Jesus Christ, he will
be established in immortality and immutability.?

But, as it seems to us, there are good grounds for saying that
the Antiochenes are indeed interested in soteriology, even if, as
must be confessed, their thought is not fully developed. As we
have said, these are humanists, and, consequently, we find that
one of their fundamental ideas is that if man is to be redeemed,
there must come into the world a man who in his perfect
obedience to the will of God will be the Man, the Second Adam,
the firstfruits of a renewed humanity and a renewed creation.
But—and one cannot lay too much stress on this point—their
thought is essentially theo-centric: they see that only through an
act on the part of God Himself can this Second Adam be brought
into existence; for, as they readily acknowledge, it is impossible
for man by himself to save himself.* And, they declare, this act
of divine intervention has verily taken place. Starting from St
Paul’s words in Philippians ii. 5 ff.—the text which, it should be
noted, occupies the place in their system that St John i. 14
occupies in that of the Alexandrine teachers—they say that in
Jesus Christ the Logos has emptied Himself and assumed the

1L i p. 25.
2 History of Dogma, 1v. pp. 166, 169.
3 Cf. Srawley, art. “ Antiochene Theology”, E.R.E. 1. pp. 509 f.

* See, for instance, Nestorius’ statement to this effect, Bazaar, pp. 212 f.
(quoted below, pp. 128f.).
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form of a servant (and, as we shall try to explain, by this they
mean that the Logos has united to Himself real manhood and
thus become man) in order to effect man’s renewal, and, through
his renewal, that of the whole of creation—man’s renewal being,
in fact, nothing less than his restoration to that state of sinless-
ness which was his before Adam fell. But while the thought of
the condescension of the Divine has a fundamental place in their
system, they have also clearly marked ideas concerning “the
form of a servant” or, to use another term of theirs, ““the Man”.
The Man whom the Logos took to Himself, they insist, is
altogether unique among men. He is unique because He alone
has gone through human trials and sufferings without flinching
in His obedience to the divine will—and such implicit obedience,
they maintain, was essential if He was to be the Second Adam
through whom the restoration of man and of the cosmos was to
be brought about.

We would consider these two root ideas in more detail. ‘That
the later Antiochenes would say that the purpose of the Incarna-
tion was to effect man’s redemption will become clear as we
proceed. Here we must ask whether any traces of this concep-
tion are to be found in the teaching of their predecessors.

It may be thought that we are going too far in suggesting that
Paul of Samosata may have established his Christology on a
soteriological basis, but, even if we cannot speak with any cer-
tainty, it would seem that this possibility should be taken into
account. The view is often taken that the Samosatene is to be
regarded as a Dynamic Monarchian, who, the successor of the
Ebionites, of Theodotus of Byzantium and Theodotus “the
Banker”, of Artemon and the rest of the Adoptianists, was
teaching that Jesus Christ was no more than an ordinary man
upon whom the Power of God descended at His Baptism, and
who, on account of a holy life, was at last rewarded with a seat at
God’s right hand. But, as we shall see, it appears unfair to the
man to accuse him of psilanthropism,! and, in regard to his
doctrine of the Logos, the evidence would seem such that we
cannot comfortably dismiss him as a unitarian. After all, though
he may make no clear distinction between the terms “Logos”
and ‘“Wisdom”, Paul must have been accustomed to the use of

1 See below, pp. 130ff.
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the baptismal formulae and the doxologies which had long been
in vogue in the Church,! and one of his predecessors at Antioch,
Theophilus (c. 180), had already spoken of a ““'Triad”’;? besides,
it seems that there is a sense in which he could refer to the
‘““existence” of the Logos. So it is that, as it seems to us, we are
nearer the mark if, following the investigations of Loofs in his
important work, Paulus von Samosata, we allow that there are
good grounds for concluding that the teaching of this early
Antiochene is akin to that of Marcellus of Ancyra. Paul’s is not,
of course, the philosophical conception of the Bishop of Ancyra,
but it seems reasonable to argue that he, too, would say that the
Logos was in God ““potentially” (Suvéuer), and that with the
beginnings of the self-communication of the Monad, who is one

. prosopon, this Logos came forth as an activity, an évépyeiax Spa-

oTikR, of the Divine tobe the author of creation,and—Ilater, and for
the purpose of redeeming mankind—to dwell in a complete man-
hood, and thus, as ““the Son”’, to become in some sense personal.

Paul’s starting-point is the truth that God is one; yet, though
denounced as a Jew, he was a professed Christian, seeking also,
as it seems, to do justice to the Christian truth that Jesus of
Nazareth is indeed God among men. Like that of his successors
in the Syrian school, his is an outlook which is ethical rather
than metaphysical. His Logos is not the Logos of philosophy:
he does not, like his opponents, start from the conception of a
Second God beside the Father. Rather, for him—and in this
way he carries forward the teaching of Theophilus®—the Logos
is the Adyos tvepyns,? “‘immanent” in God, as reason is in man,’

1 True that Paul was accused of stopping “hymns to our Lord Jesus
Christ ’—but these were “modern productions of modern men” (Eusebius,
H.E. vii. 30).

® Ad Autol. ii. 15: the three days before the creation of the lights—
Theophilus is explaining Gen. i—*“are types of the Triad, God and His
Logos and His Wisdom ™.

3 As is well known, only eighty years before Theophilus had spoken of the
“immanent”’ and “projected” Logos (ad Autol. ii. 1o, 22).

t So ¢. Apoll. ii. 3; Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, p. 338, Frag. 2, and
pp. 248 ff.

5 According to Epiphanius (Haeres. 65. 1; quoted by Loofs, op. ciz.
p. 162), Paul “said that ‘ God [the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are]
is one God, and that His Logos [and His Spirit were] was always in God, just
as his own reason is in the heart of aman’”. [We follow Lawlor, ¥.7.S. x1x.
No. 73, p. 35 in placing in square brackets what are “probably glosses”.]
Similarly Haeres. 65. 6; quoted by Loofs, op. cit. p. 162 n. 2.
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“and “put forth” with the beginnings of the divine activity.! If

the evidence which is to be found in the memorandum drawn up
by the Homoiousians, George of Laodicea and Basil of Ancyra,
is trustworthy, Paul, who is here coupled with Marcellus, under-
stood ““Logos’ as a spoken word and utterance from the mouth
of God;? according to the writer of the de Sectss, a sixth-century
work, the term was used by him as signifying “an order or a
command” proceeding from God.? Hence the Samosatene can-
not speak of a Logos who is personal and eternal: for him the
Logos is not avfumdoraros,t and ““there is no one but God”.®
Epiphanius tells us that his followers were declaring that God
with the Logos is one prosopon, as man and his logos are one,®

" and there seems to be no doubt that the Bishop took this view,

holding that the Logos was é&v até 6 6e65.7 We know that the
Synod which condemned him condemned also the use of the
term “homoousios”, and it appears that Hilary’s statement®

“concerning the way in which he was interpreting the word ex-

plains both why its use was forbidden, and why there was on the
part of orthodox churchmen such a dislike of it both at and after
the Nicene Council. Paul, it seems likely, taking “ousia’ in the
sense of “person”, could say that the Logos is “homoousios”
with God, meaning thereby that God is “uni-personal”.?

See Loofs, op. cit. pp. 207 fI.

Epiphanius, Haeres. 73. 12; quoted by Loofs, op. cit. p. 65.

P.G. Ixxxvi. 1213D; quoted by Loofs, op. cit. p. 8s.

So the author of de Sectis (see previous note).

Loofs, op. cit. p. 334, Frag. 1, where Paul is distinguishing between the
Logos and “Him from David”’: “And this [Man] the Virgin bore by the
Holy Spirit, but Him [the Logos] God begat without a Virgin and without
any one, there being no one but God” (ot8evds dvros ARV ToU Beol).

§ Haeres. 65; quoted by Loofs, op. cit. p. 338, Frag. 2.

7 So Epiphanius reports (Haeres. 65). In this connection we may note
that, according to this witness, Paul appealed to St Jn. xiv. 10 and Deut. vi. 4
as testimonies in support of his view of the unity of God; apparently, he
also used Rom. ix. 5 (see c. Apoll. ii. 3, P.G. xxvi. 1136).

8 Hilary, de Synodis 81, says that Paul adopted “homoousios” in order to
teach that “ God is sole and at once Father and Son to Himself”, and that,
contrary to the Church’s teaching, he denied to the three Persons each its
own individuality (negata personarum proprietate).

® On the rejection of “ homoousios”’ by Paul’s opponents, see Loofs, op. cit.
pp. 147 fI., and Raven, op. cit. pp. 63 f. In his recent work, God in Patristic
Thought (pp. zo1 ff.), Prestige, favouring the explanation of Athanasius (de
Synodis, 45) and Basil (Ep. lii), who say that the term was rejected because
Paul in his sophistical reasoning was objecting to it on the ground that it
could be taken in a material sense, holds that “homoousios” always meant

1
2
3
4
5
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Yet, as we have said, it seems that the Samosatene can speak of
the “existence” of the Logos when active. According to him,
the Logos went forth and was joined to “ Him from David”’, and
““thus it was that the Logos came into existence’ (kod oUTwS
UrréoTn 6 Abyos).t Wisdom, he says, had dwelt in the prophets, and
especially in Moses, and in many lords, but in this case the
divine indwelling was such that “He who [descended] from
David, who was anointed, was not an alien [&AdTpios] to Wis-
dom, and that Wisdom should not so dwell in (any) other”.?
Clearly, what Paul means is that the conjunction was such that
separability became impossible: it was a conjunction, which,
established with the creation of the Man in the Virgin’s womb,?
was permanent.* So he can say that 6 & Mopias ouvagels Ti
cogiq is els®—and, he holds, this Person, in being before the
ages TG Tpoopioudd but now TH Utépger,® is *“Jesus Christ” and
““Son”. That he would thus distinguish between the ““Logos”
and the “Son” is clear from his own statements: he will not
divide Him before the ages from Him at the end of days, for he
fears to speak of ‘“two Sons” and “two Christs”’;” one is Jesus
Christ, he affirms, and another the Logos;® and, he argues, if
Jesus Christ is Son, and Wisdom is Son, two Sons exist, Wisdom
and Jesus Christ.? It is in this way, as it seems, that Paul would
express the truth of the Son’s manifestation: “God was from
Nazareth”’10 he is reported to have said.

“of the same stuff”’. But we have not here the forceful explanation of the
reason for the opposition to the setting-up of the term at Nicaea that comes
with Hilary’s statement.

1 T,o0fs, op. cit. p. 334, Frag. 1.

3 See below, p. 131.

4 As Loofs says, according to Paul, “the Man conjoined with Wisdom”
was “one”’; consequently there could be no éhotpictioba of Wisdom and the
Man. See also the quotation from Diodore which Loofs introduces here
(op. cit. p. 253). »

5 Ibid. p. 337, Frag. 8. It seems clear, then, that Paul’s is not the position

2 Ibid. p. 331, Frag. 6.

" ascribed to him by Malchion: Et hoc etiam dicis, quod sapientia habitaret in eo

sicut habitamus et nos in domibus, ut alter in altero (ibid. p. 336, Frag. 4).

¢ C. Apoll. ii. 3, P.G. xxvi. 1136; quoted by Loofs, op. cit. p. 139.

7 Loofs, op. cit. p. 337, Frag. 8.

8 Ibid. p. 331, Frag. 6.

9 Ibid. p. 333, Frag. 10; see also, for Loofs’ verdict, p. 209.

1 S ¢. Apoll. ii..3 (see above, n. 6), where the author says that like “all
heretics”’, Paul confesses 8eov ék Nogaptt yeyevfioba. Paul, he says, feov ix
Tis TTapBévou Suohoysi, Beov &k Nogapit d9Bevra, Kod &vTelev Tfig Umépews T &pxhv
goynréra kal &pyfv Paoieios TapeAn@dTa.
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So we ask: Why does Paul insist on the uniqueness of the
divine indwelling in ““Him from Mary”, and see in Him, as He
1s conjoined—and that, seemingly, from the beginning—with
Wisdom, the manifestation of the Son? May it not be that, again
like Marcellus, he would in this way express the Christian
fundamental that in Jesus Christ God has sent His Son to seek
and to save that which was lost? Certainly we cannot produce
direct evidence in support of what appears to be a reasonable
conclusion, but if we add to his teaching on “the Son” that con-
cerning the uniqueness of the Man who possessed the divine in-
dwelling,! it becomes clear that for this early Antiochene & &
Mapias ouvagfeis Tfj cogia comes into the world having a special
role to fulfil. We may not be able to go farther, but, as will be
granted, we are already moving in the direction of a doctrine
which has a real soteriological foundation.

A more satisfactory conclusion is arrived at when we turn to
Eustathius. But, first of all, let us briefly enquire into his doc-
trine of the Logos. Loofs thinks that, like that of the Samo-
satene, Eustathius’ doctrine may be akin to that of Marcellus,
and that his may be the conception of the expansion of the
Monad into a Su&s with the “Incarnation”, and into a Tpi&s
with the outpouring of the Spirit—though it should be added
that this scholar confesses that ‘“even in their entirety” his argu-
ments cannot be called decisive.? From those writings of his
which are extant it is clear that this Antiochene teacher never
speaks of the “hypostasis” of the Son, or of His eternal genera-
tion; moreover, on the basis of some of his statements, it may
seem that for him the Logos does not ““ come down”’, but, while
dwelling in the Man, “continues in the Father’s bosom”.?
From this point of view it may be argued that the Lucianists, led
by Eusebius of Nicomedia, and supported by Eusebius of
Caesarea, had good grounds for accusing him of ‘Sabel-
lianism”. But the question has its other side. There is this im-
portant difference between the Logos-doctrine of Paul of
Samosata and that of Eustathius: for the latter, the eternal Logos

is “Son”—*“the Son” is not set up with the indwelling of

Wisdom in the Man. He speaks of a ‘“‘real” begetting,* and

1 See below, pp. 130f.

2 Op. cit. pp. 296 fI., 300 f.
 See below, p. 124. :

1 See p. 123 n. 5.
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alludes to the Father as *the divine Parent”.! The Son, he says,
is the Father’s image;2 He is “true Son of God by nature”’;3
He is “God by nature, begotten of God”;* and—this being
particularly noteworthy—FEustathius, after pointing out that the
words in Deuteronomy xiii. 3 introduce *the 8uds of the Father
and the only-begotten Son”’, he goes on: &AAov ptv TOV EKTElp&-
30VTA KUpiov Qvouazey, dAAov 8¢ Trap& ToUTov eiven Tov &y arTeopevoy
KUPIOV Te kad Bedy, fva ik SudBos Tiw wiow dmoBeifor BedTnTa Kai
Thv &AnBH Beoyoview.® His &Alov mopd ToUTov eivan here
would seem decisive, and, it may be argued, Eustathius’
teaching on the personal existence of the Son is not so definite
as that of his successors simply because he, in his generation, was
called upon to resist the Subordinationism of the Lucianists.
Consequently, as we should expect, he lays all emphasis on the
truth that Divinitatis una est substantia.®

Taking it, then, that for Eustathius the Son has His own
hypostasis, we approach our main question: Does he hold that
this divine Person has Himself ‘“‘condescended” and become
man for man’s salvation? He says that the Logos “dwelt in”,
“was clothed with”, and “bore” the manhood, which he fre-
quently designates ‘the Man of Christ”. Such expressions may
lead us to think that his is the doctrine, not of an incarnation,
but of a divine indwelling in a man who is conjoined with the
Logos in a moral relationship. But certain other considerations
must be taken into accountbefore arrivingataverdict. Eustathius,
we find, alludes to the manhood as “the own temple”,” “the
own house”’,8 “the own body”? of the Logos, and, what is more,
definitely states that the Logos built a temple and bore the man-
hood, companying in a body with men (cduaT &v &vBpaois

1 Discourse on Prov. viii. 22, P.G. xviii. 681c. ? Ibid,, P.G. xviil. 677D.

3 De Engastrimytho contra Originem, x, P.G. xviii. 633B.

4 Interpret. Ps. xcii, P.G. xviii. 6888. 5 De Eng. xxtv, P.G. xviii. 6644.

6 See the Syriac fragment, entitled Patri et Filio unam esse substantiam,
his verbis ostendit—quoted in the present writer's Eustathius of Antioch,
p. 83 n. 8. Eustathius’ determination to uphold the doctrine of the true
divinity of the Son is seen, for instance, in his constant use of the expressions
& Beds ki Adyos or & Adyos xad Beds: he adds the 605 xal (or the kai feds
—as in the passage from de Eng., quoted in the text) to show that the Logos is
truly God, and not subordinate to the Father.

7 Discourse on Prov. viii. 22, P.G. xviii. 681¢; de Eng. xvit, P.G. xviii. 652 4.

8 Discourse on Prov. viii. 22, P.G. xviii. 681C.

9 Ibid., P.G. xviii. 6804; de Anima, P. G. xviii. 6894 (quoted below, p. 125).
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émoorrév).l Surely, such evidence is sufficient to warrant the
conclusion that this teacher would say that the Logos Himself
has become man in Jesus Christ. There is, however, a passage in
his de Anima which, at first sight, seems to show that for him the
Logos did not ‘““come down”. Commenting on the words “I
ascend unto my Father and your Father, and my God and your
God” (StJohn xx. 17), he says that these were uttered by the Man
“who had not yet after His death gone back to the Father”, and
not by “the Logos and God who cometh down and continueth
in the Father’s bosom”’ (6 oUpavdBey Spucdouevos kad 2v Tois KOATTOIS
SiTcopevos).? So it may be urged—as by Loofs3—that this use
of the present tense (&ppcopevos) seems to indicate that, according
to Eustathius, the Logos did not “come down”’ (6punBeis) in the
sense that, being a Person, His was a definite act of conde-
scension, but dwelt in the Man as a divine activity which is all

i the while in God. But it would seem that here, as throughout his
writings, Eustathius, intent upon safeguarding the truth of the
divine immutability, would uphold the doctrine that, though
‘He has become man, the Logos, in respect of His divine nature,
remains all that He was*—an interpretation which, if correct,
rules out an appeal to this passage as witnessing to a denial of
the coming down of a personal Logos.

We can now proceed to our main question: Does this Antio-
chene hold that the Logos has become man for our salvation?
It is clear that he does. Thus in his Discourse on Proverbs viii.
22, insisting that it must not be thought that the Logos Himself
was “under the Law” because the Christ Child was presented
in the Temple, he says:

But even if, having taken the human organ from the Virgin,
He [the Logos] bore it and was under the Law, and was purified
according to the rite of the first-born, it was not because He

* Discourse on Prov. vigi. 22, P.G. xviii. 677 C.

® Ibid., P.G. xviii. 68oD. 3 Op. cit. p. 297.

* That this is a plausible explanation of what Eustathius means here is
born; out by what he says in de Eng. xviii, P.G. xviii. 652D, where, after
quoting St John 1. 18 (“ No man hath seen God at any time; the only-begotten
Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him”’), he points
out that it should be understood that Christ kéAmew gow Siarduevos xal 4
Y eEOTFF.)E'rTr:).; émedripel kad wlow Spol Tapfiv ola 8eds. As the olx 8eds indicates,
Eustathius is insisting that the divine nature of the Logos did not undergo
any change when the Logos lived on earth (as man).

ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOL-OGY 125

Himself [otés] stood in need of such observances that He
submitted to treatment, but that He might redeem from the
bondage of the Law those who had been sold to the doom of
the curse.!

Or there is this from the de Anima:

He [the Logos] voluntarily gave up His own body to the
destruction of death for the sake of the salvation of men.?

We agree that there is very little in the existing fragments upon
which we can draw in support of our view that for Eustathius the
Incarnation and the effecting of man’s renewal are inseparably
linked together, but this.evidence itself would seem to be well-
nigh conclusive; besides, as we have yet to see, soteriological

. ideas are bound up with other aspects of his Christology.

By the later Antiochenes, as we say, it is definitely affirmed
that in Jesus Christ God has intervened in man’s history, and,
in the Person of the Logos, has Himself become man in order to
bring about man’s salvation.® Let us turn first to Theodore of

1 P.G. xviii. 68oc. 2 Ibid. 689a.

3 Adamantius, the author of the five dialogues, de Recta in Deum Fide—a
work which has come down under the name of Origen—who, it seems, lived
shortly after the middle of the fourth century (see Weigl, op. cit. p. 27),
provides us with further evidence of the interest of the Antiochenes in
soteriology. Especially valuable for our purpose is section iv of this work. In
this, as the defender of the Christian faith before Eutropius, a heathen
philosopher, as judex, Adamantius opposes Marinus, who appears as a
follower of Bardesanes. Marinus is made to uphold the thesis that Christ did
not assume flesh & Tfis fpetépas Umoordoews, and that it must be main-
tained that He assumed a heavenly flesh (P.G. xi. 1828D). Our author replies
that such a doctrine, which he sets down as being that of Valentinus and
Marcion, must mean that Christ suffered not in reality but in appearance,
that the trials before Herod, Caiaphas, and Pilate were in appearance, that
Christ came down and ascended only in appearance, and that ““the salvation
of man is in appearance and not in reality” (ib7d. 1832 c). But, he affirms, our
salvation is real, and has been brought about by an act of God Himself; for
One who was God has come down from heaven, and taken a flesh which
could die for us and give us freedom: ¢ wv raroPds £ oUpavol fv & feds,
va 8¢ fuds éheubepcdon, TpoosAdPeTo gdpka Th Umép Mpédv &mobaveiv SuvnBeioav,

© & As AAeudepdbnuev (ibid. 1848A). So he can contrast Adam, through

whom came death, with Christ, through whom came the resurrection (ibid.).
Further—and this in connection with what we are referring to as the second
soteriological idea of the Antiochenes—we may observe that Adamantius
would emphasize the important role in the work of effecting the redemption
which was played by the Man assumed: the Logos, he says, came down and
assumed [the] Man from the unspotted Virgin Mary in the womb, and
Christ was born without a man’s co-operation, oUtos & Angbels enduring all

»
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Mopsuestia. We will quote two passages from his ad Baptizandos
in which this doctrine is expressly upheld. Besides, these pas-
sages form an excellent illustration of the way in which the
Antiochenes interpret the Nicene Creed: they maintain—in
order to avoid any “‘confusion’’ of the Godhead and manhood
of Jesus Christ—that from And in one Lord Fesus Christ down to
Who for us men, and for our salvation came down. . ., the Fathers
at Nicaea were speaking of the Logos in His divine nature, and
that at this point they begin to speak of the Economy—of the
Logos as He has become man, that is.! But, as we shall see, this
does not mean that they cannot say that it is the Logos Himself
who has become man. Indeed, Theodore himself upholds this
very truth, stating the reason why the Logos became man, in the
first passage which we would quote. It runs:

Our Fathers rightly thought not to overlook the humanity of
our Lord which possesses such an ineffable union with the
divine nature, but added: And in one Lord Fesus Christ, as if they
had said, “We believe in one Lord who is of the divine nature,
to which the name of Lord and God is truly due.” In speaking
of God the Logos they said: By whom are all things, as the
Evangelist said: ““All things were made by Him, and nothing
was made without Him” [St John i. 3]. It 1s as if they had said,
“This One we understand to be one Lord who is of the divine
nature of God the Father, who for our salvation put on a man
in whom He dwelt, and through whom He appeared and became
known to mankind.2

In the second passage, which is part of Theodore’s interpretation
of the clause, Who for us men, and for our salvation came down

the human sufferings in order that He might save mankind (P.G. xi. 1844 B).
It is clear, not only that the author of these dialogues was an Antiochene, for,
as has been pointed out (by Weigl, op. cit. p. 28), Christologically he represents
the 8eds év avBpdme, but also that, like his predecessors and his successors
in this school, he was determined to uphold the reality of Christ’s manhood
against thought which seemed to contradict this doctrine—and, as he saw it,
the teaching of those whom he was attacking (themselves, it may be, the
precursors of the disciples of Apollinarius) on the heavenly manhood meant
the denial of the reality of that manhood, and with it the denial of the reality
of the redemption. It is noteworthy that Theodoret, Haeret. fab. i. 25, ed.
Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 318, mentions Adamantius among those who, starting
with Justin, wrote against the doctrine (which the Bishop of Cyrus ascribes
to Apelles, the follower of Marcion) that Christ had a c@ug, otk dvBpdmeov,
AN ik THis ToU kdopou ovoias.

1 See below, pp. 206 f. 2 Mingana, op. cit. p. 37.
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Jfrom heaven, And was incarnate. . . And was made man, we have
direct teaching on the purpose of the Incarnation:

Because they [i.e. the Nicene Fathers] were on the point of
speaking about the Economy of His humanity, they v_vere'bound
to show the purpose of it, as they could not do this with the
words which dealt with the divinity of the Only-begotten, and
in which they spoke to us how He was eternally with the Father.
Since they took pains to teach us concerning His humanity, 1t 1s
with justice that before everything they set forth the reason for
which the divine nature humbled itself to the extent of taking
upon itself the form of a servant for us and of caring for our
salvation. . . .It was also fitting on their part to place the words
for our salvation after the words for us children of men, in order
that they might show the aim of His coming which was not only
for “the children of men” but also ‘“for their salvation”. He
came down to save and to deliver from evil by an ineffable grace
those who were lost and given up to iniquities.

Then the Bishop shows how this ‘“‘coming down” on the part
of the Logos has been brought about without any loss in respect
of His divine activity:

He came down not in the sense that He moved from place to
place.. .. To this the blessed John bears witness [St John 1. 10f.].
... He says here that “‘ He was in the world”’, and that “He came
unto the world”’; but if He was in the world, how did He come
toit? Indeed, how can we say that a man came to a place where
he was? He, therefore, said “He was in the world” in order to
show that He was everywhere, and he added: ““He came unto
His own”’ about the Economy of His humanity. Likewise the
blessed David said: ‘“He bowed the heavens and came down”’
[Psalm xviii. g], in order to make manifest to us the deliverance
from their tribulations which God effected for them. He called
the condescension of God the “‘coming down’’ of God, in the
sense that He who was so much above all came down to deliver
them from their tribulations.

Then, once more, he proclaims the redemptive purpose of the
Incarnation:

It is in this sense that God the Logos, the only Son of God, is
said to have come down for our salvation, because He is eternally
from the Father, is always with Him, and is above all as He is the
cause of everything. For our salvation He condescended to come
down to such a humility as to take upon Him the form of a
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servant and be in it so that through it He might grant us to
delight in His abundant gift....Our blessed Fathers called the
Economy of His humanity a “‘coming down from heaven”, at
which the blessed David was awe-struck and said: “What is
man that Thou art mindful of him, and the son of man that
Thou visitest Him?”’ [Psalm viii. 4].

What is His coming down and what is its aim? And what did
man do that He humbled Himself to such an extent for him as to
become like him and to take upon Him the form of a servant,
and to be a man for our salvation, and to make Himself manifest
to all, and to assume upon Himself all that which belonged to
the nature of that man, and to be exercised in all human
faculties?. ..

It is with justice, therefore, that our blessed Fathers said that
He was incarnate and became a man, so that for the sake of our
salvation He might act according to all this Economy whereby
He was believed to be a mere man by those who were unaware
of the Godhead which was dwelling in Him, and who only saw
that which is visible.!

Clearly, Theodore upholds the fundamental truth of the Gospel:
God having taken compassion upon His creation, the Logos,
who is co-eternal with the Father, has ‘“humbled Himself to such
an extent as to become a man”’ in order that man’s redemption
might be effected.

Or to turn to Nestorius. In the Bazaar he writes:

God the Logos was made man that He might therein make the
humanity the likeness of God, and that He might therein renew
[the likeness of God] in the nature of the humanity; and there-
upon He renewed His material elements, and showed Him [to
be] without sin in the observance of the commandments, as
though He alone sufficed for renewing him who had originally
fallen by the transgression of the observance of the command-
ments. Otherwise, He gave Himself for him to observe them
because he sufficed not to keep himself without sin.. . .For this
reason He took the likeness of a servant which was without sin
in its creation in such wise as even in the observance of the
commandments to receive a name which is more excellent than

! Mingana, op. cit. pp. 51 ff. Cf. also Theodore’s explanation of qui mani-
Sestatus est in carne (1 Tim. iii. 16—a text to which the Alexandrines were
constantly appealing): Hoc est, “pietatis dilector mysterio eo quod sit magnum
et supereminens: quoniam is qui invisibilis est Deus Verbum, Unigenitus Patris,
manifestavit se hominibus, in carne adparens pro communi omnium salute” (in
I Tim., Swete ,0p. cit. IL. p. 135).
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all names, and so that whatsoever came into being through the
renewal of His material elements might be confirmed by ob-
servances and by prudence; for which reason also the renewal of
the material elements took place through the Incarnation by
means of which He might contend against defeat.!

Again, from the same work:

Because in fact He took this [likeness] in order to abolish the
guilt of the first man, and in order to give to his nature the
former image which he had lost through his guilt, rightly He
took that which had proved itself guilty and had been made
captive and had been subjected to servitude, with all the bonds of
scorn and contempt.?

Surely, from such evidence as this we must conclude that the
Antiochenes—even if the thought is never fully brought out by
them—do indeed see that it is man’s fall which has rendered
the Incarnation necessary, and that their Christology is indeed
“soteriologically determined’’; for, as Nestorius here expressly
affirms, it is to renew in man the divine image? which was his
at the first that the Logos takes man’s fallen nature upon Him.

We could quote passage after passage from the writings of the
Bishop of Cyrus to show that he, too, holds that the effecting of
man’s redemption is the purpose of the Incarnation. Thus—to
quote but two—we have this in his Dialogues:

To put the matter briefly, both [i.e. the two texts, St John 1.
14 and Philippians ii. 5, 8, which Theodoret has just quoted]
teach that being God and Son of God, and clad with the Father’s
glory, and having the same nature and power with Him that
begat Him, He that was in the beginning, and was with God,
and was God, and was Creator of the world, took upon Him the

" form of a servant, and it seemed that this was all thgt was seen;
. but it was God clad in human nature, and working out the
- salvation of men [fjv 8¢ Beds, &vBpwreiay Tepikeievos Quow, kai

THY TGV GvBpWITWY TPy BOTEUSpEVos owTnpiav].4

! Bazaar, pp. 212, 213. )

® Ibid. p. 62. Cf. also the following from Nestorius’ first sermon on
“Theotokos” : Et non hoc solum Christianis praedicandum, quia incommutabilis
est Deus Christus, sed et benignus, formam servi aci:ipien: et quod subsistebat
existens . . . suscipere .autem humanum genus per hominem et reconciliare Adam
multa justitiae circumspectio est (Sermo ix, Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 254 f.).

3 Nestorius’ teaching on ““the divine image” is considered below, pp. 133 f.

4 Dial. i, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. pp. 41 f.
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Again, in his letter to the Magistrates of Zeugmatensis, rejecting
the notion that in the Incarnation the nature of the divine Logos
had undergone mutation into human nature, he writes:

The teaching handed down to the churches from the be-
ginning recognizes, even after the Incarnation, one Son, one
Lord Jesus Christ, and confesses the Same to be everlasting God,
and man made at the end of days; made man, by the assumption
of manhood, not by the mutation of Godhead....For we have
learnt from the divine Scripture that, being in the form of God,
He took the form of a servant; and took on Him the seed of
Abraham, notwas changed into Abraham’s seed ; and shared as we
do both in flesh and blood, and in an immortal and spotless soul.
Preserving these for our sinful bodies He offered His sinless body
and for our souls His soul freefrom stain. For thisreason,then, we
have hope of the common resurrection, for the race will assuredly
share with its first-fruits, and as we have shared with Adam in
his death, so shall we share in life with Christ the Saviour.!

Here again, then, we have the same doctrine: the Logos, the
Second Person of the Trinity, Himself becomes man and, the
Second Adam having thus come into existence, works out the
salvation of men, redeeming them from the state of sinfulness
which had been theirs ever since Adam fell.

We would now examine the second of the soteriological con-
ceptions of the Antiochenes—the conception, that is, that
through His perfect obedience to the will of the Logos who
“took”” Him, the Man plays His part in this work of effecting
the world’s redemption.

First of all, let us try to make it clear that theirs is no psil-
anthropism. They do not think that the Logos dwelt in a mere
man, as He dwelt in the prophets; neither do they regard the
Man as a man who, on account of his progress in a life of
obedience, was at length rewarded with a seat at God’s right
hand. Rather is it fundamental to their doctrine that this Man is
the Chosen One of God, foreordained as the instrument of the
Logos as He comes down to restore the human race, and that in
Him, as the Chosen One, the Logos dwells from the first.

As Loofs? argues, Paul of Samosata’s is not the doctrine of the
‘““mere man”’. This early teacher speaks of the indwelling of the
Logos in the human Jesus, but the point which he would bring

1 Ep. cxxv. 2 Op. cit. esp. pp- 254 f.
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out is that in this particular case the divine indwelling was dif-
ferent from that in the saints. It was such, he says, that “Wis-
dom should not so dwell in [any] other”.! Again, Wisdom, he
declares, was in the prophets, and especially in Moses; it was
glso in many lords, and especially in Christ, it being in Him ““as
In a temple”?—a phrase which should be compared with
Theodore’s “as in a Son’’.3 But there is another statement of
Paul which shows even more plainly that for him “He from
Mary” is no ordinary man. After asserting—evidently against
a false interpretation of some such expression as ““God was born
of a woman”—that “Mary did not bring forth the Logos, for
she was not before the ages: Mary received the Logos, and is not
older than the Logos”,* he goes on:

But she brought forth a man like one of us [fuiv ioov],
though superior to us in every respect, since grace was upon
him from the Holy Spirit, and from the promises, and from the
things that are written.?

How are we to interpret this passage? Surely, Paul is explaining
why the Man who is “like one of us” is “in every respect
superior to us”, and would illustrate this superiority from three
points of view. First, the Man possesses “‘grace from the Holy
Spirit”, that is, in accordance with what is said in St Matthew
i. 20, He is—to quote Loofs,® who offers a careful explanation
of this saying of the Samosatene—‘‘a direct creation of the
Spirit from the very conception”, and is so constituted that He
differs from all other men;? secondly, He possesses ““grace from

1 [bid. p. 331, Frag. 6. 2 Ibid. p. 331, Frag. 5.

3 See below, p. 133. These would seem to be parallel expressions.

4 Thus Paul is introducing the argument which is to be found again and
again in the writings of the later Antiochenes: in saying that “ God was born
of a woman”, or that Mary is “ Theotokos”, one must not suppose that the
Logos possessed the beginning of His existence from her.

5 Loofs, op. cit. p. 331, Frag. 2.

¢ Ibid. pp. 254 f. We are much indebted to Loofs at this point.

7 According to Paul, the ‘“preparation” (xataoxeun) of Jesus Christ was
different (¢tepoia) from that of other men (ibid. p. 332, Frag. 8). What does
he mean by this “preparation”? It is noteworthy that his opponents use the
word “constitution’ (cUoTacis) in this connection, and we suggest that it
is the thought of the “constitution” of Jesus Christ that he has in mind: the
human Jesus possesses the divine indwelling from the start, and is so
constituted that He is different from all others. Paul’s conception, then, may
be compared with that of Nestorius, who holds that the Man assumed
possessed the divine prosopon in His creation (see below, p. 134).

9-2



132 ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY

the promises”, that is, following such texts as 1 St Peter 1. 20,
and Romans i. 4, He is “foreknown before the foundation of the
world”’; thirdly, He possesses ‘‘grace from the things that are

written ”’, that is, He is the One of whom it is written (the Lord

Himself testifying, in St Luke iv. 18, that it is in Him that these
words are fulfilled): “The spirit of the Lord God is upon me;
because the Lord hath anointed me...” (Isaiah Ixi. 1). Inall
this, as is clear, the underlying thought is not that ““Jesus
becomes Christ from His Baptism”,! but that in the human
Jesus the Logos dwells from the very first—“Mary received
the Logos”, Paul says—and that He, as He is conjoined with
Wisdom, is, also from the very first, the Anointed One, fore-
ordained to bring release to the captives.

The same conception that ‘“the Man of Christ” is the Fore-
ordained One is to be found in Eustathius. In one of the frag-
ments of his Discourse on Proverbs viii. 22 which have come down
to us in Syriac, we find that he employs the text to drive home
this very point:

Quando igitur ait: * Creavit me initium viarum suarum operibus
suis”, claro demonstrat argumento bonorum principium immutabile
nobis exstitisse hominem Christi, quoniam aptat nos ad viam
caelorum—

words which show that for this Antiochene the Man has been
foreordained to play His part in the work of redemption. Again,
another fragment from the same work runs:

What wonder, or worthy of astonishment, that we say: “Of
old the Man of Christ was known by God, and in the depth of the
divine mind fixedly fitted”’?2

1 So Harnack, op. cit. IIL. p. 43, on the basis of the statement in the Adyot
Tipés SaPivov that “having been anointed with the Holy Spirit, He was
named Christ” (Loofs, op. cit. p. 339, Frag. 1). But whether, as Harnack
thinks, these sayings are Paul’s, or whether, as we would suggest, they belong
to a later age (see below, p. 137 n. 2), there would seem to be no evidence
here that the author holds that “Jesus became Christ from His Baptism .
The statement is merely to the effect that Jesus was anointed and so called
“ Christ ’~but without any reference to the time of the anointing. In view
of Paul’s conception of the divine indwelling, it seems more likely that he
would have said that Jesus is “ Christ” from the time when “Mary received
the Logos™.

2 The two fragments are to be found in F. Cavallera’s collection, Le
Schisme d’ Antioche, Frags. 34, 35, and in Analecta Sacra, iv. pp. 213 (Syr.),
443 (Lat.), Extracts 8, 9. See also, for F. C. Burkitt’s translation of these
fragments (given above), Eustathius of Antioch, p. 73 n. 8.
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And, Eustathius would say, the Logos was in this Man from the
begmplng: the Logos built the temple, and bore the Man*
dwelling in Him “perpetually” (8imvexéss).2 Here, too, then,
we have no evidence of the doctrine that Jesus was no more than
an ordinary man.

Frqm Paul and Eustathius we turn to their successors.? Thus,
speaking of the indwelling of the Logos in the Man, the Bishop
of Mopsuestia, in a well-known passage in his de Incarnatione,
declares that he is not so mad as to say that in Him God dwelt
as He dwelt in apostles and righteous men. On the contrary—

In Him towards whom He showed His good pleasure He
dwelt as in a Son [cos év vigd]—that is to say, He united the Man
assumed entirely to Himself, and fitted Him to share with Him
in all the honour which He, the Indweller, who is Son by nature
possesses.* ’

And what does Theodore mean by his “as in a Son’’? It seems
clear that he means One who possesses the divine indwelling
a prima statim plasmatione,® One who is never separated from the
Logos who assumed Him, and One who now shares in all the
honour which belongs to the Son by nature. In a word, he is
thinking of the Man as the Son of Man, the Second Adam, the
One who, according to the foreknowledge of God,® has been

chosen by Him to be His Agent as He comes to inaugurate the
new katastasis.

It is interesting to see how this conception that the Man is
umque.from the very beginning of His existence is developed by
Nestorius.” Adam, he teaches, till he fell, possessed the image

! Quoted above, pp. 123 f. * P.G. xviii. 6858.

3 We may note here that, to illustrate the conception that “ Mary’s flesh”
was Fhe Chosen One, Diodore of Tarsus appeals to the case of Levi, who
“wh_xle yet in the loins was set apart, and when born came to honour” (P.G.
lxxvi. 1449). Cf. also Theodoret’s use of passages from the second of the
Servant Poems (Isaiah xlix. 3, 5, 6) in his reply to Cyril’s Anath. vi (ed.
Schulze, v. pt. i. pp. 36 f.; ed. Pusey, Works, V1. p. 444).

4 De Incarn. vii, Swete, op. cit. II. p. 296.

5 C. Apoll. iii, Frag. 2, Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 314.

s See the fragment from Theodore’s second sermon pro Miraculis, Swete,
op. cit. 11. p. 339.

? Like his predecessors, Nestorius, it may be noted, holds that the Logos
did not dwell in Christ as He dwelt in the prophets: “ He is not like Moses
:_:llthough Moses is called a god”’, he says (Bazaar, p. 206); and that the Mar;
is the Foreordained One: the Logos took dv mwpodpioev &vépwmov, he says
(Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 224).
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of God—willing what God willed, he had the prosopon of God.
His thought, we consider—and here we anticipate the results of
our discussion of the meaning of ““ prosopon”’ as the term is used
by the Antiochenes'—is that when Adam was created, he, since
God’s will was his will, had both “the appearance” and “‘the
individuality” of God, and so could be called God (cf. Psalm
Ixxxii. 16). It was this condition, then, which was man’s no
longer after the first man had transgressed the commandment.
But, Nestorius goes on, in order that this divine prosopon—or
this “image” or ‘‘likeness” of God2?—might be man’s once
more, the Man whom the Logos took was so constituted that He
possessed it from the start. He is ‘“without sin in His creation”’,
this teacher says;3 He is called “holy” and “Son of God” (cf.
St Luke i. 35), these titles “denoting the image and the likeness
which the first man received in the creation, and which he kept
not’’; moreover, He has received the title “holy”, “not as the
rest of mankind by virtue of obedience in faith and in works, but
from [the moment of ] coming into being by the creation of the
Creator”.* So does the Man differ from the rest of men: He is
the Second Man, made from the start in the image of God, and
so made that through Him God might give to Adam’s nature

“the former image which he had lost through his guilt”.® Let .

this doctrine of the constitution of the Man assumed be taken
in conjunction with his doctrine of the Man’s determination to
preserve the divine prosopon in order that the redemption might
be brought about—a point with which we have yet to deal—and
it will be agreed that here Nestorius makes a worthy contribution
to the soteriological thought of the school which he represents.
And this Foreordained One, the Antiochenes teach, was,
throughout a life in which He was tried to the uttermost, im-
plicitly obedient to the will of the Logos, man’s salvation itself
depending on such perfect obedience. Such, as we say, is their
second soteriological conception. Let us see how it is developed.
Here, again, it may be that Paul of Samosata is anticipating the
thought of the later theologians of the school. For may we not
! See below, pp. 156 ff.
b zlé;;cording to Nestorius, the “likeness” is the “prosopon” (Bazaar,

® Ibid. p. 213 (quoted above, p. 128). * Ibid. pp. 59 f.
s Ibid. p. 62.
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see behind his statement that ‘“the conjunction” of the Logos
with the human Jesus was “according to learning and com-
munion”’ (cuvdeera kaTd p&dnoly Ko peTouciov)! the conception,
to be found in his successors, that the Man learned obedience
by the things which He suffered, and that in His perfect
f)bedience He was in perfect union with the Divine, participating
in the divine will and activity? Of course we have no indication
here that the Samosatene sees this obedience in its soteriological
bearing, but, in view of his teaching on the Foreordained One,
it would seem that we cannot completely rule out the possibility
of this being the case.

At any rate, it is clear that the connection between the thought
of the perfect life of the Man and that of man’s redemption is
maintained by that other precursor of the classical Antiochenes,
Eustathius. The soul of Christ, he says, is a “holy” soul;? the '
temple in which the Logos dwells is “most beautiful, conse-
crated, inviolate’’ ;3 the Man is “‘holy, undefiled, and spotless”’ ;4
He is ““the image of the Son’” who bore Him.> Surely, we have
here the conception that the Man was sinless because of His
perfect obedience to the will of God. But there are passages in
his writings which show that this teacher sees this perfect
obedience from the point of view of soteriology. As we have
noticed, he says that “the Man of Christ fits us for the way
of heaven” because He is the bonorum principium immutabile.®
Again, he can say:

The Man whom God bore determined of His own free will

[spo(;izt;z] to undergo the passion of death for the sake of man’s
good.

Clearly, for Eustathius the obedience of the Man of Christ has
a real soteriological significance.

The conception that the Man’s obedience is essential if the
redemption is to be real comes out more clearly in the writings

Loofs, op. cit. p. 333, Frag. 13.
De Eng. xviii, P.G. xviil. 652c.
De Eng. x, P.G. xviii. 633B. 4 Ibid.
Disc. on Prov. viti. 22, P.G. xviii. 677D. Itshould be noted that it is this
conception of the Man as the image of the Logos which is developed by
Nestorius, when he says that the Man has “the divine prosopon” (see
above, p. 134). :

¢ Quoted above, p. 132. ? C. drianos, P.G. xviil. 693, Frag. 7.

1
2
3

5
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of the later Antiochenes. That it is adopted by Theodore of
Mopsuestia may be seen from two points of view. In the first
place, he teaches that the Man possessed the co-operating grace
of the Logos from the very beginning, and that He received this
grace “ correspondingly with His own determination™. But why
does he insist on the need of the gratia co-operans? 'The answer
is to be found in his own words:

As soon as He could decide between good and evil, He con-
ceived a great hatred for evil, and joined Himself with an irre-
sistible affection to goodness; and, by receiving the co-operation
of the Logos correspondingly with His own determination, he
WaT secured continuously without change or deviation towards
evil.

In another place he says:

Because, when we were subjected to sin, we had no hope of
deliverance, the grace of God kept that Man whom God put on
for us free from sin.2

It seems obvious that at the back of Theodore’s mind is the
thought of man’s redemption: if man is to be redeemed, the
Man assumed must be perfect in His obedience, and to ensure
that perfect obedience—and with it the reality of the redemption
—He must be secured by the power of the Logos against all
possibility of change.

Secondly, why does this teacher insist, against the doctrine of
the Laodicene, that Christ possessed a human rational soul? It
will be worth our while to consider what he says in his ad
Baptizandos on this point.? The Nicene Fathers, he here declares,
confessed that the Lord “became incarnate” in order that we
might understand that He ‘‘assumed a complete man, con-
sisting of a body and an immortal and rational soul”—and this
He did because He wished to effect man’s restoration to sinless-

ness. Adam had sinned, and through his sin death had entered

into the world. But it was not Adam’s body that persuaded him
to yield: it was his soul which “first accepted the advice of
error”. Therefore, Theodore goes on, “‘that the free gift and
grace of God might abound unto many by the righteousness of

1 De I'ncarn. vii, Swete, op. cit. I p. 296 (trans. as in Raven, op. cit. p. 307).
? Ad Bapt., Mingana, op. cit. p. 60. 3 Ibid. pp. 54 fI.

N\

ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY 137

one man”’, it was necessary that Christ should assume, not the
body only, but also the soul; for ““the enemy of the soul had to
be removed first”, and then “the abolition of death would
follow by itself”. Clearly, the Bishop is upholding the reality
of the Man’s faculty of self-determination because he sees that
if it is absent there can be no real struggle, no real obedience, and,
consequently, no real redemption. As he puts it in his de
Incarnatione:

If [the Man assumed] did not receive a soul, and if it was the
Godhead that conquered sin, then what was effected can be of
no possible advantage to us. The Lord’s struggle would have
been no more than the gratification of the love of display.!

Further, it is interesting to note that the conception that the
Man’s perfect obedience is essential if the redemption is to be
real is implied in the Adyot wpds Zapivov, sayings which, though
attributed to Paul of Samosata, would seem to belong to the age
of Theodore.? In four out of these five sayings it is significant

1 De Incarn. xv, Swete, op. cit. 1. p. 311.

* Harnack (0p. cit. 1L p. 39 n.), who is followed by Raven (o0p. cit. p. 52),
regards these sayings as the ipsissima verba of the Samosatene. On the other
hand, Loofs (op. cit. pp. 287 fI.) takes the view that they are the work of a
forger, who, living at the time of the Monothelite controversy, and using as
his basis the expressions “one will” and “one activity” which, as this
scholar thinks, Paul is likely to have used in the debate with Malchion,

. produced a document in the anti-Dyothelite interest. Certainly we must

regard it as possible that Paul did speak in this way, and, as the company
which the fragments keep in the Doctrina Patrum (ed. Diekamp, p. 303)—
where their place is after sayings attributed to Ebion, and before quotations
from Nestorius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Montanus and Mani—shows, it
seems likely that they formed part of a “corpus” which could be appealed
to by the Monothelites as these sought to prove that their opponents, in
asserting “two wills and two activities”” in Christ, were but following in the
steps of the celebrated “heretics”’. But, as it seems to us, these fragments
show that, whoever he was, the author was fully acquainted with the doctrine
and the expressions of the school of Diodore and Theodore. Thus: (1) The
conception of the Saviourhood of Christ that we find here lies behind the
teaching of Theodore and is clearly in line with that of Nestorius; (2) The
phrases “different natures” and “different prosopa” (Loofs, op. cit. p. 339,
Frag. 2) remind us of the teaching on the “two natures” and ““the prosopon
of the nature’’ which is to be found in Theodore and Nestorius (see below,
pp. 186 f.); (3) The phrases “one will” and “one activity ”’, whether they
were used by Paul of Samosata or not, were certainly used by the same two
Antiochene theologians (Theodore, Ep. ad Domnum, Swete, op. cit. II.
pp- 338 £., and Nestorius, On the Chapters, Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 219—quoted
below, p. 161 n. 1). It would seem more likely, then, that these sayings were
composed towards the end of the fourth or at the beginning of the fifth
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that direct mention is made of the ““Saviour’’ and that the theme
which runs through them all is that of the harmony which
existed between the Man and the Divine. Thus, to quote from
two of them:

... By the changelessness of His disposition He was made like
to God, and, continuing pure from sin, was united to Him, and
was inspired to receive the power to work miracles. Thereby
being proved to possess one and the same energy of will with
God, He was named Redeemer of the race and Saviour.!

Our Saviour. . .having been steadfast in virtue was joined to
God, and in His progress in the good possessed one and the
same will and activity with Him; this He preserved inseparably,
and so received the name which is above every name, this being
granted to Him as the reward of affection.?

Here again, it will be noticed, we have the one dominant thought:
the Man, constant in His obedience to the will of the Divine, and
inseparable from Him in will and activity, plays His part in the
work of redemption.

But it is Nestorius who, especially in the Bazaar,? brings out
this root conception of the Antiochenes more clearly than the

century, when the influence of the Antiochene school was at its height, than
that they belong to a later age when that influence had gone. Perhaps,
though this is no more than a conjecture, the author was a follower of Paul
of Samosata, for, as the testimony of Epiphanius and Chrysostom—the latter
referring to ““those who received” (though, as Loofs says, the of Sia8eE&uevor
here may mean “those who have again received ) the madness of Paul of
Samosata in a sermon which he preached in 391—shows, it is possible that
there were Paulianists in and around Antioch a century after the Samosatene’s
deposition. But if a Paulianist was responsible for the Adyor, it would seem
that he must have lived at the end of the fourth century (or very early in the
fifth), since Theodoret, writing about450, “ includes the Paulianists among the
heretics who have disappeared without leaving any trace” (see Loofs, Paulus
von Samosata, pp. 172 f., where these authorities are quoted, this scholar
remarking that this evidence “may be held to witness to the existence of
‘Paulianists’ even at this time”’). At any rate, this conjecture makes it easier
for us to see why the sayings were attributed to Paul. Moreover, it is interest-
ing to find that the Paulianists themselves spoke of the Man as having His
own prosopon (see below, p. 187)—a minor point, but one which shows that
these could very well have used the expression “different prosopa”, to
which we have already referred.

* Loofs, op. cit. p. 339, Frag. 1 (trans. as in Raven, op. cit. p. 53).

* Ibid. Frag. 3.

® But what Nestorius says in the Bazaar does not stand alone: this
soteriological conception, it should be noted, is fundamental to his celebrated
sermon on the Highpriesthood of Christ (Sermo v, Loofs, Nestoriana,
pp- 231 ff.).
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rest. Thus it is most significant that in the early se‘ctions of th.IS
work, where he passes under review the outstanding events in
our Lord’s earthly life,! the underlying thought is not that of th,e
prokope of a mere man, or indeed that of the reality of the Man’s
moral struggle, but that of the Man’s unfailing obedience to the
will of God as He passes through the various stages of a truly
human life—a life beset with temptations which arise not from
the soul only, but also from the body.? The thought is summed
up in these words of his:

Although He had all these things which appertain to our
nature, anger, concupiscence and thoughts, and although they
increased with the progress and increase of every age, He stood
firm in thoughts of obedience.?

And, as he explicitly states, this ““standing firm in thoughts of
obedience”, or—to put it another way—this preserving of thp
divine prosopon which was His from the start, was necessary if
man was to be redeemed:

.. .it was needful for the divinity to renew the humanity and for
the humanity to be renewed and to take the very image [of Him]
who created it but not His own ousia; and it was needful that it
should observe prudently the conduct of the man who had
fallen, because especially for that was it created, to conduct
itself according to the law which is in the nature of men and to
preserve the very image of the Creator by the observance of the
commandments without fault,. . .?

Further, according to Nestorius, this Man knew that, .in having
“neither purpose nor will of His own, but that of Him whose

1 Bazaar, pp. 56 ff. See the express denial that Jesus received f‘Fhe name
which is above every name”, in consequence of moral progress (zbw.l. p. 57).

2 Similarly Theodore of Mopsuestia says that th.e I_Jord in assuming flesh
and soul “ strove through each to win each ”—*“mortifying sin in th.e flesh, and
subduing its lusts”, and “training the soul to overcome its passtons and to
restrain the lusts of the flesh” (de Incarn. xv, Frag. 3, Swete, 0p. ¢it. IL. p. 31 I).

3

4 ﬁz;a;r”f 146.3The words which follow the a_bove quotation plainly show
that, like Theodore {see above, p. 136), _Nes.torl.us sees that_ th_e Man must
have the gratia co-operans of the Logos if His victory over sin is to be sure:
<. . .without fault, the divinity making use of its own prosopon in the hkepes_s
of a servant in order that the humanit_y by means of that prosopon wh’e,rem it
contended might be victorious, its victory b?u_lg t’tlereby confirmed . (On
Nestorius’ conception of the “taking and giving of the prosopa in the
union, see below, pp. 146 ff.)

N
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‘prosopon and likeness He had”’,* He was playing His part in the
work of redemption:

For until the time of His victory He was striving to make firm
in God the image which had been given unto Him. But because
He established His own image in all temptations perfectly and
without failing and without falling short in anything, He com-
ported Himself on our behalf, being zealous to rescue us captives
from the violence of the tyrant and to draw us towards Him and
to make all of us the sons of His own kingdom, the associates and
the heirs and the sons of God. For the defeat of the tyrant was
being [accomplished] without pity, when He threw him down
openly from his primacy, and after He had thrown him down,
He took from him his might; and when He had taken it from
him, His own victory sufficed Him not, but it must henceforth
be also ours for which sake He strove.2

So, Nestorius can say, this Man “‘comported Himself for all
men, and kept Himself without sin, and, as one who had not
sinned, gave Himself for salvation on behalf of all men” ;2 and
because He “‘accounted Himself as nothing except to be con-
firmed to the will of God, and to become as God willed that He
should become”,* He is the Second Adam who differs from the
first in that, whereas the defeat of the latter brought about the
defeat of all men, the victory of the former makes all men
victorious.®

And what, according to the Antiochenes, is the result of this
act of condescension on the part of the divine Logos in taking
to Himself this Man who, especially chosen, always willed that
which God willed? Man, they declare, has now been shown the
pattern-life, the ideal of human virtue: let a man strive to follow
this Man in the way of obedience to God’s commandments, and
he, too, will be rewarded with a place in heaven.® But for these
teachers Christ is far more than mere Example. He who has
taken upon Himself the form of a servant has, they affirm,
through the obedience even unto death of this form of a servant,
overthrown the power of death, the penalty which man was

* Cf. Bazaar, p. 62. 2 Ibid. p. 67. 3 Ibid. p. 213.
: Ibid. p. 69. 5 Ibid. p. 63.
As illustrating this aspect of the teaching of the Antiochenes, Srawley

(sief_:._above, p. 117 n. 3) draws attention to Chrysostom, On St John, Hom.
xlviii.
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undergoing on account of sin: death itself, as was necessary, has
been brought into the arena, and through the obedience and
immeasurable love of the Man the victory has been obtained not
only for Himself but also for all men;?! the tyranny of Satan has
been abolished,? and the debt, which was due on account of
man’s disobedience, paid.?

Yet it is not so much upon the significance of the Lord’s
Death as upon that of His Resurrection that these teachers lay
stress, Theodore going so far as to say that it is “the end of all
the Economy of Christ”.# Through His Resurrection, they pro-
claim, Christ has become the firstfruits of a risen humanity:
men now have the pledge of a life of sinlessness and, conse-
quently, of a life of immortality and immutability—a life which
will be theirs in the future when ‘“‘the complete abolition of sin
will have taken place”’.

But more than this, the Resurrection—with the consequent
Ascension and Session—has revealed Him as the Head of a re-
united creation: in Him, as the Second Adam, they affirm, all
created things are summed up. Omnia collecta sunt in unum, says
Theodore of Mopsuestia, et ad unum quoddam inspiciunt, con-
cordantes sibi; now has been brought about the renovatio,
secundum quam et omnium redintegratur connexto, cujus primitiae
sunt is qui secundum carnem Christus, in quo. . .omnium recreatio
efficietur; and the comsensus et concordia et connexio that once
existed between heaven and earth are re-established.> The
theme is common to all the teachers of the school, though it is
Theodore who is foremost among them in developing it.
Eustathius, nearly a century before him, had said that *the Man
of Christ”’, now enthroned with the divine Spirit, possesses the
imperium rerum universarum, and that He is omnium creaturarum

1 Cf. Nestorius, Bazaar, p. 73.

2 Cf. Theodore, in Eph. iv. 8, Swete, op. cit. 1. pp. 166 f., and Theodoret,
Interpret. Ps.lxvii. 2 and de Prov. %, ed. Schulze, 1. pt. ii. p. 1067, Iv.pt.i. p. 661.

3 Seemingly these theologians would say that, through the Death of one
who was faultless in keeping the divine commandments, the debt was paid
to the Law—a conception which is in harmony with their strong ethical
interest. See Theodore, in Gal. #ii. 12, iv. 4, 5, Swete, op. cit. L. pp. 41, 62,
ad Bapt.,Mingana, op. cit. pp. 63, 69 f., Nestorius, Bazaar, p. 173, Theodoret,
de Prov. x, ed. Schulze, Iv. pt. i. p. 669. At the same time, it is clear that
their thought on the Atonement is undeveloped.

4 Ad Bapt., Mingana, op. cit. p. 75. ]
5 In Eph. i. 10, in Col. i. 16, Swete, op. cit. 1. pp. 130, 169.
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Dominator propter divini Verbi commistionem,! and after him
Nestorius and Theodoret speak in the same way. Through *‘the
just dispensation which has taken place on behalf of all”, says
the former, God has given to the Man assumed the victory, with
the result that all rational powers adore the very name which is
His, and peace and concord are made to reign on the earth.?
Similarly, the Bishop of Cyrus declares that when all creation,
since it was subject to corruption and death, stood in need of the
healing power of the Incarnation, God intervened, so that now,
the cloud of despair having vanished, human nature and all
creation can rejoice together in the incorruptibility which is
theirs through the anacephalaiosis, and join in praise to Christ,
who is the author of all these good things.?

Surely, for the Antiochenes this, ‘““the second katastasis” as
Theodore calls it, is not merely that which stands opposed to the

present order. Rather does it seem that for them it represents.

the restoration of man and creation to that state which obtained
before Adam transgressed the divine commandment: the sin-
lessness—the perfect obedience to the will of God which brought
with it immortality and immutability—which was man’s when
he was first created, will be man’s once more, and once more will
the unity of the cosmos be established, all things being in sub-
jection under the feet of Him who is Princeps in omnibus, just
as, before he fell, they were put in subjection under the feet of
the first Adam. It is true that this conception is never fully
worked out, but the direct evidence of Nestorius, whose, as we
have seen, is the thought that God has intervened in the world’s
history in order to re-establish man in the image which was his
at the first, and that of Theodoret that ‘““the Lord Christ has
brought back [émavfjyayev] human nature which was taken
captive through the transgression of the first man to its former
high estate” (eis v TpoTépav elytvaiav),t would seem to show

1 P.G. xviii. 693, Frags. 3, 2. Cf. also the following statement from
Eustathius’ ¢. Arianos: Si autem ipse igitur iste matus est primogenitus ex
mortuis, qui morte circumamictus est: ipse vero sit PRINCEPS IN OMNIBUS, qut
virtutes acquisitas suscepit (thid. 696, Frag. 2).

? Bazaar, p. 74. 3 In Eph. i. 10, ed. Schulze, 111. pt. i. pp. 404 {.

& Interpret. Ps. Ix, ed. Schulze, 1. pt. ii. p. 1011. Cf. also de Prov. x, ed.
Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 661, where Theodoret says that Christ has entered

into _the struggle and destroyed the tyranny of Satan, in order that we might
receive a fresh iy wpotépav Peudepiav.
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that the idea of restoration is fundamental to the doctrinal
system of the Antiochenes, and that it is a legitimate conclu-
sion that, while they contrast the present with the future, these
teachers see both present and future against the background of
the past.

II. Tue CHRISTOLOGICAL TEACHING OF THE
ANTIOCHENE THEOLOGIANS

In the preceding section we were attempting to make it clear
that basic to the soteriological thought of the Antiochenes are
these two main conceptions: the first, that the Logos, through
taking the form of a servant, has Himself become man for man’s
salvation; the second, that this salvation could not have been
secured had not the Man assumed been constant in His obedience
to the will of Him who assumed Him. Now we would see how
these conceptions are carried over into Christology, it being our
purpose to demonstrate that from the point of view of its under-~
lying principles the teaching of the Antiochene theologians is in
no respect different from that of the theologians of the school of
Alexandria.

Let us take, first, those of their Christological ideas which have
as their foundation the conception that in Jesus Christ the Logos
Himself has become incarnate in order to restore a fallen race.

Like the theologians of the school of Alexandria, they insist
that, through taking the form of a servant, the Logos in His
divine nature has not suffered any change: He remains all that
He was—immutable and impassible. Paul of Samosata himself,
believing that Malchion and those with him were teaching a
““mixture” of Godhead and manhood in Christ, tells his op-
ponents not to ‘“degrade the excellence of Wisdom”.! After j—]
him, Eustathius proclaims that ““the incorporeal Wisdom ™, “the -
[divine] ousia”, abides without spot and preserves its entire
dignity, though Its own body is nailed to the Tree;? the Logos,
he says, while dwelling in the body,

trod in heavenly places, filled all the earth, reigned over the -
depths, visited and judged the soul of every man, and continued ,

1 Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, pp. 331, Frag. 4, 336, Frag. sa.
2 Discourse on Prov. viii. 22, P.G, xviii. 684c.
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to do everything that God continually does, for the Wisdom that
is on High is not imprisoned and contained within bodily
matter, . .. But being a divine and ineffable Power, it embraces
and confirms both what is within and what is without the
temple, and thence proceeding beyond, It comprehends and
sways all matter.!

What Eustathius says here is an excellent illustration of the
Antiochene conception that, though He has taken the servant’s
form, the Logos still continues His creative activity—though
there does not seem to be forthcoming among these teachers the
idea, to be found, as we have seen, in Cyril, that ““in addition to”
His eternal existence the Logos has become man.

By the later Antiochenes, as they in turn battle against their
opponents of the Alexandrine school, the doctrine of the im-
mutability and impassibility of the divine ousia is even more
insisted upon: the Logos did not change into flesh when He be-
came flesh; rather (to adopt the words of Nestorius) zncom-
mutabilis est Deus Christus, sed et benignus, formam servi accipiens
et quod subsistebat existens.? Thus Flavian, commenting on St
John 1. 14, can say:

He is not turned into flesh, nor yet did He cease from being
God [oU8¢ &méotn ToU eiven Beds], but while He was that from
all eternity, He became this in the dispensation, He Himself
[oT8s] having built His own temple, and having taken up His
dwelling in the passible creature.®

Theodore rails against what in his view is the Alexandrine inter-
pretation of the éyéveto in the Johannine formula: the Logos, he
affirms, did not ‘“become” man in the sense that He was
“changed into” man—and he appeals to the AoBcv of the text
in the Epistle to the Philippians as a safeguard against the idea
of transformation.* Again and again in the Bazaar does

1 P.G. xviii. 6844, B, cf. also Eustathius’ remark in de Eng. xviii (quoted
above, p. 124 n. 4) that the Logos was everywhere present ola 8.

2 So in Nestorius’ first sermon on “ Theotokos”’, Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 254.

* The fragment is to be found in Theodoret, Dial. i, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i.
p. 46. [The fragments of Flavian have been collected by F. Cavallera in his
work, .S. Eustathii Episc. Antioch. In Lazarum, Mariam et Martham Homilia
Christologica, pp. 101 ff., the one here referred to being No. 4 (p. 106) in
this collection.]

4 See Theodore, de Incarn. ix. Frag. 1, and ¢. Apoll. iv. Frag. 2, Swete,
op. cit. 1. pp. 300, 319. See also below, pp. 182 1f.
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Nestorius assert that the Incarnation was not brought about by
cl}anglng Godhead into manhood,! and, as is well known, the
Blshop of Cyrus devotes one-third of his Dialogues to the refuta-
tion of the notion that in becoming man the Logos is no longer
vmmutabilis. What this last teacher says in his reply to the First
Anathematism of Cyril sums up the Antiochene teaching on the
mmmutability of the Divine:

But all we who follow the words of the Evangelists state that
the divine Logos did not become flesh by nature, nor was yet
changed into flesh, for the Divine is immutable and invariable.
... If then the Divine is immutable and invariable, it is in-
capable of change or alteration. And if the immutable cannot be
changed, then the divine Logos did not become flesh by muta-
tion, but assumed flesh and dwelt among us according to the
word of the Evangelist. This the divine Paul expresses clearly
in his Epistle to the Philippians in the words ““Let this mind be
in you...” [Philippians ii. 5-—7]. Now it is plain from these
words that the form of God was not changed into the form of a
servant, but remaining what It was [uévouoa & #iv], took the form
of the servant.? '

But if we are right in claiming that the Antiochenes would
maintain that the Logos, while remaining what He was, has Him-
self become man and lived a human life, we shall expect to find in
their writings indications that they realize that such a real in-
carnation is possible only if the Logos limits Himself in respect
of His divine powers. Such indications are indeed to be found,
though—and we suggest that the reason is that these teachers
approach the Christological question rather from the ethical than
from the intellectual point of view—it is clear that they do not
make use of the opportunity which lies before them through
taking Philippians ii. 5 ff. as their locus classicus.

As their statements reveal, the members of this school seem
to be aware that the doctrine of the divine self-emptying is
rendered necessary by their position. Thus Flavian of Antioch -
speaks of the Logos as ““permitting” (cuvexcpnoev) “the divine
body to experience death”3—a conception which, as we have

! E.g. Bazaar, pp. 24 ff., 33 fT., 182.

% Reprehen. xii Capp., ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 3.

# The fragment—from Flavian’s Homily on the Traitor Fudas—has been
prese_rved by Theodoret, Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 251. [Cavallera,
op. cit. p. 108, Frag. 7.]

SAC I0
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seen, is to be found in Athanasius and Cyril.! Again, the Bishop
of Mopsuestia, commenting on Hebrews ii. g—which he reads
as: “Apart from God He tasted death for every man”—says in
the ad Baptizandos:

In this he [St Paul] shows that the divine nature willed that
He should taste death for the benefit of every man, and also that
the Godhead was separated from the One who was suffering,
because it was impossible for Him to taste the trial of death if
[the Godhead] were not cautiously remote from Him, but also
near enough to do the necessary things for the nature that was
assumed by It.2

It will be apparent that Theodore’s thought here is closely akin
to that of Irenaeus, to which we have already alluded.® And, on
the basis of two statements of Theodoret, it seems legitimate
to say that he, too, has the conception that the Logos has limited
Himself in order to meet human conditions. Thus in his reply
to Cyril’s Fourth Anathematism, this teacher insists that the
Logos Himself was not ignorant, but the form of a servant,
“who at that time—i.e. during the earthly life—knew as much
as the indwelling Godhead revealed”. Even more significant is
Theodoret’s remark—to be found in the same place—concerning
the words in Gethsemane. After asserting that they were not the
words of the divine Logos but those of the form of a servant, he
goes on:

Surely the divine Logos permitted [ouvexdpnoev] the utterance
of these words, allowing room for fear [xdpav Bedeoxcos Tij Serhiq],
in order that the nature of Him who was assumed might be
manifest, and to prevent our supposing that the Son of Abraham
and David to be an unreality or a phantom.*

But, as it seems to us, if we would have a positive declaration
concerning the Antiochene teaching on the self-emptying of the
Logos, we must turn to a striking passage in the Bazaar in
which Nestorius would explain what he understands by the
Incarnation.® Now, as we shall see, this teacher definitely

! See above, pp. 35, 85f., 102 n. 1 (where, it will be seen, Cyril uses the
same Greek word).

* Mingana, op. cit. pp. 86 f. 3 See above, p. 51 n. 8,

4 Reprehen. xii Capp., ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. pp- 23 f.

% Bazaar, pp. 69 f.
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affirms that for him Jesus Christ is one prosopon—one Person,
that is, in whom the two ousiai of Godhead and manhood are
brought together. But he also expressly asserts that each ousia
has its own prosopon. His conception of the Incarnation—a
conception which, it will be noted, is based on St Paul’s words in
Philippians ii. 5 ff., the locus classicus of the Antiochene teachers
—is, then, that the Logos ““takes’’ the prosopon of the manhood,
or of “the Man”, as His prosopon, and “gives” His divine
prosopon to the manhood.! Thus he writes:

Consequently also God became incarnate in the Man through
His own prosopon and made His prosopon His own prosopon.
And there is no condescension comparable unto this, that the
prosopon of the Man should become His own and that He should
give Him His prosopon. And therefore He made use of His
prosopon, in that He took it for Him[self]; but He took it in
order to make it not honourable but contemptible, that He
might show to whoever wished to serve [God] that all greatness
grows great by condescension and not in exalting itself, [that]
““in that He took the likeness of a servant, He has been found in
schéma as a man”.2-

1 Here mention should be made of Loofs’ view of Nestorius’ teaching on
the “giving and taking” of the prosopa (see Nestorius and his place. . .,
pp- 91 ft.). This scholar considers that Nestorius, having rejected a “substan-
tial”’ union, comes as near as possible to the idea of a union “on a spiritual
plane”: “Nestorius says that the Incarnation took place ‘through an in-
telligent and rational soul’. By means of the soul a relation is set up between
the Logos and the Man, and this relation is on both sides one of free will, a
relation of love, a relation of giving on the one side and of taking on the
other, a relation that is so close that the one presents itself to the other”;
Nestorius’ conception, Loofs would say, can be explained by that of Kihler,
who “thought that the union of Godhead will become intelligible if under-
stood as a reciprocity of two personal actions, viz. a creative action on the
part of the eternal Godhead, and a receiving action on the part of the de-

- veloping manhood”. But two important considerations seem to weigh

heavily against this view: (1) For Nestorius, it seems certain, it is not the
Logos who gives and the Man who takes (so that one might speak of “a

- reciprocity of two personal actions’’)—it is the Logos Himself who performs

both actions, “giving us His and taking ours” (Bazaar, p. 225); as we shall
try to show (see below, pp. 151 fI.), this teacher holds that the union has its
centre in the Person of the Logos; (2) It would seem that what we have here
is not the conception of a union “on a spiritual plane”, but a theory of the
union—and that this is a justifiable conclusion is borne out by the evidence
that Nestorius can appeal to his theory of “giving and taking” when he
explains the working of the communicatio idiomatum (see below, pp. 167 fL.). It
may be tempting to view this aspect of Nestorius’ teaching in the light of
modern thought, but to regard him as one who would set up a non-meta-
physical Christology is to remove him from his own age.
2 Bazaar, p. 69.

I0-2
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But our difficulty lies in determining the meaning which is here
being given to ‘“prosopon”. To anticipate what we shall say
later on concerning the Antiochene use of this word, we venture
to suggest that it could be used, first, in the sense of outward
“appearance”’’, secondly, in that of “individuality” or “own-
ness”, and, thirdly, in that of the ““person” or “personage”’—
one who could be named, that is—whose is this “appearance”’,
- and “individuality”’, and that Nestorius, in his doctrine of the
Incarnation, uses it in all these senses, that is, not only in the
technical sense of ““person”, but also in its non-technical senses.
In the human prosopon, he says, the Logos ‘‘was revealed, and
therein He taught, and therein and by means thereof He acts as
though present and not as though absent”;! “He took the flesh
for His prosopon, and thereby He spoke in teaching and working
and acting”’; 2 it was of ““the prosopon of flesh and of man” that
“He made use to make Himself known unto the world”’.3 Thus,
Nestorius would say, in the Incarnation the Logos has taken a
human “appearance”. Further, he would say that the Logos
has taken a human “individuality”: His “ownness” in the In-
carnation is the Man’s ownness (which can be so since the Man
was ever obedient to the divine will). And, more than this, the
Logos has taken the Man’s prosopon in the sense that He has
become a human personage, and can be called “man”’ and “Son
of Man”. So, as summing up this idea of “taking”, in the
Incarnation the Logos has now a prosopon of ‘“humiliation”’, of
“kenosis”.* Similarly, in respect of the “giving” of the divine
prosopon to the Man: in the Incarnation, Nestorius holds, the
Man has a divine “appearance”, for ““the things of the divinity
belong to the humanity whence it was made man”’;5 He has a
divine “individuality ”’, for ““[to have] the prosopon of God is to
will what God wills”—and, “serving Him altogether as He
wished”’, the Man’s purpose, will, and intelligence were always
identical with those of the Logos;® and the humanity can be
called “God and Lord and Son of God”.” Thus, just as in the
Incarnation the Logos has ““taken’’ a prosopon of ‘““humiliation”,

! Bagaar, pp. 54 f. 2 Ibid. p. 172. 3 Ibid. p. 158.

4 Ibid. pp. 70, 246. ® Ibid. p. 183; cf. p. 233.

® Ibid. p. 59; similarly, p. 62: “For this is the likeness of God, to have

neither purpose nor will of its own, but that of Him whose prosopon and
likeness it has.” 7 Ibid. p. 234.
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so has the Man been “given” a prosopon of “exaltation” or
of “adoption”.1

But if we are right in all this, it follows that for Nestorius there
is in Jesus Christ a real incarnation of the Logos—He truly be-
comes man. Accordingly we ask whether he perceives that such
a real incarnation necessitates that the Logos shall empty Him-
self of His divine powers and functions so as to be able to con-
form to human conditions. We think that he does. Coming at
the end of his explanation of his view of the Incarnation is the
following important statement. First he speaks of the Man as He
has the divine prosopon. Of Him Nestorius says that “in man-
liness, and in authority, and in ordering of life and in judgment,
as in all things, He was associated with God indivisibly ’, so that

He possessed nothing human of His own, in human things,
but the will of God became His own will, when He was made
firm in the actions and sufferings of the nature.

Then-—and here is the striking passage—he speaks of the Logos
as He has taken the human prosopon:

Thus also in things divine, nothing is His own apart from the
human humiliation; but while remaining God in all things, [He
is] that which the Man was by His nature in sufferings, even in
1mpassibility.?

L Ibid. pp. 54, 70. So “the manhood is the prosopon of the Godhead, and
the Godhead is the prosopon of the manhood” (cf. ¢bid. p. 190). Inter-
preting this saying, Bethune-Baker says: “ These words are quite inconsistent
VV.l'th the idea of the co-existence of two separate and distinct persons side by
side; they come near to eliminating ‘personality’, as we understand it,
altogether, or at all events they suggest the merging of one personality in the
other, each in each. This in fact seems to be the meaning of Nestorius. He is
in search of the real centre of union, and he finds it here. He uses the term
‘person’ to express that in which both the Godhead and the manhood of our
Lord were one, even while remaining distinct from one another, each retaining
its own characteristics. The Godhead becomes the subject of human ex-
periences by taking to Itself that which is the centre of human experiences;
and the manhood becomes in turn the subject of Divine experiences by being
taken up into the centre of the Divine experiences. But the Subject is
nevertheless one’ (Nestorius and his Teaching, p. 97). As it seems to us, this
is what Nestorius’ idea of the “exchange” of prosopa comes to mean as
it is expressed in modern language. He does not take a psychological view !
of “prosopon”, and considers a “person” as a “subject” with its “ex-
periences ”, but he certainly thinks that in Jesus Christ there are two “wills »o-
the one divine, the other human, and that, these being one, in the union the
former becomes that of the manhood, and the latter that of the Godhead—
and, as Bethune-Baker says, “will”” is one of the chief notes of “personality
(. 99). ? Bazaar, p. 70.
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Or, in Nau’s translation (his méme sans la passibilité, we think,
bringing out Nestorius’ idea more clearly than the rendering
“even in impassibility”’):

Il en est de méme dans toutes les choses divines, rien ne lui
appartenait en propre d part Uhumiliation humaine; mais pour
demeurer en toutes choses, dans les affaires de Dieu, [il est] ce
quétait Phomme par sa nature dans les souffrances, méme sans
la passibilité.!

Thus Nestorius’ view would seem to be that through taking the
human prosopon as His prosopon, the Logos, ‘“‘while remaining
God in all things”, and continuing in His impassible nature,
becomes ““that which the Man is”’,2 and having emptied Himself
of His divine powers and functions does nothing “apart from
the human humiliation”. In other words, may we not say that
according to this Antiochene, in the Incarnation—though only
in the Incarnation—the Logos, whose is now a human “pro-
sopon”, allows Himself to be governed by the conditions of
that real manhood which He has assumed? The reasonableness
of this conclusion is seen when we turn to the analogies which
Nestorius employs when he is referring to the condescension”’
of the Logos. The king who “wishes to condescend and to be-
come one of the soldiers”, he says, ‘“lays aside the purple of
royalty”, and puts on the equipment of soldiers, “concealing
Himself in it, and talking with them on equal terms’’;3 or, as he
has it in another place, the king who becomes one of the subjects
“will be voluntarily under the law, though he s their ownking .4
May we not conclude, therefore, that, when he uses such ex-.
pressions as ‘‘nothing is His own apart from the human
humiliation”’, “talking with them on equal terms’’, and
““voluntarily under the law”, Nestorius would say with Cyril
that in the Incarnation ‘“‘the Logos permitted the measures of

1 Le Livre d’Héraclide de Damas, p. 67. [Does not the translation in
Bethune-Baker, Nestorius and his Teaching, p. 132, miss the meaning
through interpreting the passage throughout as if the subject were the
Man, and His being made “a party to all the divine things”? Surely,
Nestorius is carrying forward his idea of ““taking and giving”’, referring first to
the Man as He has been “ given” the divine prosopon, and then to the Logos,
as He has “taken” the human prosopon?]

* Elsewhere, it may be noted, Nestorius alludes to the Man as “the Man
in whom He [the Logos] came to be’” (quoted below, p. 160).

3 Bazaar, p. 21. 4 Jbid. p. go.
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the manhood to prevail over Himself”?? At the same time, it
cannot be disputed that, while they understand that the concep-
tion. of the divine self-emptying must have a place in their
Christological system, neither this, nor any other Antiochene
theologian, makes any real attempt to work it out. It will be
remembered that a similar conclusion was reached when we
were considering the teaching of the Alexandrines on this
subject.

Our next question is this: How, according to the Antiochenes,
has the Logos become man? The answer would appear to be
that He has become man through His own voluntary act in
assuming real manhood, and uniting it to Himself. In other
words, for them the union of Godhead and manhood in the
Person of Jesus Christ is voluntary and personal.

Let us take first their teaching on the voluntary character of
the union: it is ““voluntary” because it depends on the will of
the Logos. Theodore of Mopsuestia speaks of it as ‘“the union
according to good pleasure’, but, it should be noted, he is
thinking of the good pleasure of the Divine: by “good pleasure”
he means, as he says, the best and highest will of God which He
exercises when He takes pleasure in those who are ready to cling
1_:0 Him.2 Again, Nestorius, following the lead thus given to him,
insists against the “hypostatic” or ‘“natural” union of Cyril,
that it is a “voluntary” union, but it is clear that for him it is
“voluntary” because the Logos Himself has been willing to take
the body and the rational and intelligent soul: ““the union of
God the Word with these”, he declares, “is neither hypostatic
nor natural, but voluntary, as consisting in the property of the
will and not of the nature’’;3 or, as he has it in another place, the
‘‘appropriation”’ is ‘“‘voluntary”.* Similarly Theodoret of
Cyrus—who, in like manner, rejects the ‘‘hypostatic” and
““natural” union—asserts that the union is “in purpose and
will”’. But once again we must notice that the thought is that it
was through the purpose and will of the Logos that He was
united to the nature assumed from us.?

; See above, p. 86. ‘~’. De Incarn. vii, Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 294.

Bazaar, p. 179; cf. also ibid. pp. 37, 181 f. Itis noteworthy that Nestorius
too, speaks of a union “according to good pleasure”—see, for instance, the’

fragment of his On the Chapters, Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 220, Frag. e.
* Bazaar, p. 163. 5 Reprehen. xii Capp., ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 15.
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We turn to the second point: as their writings show, these
teachers hold that the Logos has united manhood to Himself.
Thus Theodore speaks in this way: the Logos was pleased to
dwell in the very beginnings of the Man, ‘““having united Him to
Himself”’ (fviroas airdv tout@);! “by the indwelling He has
united to Himself wholly the one assumed’;? “He who was
born of the Virgin without human seed was not separated from
the Logos but was conjoined by a likeness of disposition, ac-
cording to which, having manifested His good pleasure, He
united Him to Himself”’;3 the Man who according to us by
nature, having been fashioned by the power of the Holy Spirit
in the Virgin’s womb, He ineffably conjoined with Himself
(ouvfipev toruTéd). Again, as we have seen from what he says in
the Bagzaar, Nestorius holds that the Incarnation consists in the
“giving and taking” of the prosopa of divinity and humanity
—but it is particularly important for us to notice that his teaching
is that it is the Logos Himself who ““ gives and takes”. Elsewhere
he can say that ‘“the Logos was united to the temple” (unitum
Verbum templo),® that “ God was invisibly conjoined with what
is mortal ¢ that He who was worshipped by the Magi was *“‘not
a babe seen singly, but a body ineffably conjoined with God”,”
and that “Christ is not a mere man, but He who is conjoined
with God the Logos”.® Moreover, it should be observed that
for him the union is a unio dominica®—*‘ dominica’ because, like
the incarnatio and the dispensatio (which he describes in the same
way),!0 it has its centre in Him who is Dominus, namely, the Logos
Himself. Isit not clear, then, that, like the Bishop of Mopsuestia,
Nestorius is firm on the point that the union has been set up
through the action of the Logos in uniting manhood to Himself?
Andrew of Samosata upholds the same principle: *“'That which

1 De Incarn. xiv, Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 308.

2 De Incarn. vii, Swete, ap. cit. 11. p. 296.

3 De Incarn., Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 311.

1 From Theodore’s Creed, Swete, op. cit. II. p. 329.

8 Sermo xviii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 303.

8 Sermo v, Loofs, op. cit. p. 242.

7 Ibid. p. 354 (from a saying quoted by Cyril).

® From Nestorius’ homily, The Explanation of the Teaching, Loofs, ap. cjt
p- 284.

° Ep i ad Caelest., Loofs, op. cit. p. 166.

10 Cf. Sermo ix, Loofs, op. cit. pp. 263, 251I.

\

is of the seed of David”, he says, ‘“was ineffably united to the
Logos of the Father without confusion and without division”.!
And the Bishop of Cyrus is equally definite: the Holy Spirit
formed in the Virgin’s womb the temple of the Logos, the form
of a servant, “which the divine Logos took from its very con-
ception, uniting it to Himself” (fiv...5 8eds Adyos dvoraPiov
flvwoey éoutéd);2 the only-begotten Son “united our vanquished
nature to Himself”’;3 Jesus Christ is Mediator because, God by
nature, He has taken the form of a servant, “joining together in
Himself [2v écutdd] the distinct qualities of Godhead and man-
hood in the union of the natures’’.* The Antiochenes may reject
Cyril’s “hypostatic”” and “natural” union—because, as we shall
see, taking ““hypostasis’’ and ‘‘nature” in this connection in the
sense of substantia, they are convinced that such expressions
must mean that, as a result of the union, the human has
been transformed into the divine substantia of Jesus Christ5—
but it seems clear that they would uphold the very same truth
which their opponents were upholding, namely, that in Jesus
Christ the Logos has “personally”” united manhood to Himself.

That this is a justifiable conclusion is seen from another point
of view: the Antiochenes expressly deny that the manhood
assumed by the Logos is ““that of another beside Him”’ (¢t¢pou
Twods Tap’ a¥tédy); rather, do they assert, is it the “own” of the
Logos. Let us see what Andrew of Samosata, acting as the
spokesman of the members of this school, says in reply to Cyril,
who, believing that they were adopting the view that the man-
hood of Christ is “that of another”, emphatically condemns
such a view in his Twelve Anuathematisms.® Thus, in reply to the
Seventh Anathematism, in which the Alexandrine denounces
the notion that Jesus ““as a man” was energized by the divine
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1 So in Andrew’s reply to Cyril’s Anath. x, Apol. adv. Orient. x, ed. Pusey,
VI. p. 340. Similar statements are to be found in his answer to Cyril’s Anaths.
xi, xii, ed. Pusey, V1. pp. 352, 366. Cf. also the fragment of a letter written by
Andrew to Rabbla of Edessa (see below, p. 238 n. 3), and quoted by Severus
in his Philalethes (ed. Sanda, p. 24), which runs: Dico. . . Unigenitum a Paitre
eum sibi univisse qui est ex semine David. .. (trans. as in Sanda).

* In Esaiam xi. I, ed. Schulze, 1I. pt. i. p. 249.

De Prov. x, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 661.

Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 85.

See below, pp. 216 ff.

See below p. 210 n. 5—the phrase occurs five times in the Anathe-
matisms.

3
4
5
€
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Logos as ‘“‘another existing beside Him”, Andrew explicitly
affirms that they do not teach that our Lord Jesus Christ was
energized by the Spirit “as being a man singly”” (s &v6peotos
&mhéss)—Ilike any righteous man, or prophet, or apostle.l So
would he condemn what Cyril condemns. But this is not all.
In the reply which this Antiochene makes to the Eleventh
Anathematism, we find that the position of the school is set out
in clearest terms. Making use of the analogy of the union of
flesh and soul in the individual man, the Bishop of Samosata
pointedly asks—Whose soul can be that of another? Each of us,
he declares, has common flesh, but it is the “own’ of each one
of us, and not that of another—it is that of him whose is the
flesh (kefvou oF éomi o&pE). So in respect of Jesus Christ: the
flesh, he says, which “without confusion and without division
has been united to the divine Logos”, is His own and belongs
only to the Lord Himself—it is “own and sole”” (iSix ko pévn).?
P.xnd such, it should be understood, is a doctrine which is tradi-
tional in this school: as we have already pointed out, Eustathius
himself had spoken of the manhood as the suum templum of the
Logos.?

We conclude, then, that for the Antiochenes the union of
Godhead and manhood in Christ is “voluntary” and per-
sonal’—‘“voluntary” because it was the will of the Logos to
condescend and to ‘“take” real manhood, and ‘““personal” be-
cause He united that manhood to Himself, and made it His own.
After all, their soteriological ideas demand such a conception of
the union. If there is to be a restoration of the cosmos, they see,
a second Adam must come into existence. But they also see that
FhiS second Adam cannot arise from among men: God Himself,
in the Person of the Logos, must by His own voluntary act,
Himself condescend, and unite to Himself a man who will be
the Man, that with Him as His instrument He, the Logos, may

; Apol. adv. Orient. vii, ed. Pusey, v1. p. 308.

Apol. adv. Orient. xi, ed. Pusey, vi. p. 352. It seems certain that when
Theodoret, in reply to Cyril’s Anath. v, says: “If He shared in flesh and
l_)lood, He shared as being Another beside them [&s &\os Tap& Talta]; and
if the ﬂes.h was other beside Him [0 Tt mop’ odtév], He Himself was not
changed into flesh” (4pol. adv. Theod. v, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 32; ed.
Pusey, vI. p. 436), he is “separating the natures”, in order to safeguard the

dosctrine of the immortality and impassibility of the Divine.
See above, p. 123.
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carry out the work of man’s salvation. Here again, it will be
noted, we have teaching which is clearly in line with that of the
Alexandrines: as we have seen, these emphasize the voluntary
character of the union, and insist that it has its centre in the
Person of the Logos.

We now approach the heart of the Christology of the Antio-
chenes. The Logos, they hold, has in Jesus Christ united to
Himself real manhood. But, as they are always saying, theirs is
not the doctrine of “two Sons”—the Logos and a man, set side
by side. Rather do they constantly affirm that their doctrine,
like that of their opponents, is that Jesus Christ is “one pro-
sopon”. What, then, do they mean when they speak in this
way?

Now, from the outset, it is important for us to understand that
the Antiochene teachers maintain, not that the union of Godhead
and manhood in Jesus Christ has its ground in this one prosopon
—as would have been the case if, fundamental to their system,
had been the notion that the union was dependent on the one-
ness in purpose and will that existed between the Logos and the
Man—but that the one prosopon is the result of the union.
Theodore of Mopsuestia, for instance, uses such expressions as
these: “‘According to the union, He [the Logos] constitutes
[ouvTereiv] with Him [the Man assumed] one prosopon’’;! the
indwelling differs from the ordinary indwelling of God because
“we say that two natures have been united, and that the pro-
sopon constituted by the union is one” (adunari dicimus utrasque
naturas et unam juxta adunationem effectam esse personam); 2 “the
mode of union according to good pleasure, which preserves the
natures without confusion and without division, shows [Seikvuo1v]
that the prosopon of both is one” ;3 “the prosopon constituted
by the union [Tfj &vcoer &moTeholpevov] is one”’.% Nestorius is
equally definite. It was, as he says, “because He [the Logos]
condescended” that “there was demonstrated one purpose,
one will, one intelligence, indistinguishable and invisible as in
One” 5 According to this teacher, therefore, it is as a result of

1 De Incarn. vii, Swete, op. cit. I p. 296.

2 De Incarn. xiii, Swete, op. cit. IL. pp. 307 f.
s Ep. ad Domnum, Swete, op. cif. 1L p. 329.
4
5

De Incarn. viii, Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 300.
Bazaar, p. 70 (see below, pp. 160f.).
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the Incarnation that the oneness of the Logos and the Man in
purpose and will is demonstrated. Again, he expressly states
that the natures “have been combined in one prosopon”,! that
the union ““took place for the prosopon”,? that “the union of the
natures resulted in the one prosopon” 3 that it “resulted”” not in
a hypostasis of nature, as, in his view, the Alexandrines were
teaching, but “in a voluntary prosopon”,* and—with the same
thought in mind—that “the union of the divinity came about,
not for the completion of one ousia, but for the prosopon of the
dispensation on our behalf” 5

If, then, the one prosopon is the result of the union, it is the
result of the voluntary act of the Logos in uniting real manhood
to Himself—that is, the Logos has so assumed this manhood
that there is constituted one prosopon, one Person, of Him who
assumed and of that which was assumed, who, accordingly, is a
Person at once divine and human. And this, as we would now
endeavour to explain, is what these teachers mean when they say
that Jesus Christ is ““one prosopon”.

But first we must consider the meaning of this term as it is
used by the Antiochenes. Perhaps we can express the difference
between the Alexandrine and the Antiochene use of ““prosopon”’
in this way: whereas the Alexandrine theologians—though they
are aware of the non-technical meanings which could be given
to this word—seem to employ it in doctrinal discussion only in
the technical sense of ““person””,® the Antiochenes, or at any rate
Theodore and particularly Nestorius, see the value of making
use of the term in its non-technical senses, as they would bring
out their teaching on the “one Person’’ of Jesus Christ.

Every real being, the theologians of this school would say, has
its “prosopon”.” Thus the Bishop of Mopsuestia can declare
that it is impossible for a hypostasis to be without a prosopon.?
Similarly, Nestorius: “The prosopon does not exist without the

! Bazaar, p. 313.

2 Ibid. p. 218. ’ -,

3 Ibid. p. 262.

* Ibid. p. 181.

5 Ibid. p. 301. ¢ See above, pp. 46f.

7 As Hodgson puts it: “It [the prosopon] is a real element in the being of
a thing, without which, or if it were other than it is, the thing would not be

what it is” (Bazaar, Append. iv, p. 416).
® De Incarn. viii, Swete, op. cit. 1L p. 299 (quoted below, p. 187).
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ousia”; “the natures [of Christ] subsist in their prosopon”.?
This, then, is our starting-point.

So, in accordance with the original meaning of the word, the
“prosopon” of an ousia is, first, its ‘“‘appearance”:? it is that by
which the ousia is known.? Thus, to give two examples of this
usage, Nestorius can say that Christ ‘“showed in Himself the
prosopon of the [human] nature free from sin’*—that is,
Christ’s “appearance”, as He was seen by men, was one of
sinlessness; and it is evident that Theodoret is using the word in
this sense when, in his comment on Romans vii. 23, 24, he says
that St Paul would show ‘“what manner of prosopon’’ was man’s
before the coming of grace, and draws attention to the stress
which the Apostle is here laying on the fact that at that time man
was ‘“‘obsessed by sin’’ 5—that is, this teacher would say, before
grace came man had a sinful “‘appearance”.

Y Bazaar, pp. 170, 218 f., 309. So also Nestorius can speak of ‘“a natural
and hypostatic prosopon” (ibid. p. 86)—i.e. the prosopon of a nature or
hypostasis (see note in Driver and Hodgson ad loc.). It is true that, as Loofs
says, for this teacher “everything had its prosopon, its appearance, its kind of
being seen and judged” (Nestorius and his place. . ., p. 78), but we question
whether it is right to say with this scholar that “for Nestorius. . .the main
thing in his notion of prosopon was the external undivided appearance ” (:bid.
p. 76). The point would seem to be that in Christological discussion Nestorius
uses the term in the various meanings which belong to its etymological
growth—but he does so only to make it clear that he, and his fellow-
Antiochenes, were upholding the truth of the “one Person”. Surely, in view
of the general use of the term in this sense both in “Theology” and in
Christological doctrine, “the main thing in his notion of prosopon” could
hardly be other than the “Person” (of Jesus Christ)—though he adopts the
meanings of “appearance” and “individuality” in order to show that this
“Person” is “one”.

* Closely connected with the meaning of “appearance” is, of course, that
of “representation”. Thus—to quote examples adduced by Loofs (op. cit.
p. 77)—Nestorius speaks of messengers and ambassadors as the “ prosopa’
of those who send them (i.e. those who send them have their “appearance”’,
their “representation’, in their ambassadors), and of himself, as he_, a l?ishqp,
is preaching from the pulpit, as “the prosopon of the Church” (i.e. in him
the Church has its “appearance”, its “representation’) [Bazaar, p. 57;
Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 332].

3 Thus Nestorius can say that the one prosopon of Jesus Christ is that “by
which and in which both the natures are known” (Bazaar, p. 157; similarly,
pp. 319 f.). )

4 Sermo v, Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 239.

® In Rom. vii, ed. Schulze, 111. pt. i. p. 79. We have here (as in the pre-
ceding instance} a “metaphorical use of the literal sense of ‘face’”. A
similar use of “prosopon”, as denoting “inner and spiritual characteristics ”’,
is to be found in Origen (quoted by Driver and Hodgson, Bazaar, pp. 403 f.).



158 ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY

The term could also be used when referring to “the individual
peculiarity” of a being. Here what Babai, the Nestorian
theologian, says concerning the meaning of the Syriac equivalent
parsépd is of no small help to us. In his de Unione he writes:
“As to person, it is that characteristic of the hypostasis which
distinguishes it from other hypostases. The hypostasis of Paul
is not the hypostasis of Peter. On the count of nature and of
hypostasis, there is no difference between them;...But by
person they are distinguished each from the other in virtue of the

" individual peculiarity which each possesses, whether it be on

account of wisdom or of strength, or of figure, or of appearance
or temperament, or of paternity or sonship, or by masculine or
feminine sex, or in any way, whatever it may be, that distinguishes
and reveals the particular characteristics.. ..”’? It is easy enough
to see how this usage could arise. The “appearance” of a thing
1s itself that which distinguishes one thing from another thing.
But—to adopt one of Babai’s phrases—‘‘that which makes the
distinction” 2 is confined to that particular being which is thus
distinguished from all other particular beings of the same genus—

.itisits “own”. So, quite naturally, the term could be employed

in order to express the idea of ““ownness’’ or ““individuality ”—
“individuality ’ as seen, that is, not from an abstract, but from a
concrete, point of view. In this connection it may be noted that

- at the beginning of his Dialogues, where he is discussing the

" doctrine of the Trinity, Theodoret can say that ““‘prosopon’

. and ‘hypostasis’ and i%16ms mean the same thing”.3

'The more usual meaning of ‘“prosopon’ is that of “person”,
neaning prosop ! p
“personage’’—the individual, that is, whose is the ‘“‘appear-

_ance” and the “individual peculiarity”, he having a name.

Examples of this usage have been adduced by Loofs:* when
Nestorius speaks of ““Cyril’s prosopon’ he means “Cyril”, and
when he speaks of ““those prosopa”, he means ““those persons”’.
Or to give examples from Theodoret: when reference is made to
the blindness of Isaac in Scripture, he says, it is not to the body
—though it was the body that possessed the weakness—but to

1 Bethune-Baker, op. cit. p. 229. Though Babai lived in the seventh century,
it seems legitimate to consider that he is here explaining a usage which had
long been current in Syria.

2 Ibid. 3 Dial. i, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 8.
* Nestorius and his place. . ., p. 77 (Bazaar, pp. 132, 133).

ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY 159

““the prosopon itself”, it being recounted that ‘“‘Isaac” was
blind;! and, writing of Nathan’s meeting with David, this
teacher says that after the prophet had related the parable of the
ewe lamb, he went on to lay bare ‘““the prosopon of the accusa-
tion”’ 2—that is, through his “Thou art the man”, Nathan dis-
closed the particular individual against whom the accusation was
being brought.

It would seem, then, that if we are to understand the meaning
which is being given to “‘prosopon” in any particular passage
in the writings of the Antiochenes, we must first see the term in
relation to the context, and so discover the thought that is being
brought out. As we have noticed, there are times in the Bazaar
when we can be almost certain that Nestorius is using the term
in the sense of ‘“‘appearance’—as, for instance, when he says
that the Logos made use of ““the prosopon of flesh and of man”’
when He wished “‘to make Himself known unto the world”.3
Moreover, it is likely that when speaking of the ““one prosopon”,
he has the idea of “appearance” in mind. Thus in the passage
to which we referred when we were considering his teaching on
the divine self-emptying, we have the following: “He [Jesus
Christ] is in them both, in the likeness of a servant and in the
likeness of God, and possesses the same prosopon of humiliation
and exaltation.”* Is not his meaning here that in Jesus Christ
there is “one appearance”, and that upon investigation this
“‘appearance” is seen to be both an appearance of humiliation
(the Logos having “‘taken’’ this appearance) and an appearance
of exaltation (the Logos having “given” this appearance to the
Man)? So his teaching would seem to be that in Jesus Christ
there is one appearance which is at once both divine and human
—a conception which, as we shall see, is in line with what he says
concerning the ‘“‘one prosopon” when he uses the term in its
other senses.

Y Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i, p. 189.

2 Quaest. in 11T Reg., ed. Schulze, 1. pt. i. p. 508.

3 Quoted above, p. 148. [It may be noted that, according to Driver and
Hodgson, the word schéma, which Nestorius frequently uses in the Bazaar
has hardly the same meaning as “prosopon”: “the word schéma seems to
mean the form or appearance at any given moment....But prosopon,
whatever it is, must be a permanent element in the being of a thing...”
(Bazaar, p. 15 n. 2).]

¢ Bazaar, p. 70 (see also above, pp. 148 f.).
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Again, we find that the word occurs in contexts where the
thought of the one “individuality ”’ of Jesus Christ is uppermost.
We will put out one or two representative passages from Theo-
dore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius. In his letter to Domnus the
former writes in this way:

The union of the natures according to good pleasure effects
by reason of identity [T Tfis ducwvuuias Adyew] one will, energy,
authority, majesty, lordship, dignity, power between them which
nothing can remove, there existing, and being shown, one pro-
sopon between them in accordance with this union.

Again, from the same letter:

The mode of union according to good pleasure, while pre-
serving the natures without confusion [&ouyxUTtws] and without
division [&BicupéTeos], shows that one 1s the prosopon between
them, one the will, one the operation, and, consequently, one
the authority and the lordship.!

In like manner, Nestorius insists that Jesus Christ is one in will
and activity. Thus, to quote from the Bazaar:

Since in actions in bodily things He [the Man)] preserved the
likeness of God in all the sufferings of the body, it was pre-
ferable to Him that the will of God should be done, and not that
of the flesh; and in actions He made Himself a likeness to will
that which He [the Logos] wills, that there might be one and the
same will in both of them and one prosopon without division.2

Similarly:

In whatsoever there was pain and vexation He [the Man] was
firm in His thoughts, because His will was bound to the will of
God, and there was nothing to draw Him away and make Him
distinct from Him. For He was not living for Himself but for
Him whose prosopon He was, and He kept the prosopon without
blemish and without scar, and thereby gave victory to the nature.®

Or we may quote the following fragment of his work de mysterio
Epiphaniae:

The divine Logos was not one Person [&AMos] and another
[&AAos] the Man in whom He came to be [&v & yéyovev]. Rather,

1 Swete, op. cit. IL. pp. 338 f. ]
* Bazaar, p. 66. As has been said, for Nestorius the “likeness” is the
“prosopon” (see above, p. 134). 3 Bagzaar, p. 64.
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one was the prosopon of both in dignity and honour, worshipped
by all creation, and in no way and no time divided by otherness
of purpose and will.1

From statements such as these, in which “‘prosopon” and “will”’
are brought together, it may seem that the former has for the
Antiochenes a meaning approaching our “personality”,? but,
we must remember, their *‘ person” is not one subject, possessing

a central ego, but a person as he is seen from the outside. As"

seems clear, the dominant thought in these statements is that of
“individuality”’, Theodore and Nestorius insisting that while
the manhood of Christ is altogether real—as we shall see,
Nestorius is but following Theodore in maintaining that, like the
divine nature, it has its prosopon—that manhood possesses no
“ownness” in the sense that its individuality is ““other” than
that of the Logos: there is “‘one prosopon without division”.
As we have said, Nestorius teaches that the Man assumed was
created in this prosopon?® and—as his own statements reveal—
it is one of his main assertions that the Man, in His perfect
obedience, always retained it. The point that he would make is,
then, that since He “kept the prosopon without blemish and
without scar”, the Man’s individuality was ever identical with
that of the Logos, there being in Christ one individuality which,
while it was a divine, was also a human, individuality.

Most frequently, of course, the Antiochenes use ‘‘prosopon”’
in the sense of “personage”, and just as Nestorius would say
that in Jesus Christ there is one ‘“‘appearance”, one “indi-
viduality ’, so also would he say—and the rest of the Antiochenes
with him—that He is one Person, one Personage, at once divine
and human. Instance after instance could be given of their use
of the term in this meaning. At this point the following from
Theodoret will suffice for our purpose. God, says this teacher,
foresaw the Incarnation of the Only-begotten (Trv To¥ povoyevols

1 Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 224. We may also note that, in a fragment from his
On the Chapters, Nestorius speaks of one will and one activity as resulting
from the union: # xar& Tiv GéAnow fvwols, . .piav autév (ie. the natures)
Bewvioa wemwomuévny Thv BAnow xal Th dvéipyeaav (ibid. p. 219).

* At the same time we would say with Bethune-Baker that there is sug-
gested here “the merging of one personality in the other, each in each” (see
above, p. 149 n. 1).

8 See above, p. 134.
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odpkreoatv Te kad évavbpwmnow)—He foresaw how He, the Only-
begotten, would take this nature from the Virgin, and so conjoin
it with, and unite it to, Himself (écutd) that one prosopon of
God and man would be perceived (s v Tpdowov feoU Te kol
&vbpwmou vogioBat), and to Him («Ur¢y) one worship would be
offered by all creation.! Here, as it seems to us, is a statement
which can be taken as setting forth what all the Antiochenes
believe concerning the ““one prosopon”’: that one Person, Jesus
Christ, is the only-begotten Son, the Logos, who has united to
Himself real manhood—a manhood, that is, possessing the
faculty of self-determination, which is always exercised in
accordance with the will of the Logos—He being at once both
God and man.

It cannot be denied that, as it is seen from certain angles, the
teaching of the Antiochene theologians would seem to be that of
“two Sons”: their constant use of the term ‘‘conjunction”
when speaking of the union, their description of the action of the
Logos in taking man’s nature as an ‘““‘indwelling”, and their de-
termination to ““separate”’ the natures of Godhead and manhood
in Christ, each of which, they assert, has its prosopon—all these
features of their doctrine might seem to indicate that for them
Jesus Christ is not one prosopon but “two”’, the Logos and the
Man in whom the Logos dwells, these two being conjoined in
harmony of will and purpose. But, while it must be acknow-
ledged that some of their expressions are unsatisfactory, their
affirmations show that they do not teach a duad of Sons, but
proclaim that in Jesus Christ the Logos, the Second Person of
the Trinity, has taken to Himself a human nature altogether like
ours, the consequence being that there is now set up one Person,
whose are the two natures of Godhead and manhood, and whose,
accordingly, are properties both divine and human.

Thus in a well-known passage, Theodore of Mopsuestia, in
answer to the charge made against his teaching by the followers
of the Laodicene, emphatically denies that, while he asserts ““two
natures’’, he sets up ‘“two Persons’:

Men are ready to say against us, “If we say that there are two

perfect entities [8Uo Téheia], we must allow that there are two
Sons”....But we do not speak of two Sons. We confess, and

Y Quaest. in Gen. i, ed. Schulze, 1. pt. i. pp. 23 f.
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rightly, one Son, since the dividing of the natures ought of
necessity to be upheld, and the inseparability of the unity of the
prosopon to be preserved.!

For Theodore, as his interpretation of the locus classicus of these
teachers plainly illustrates, Jesus Christ is one Person, to whom
both what is divine and what is human must be attributed. He
says that when St Paul writes (in Philippians ii. 8) “becoming
obedient even unto death, yea, the death of the cross”’, the Apostle
is not thinking of the susceptus homo as if He were alius aliquis
praeter Christum,? but, while referring the death to the human
nature, has in mind—as his ‘““Who being in the form of God...”
indicates—una eademque persona, Jesus Christ, to whom belong
both guaecunque oportebant de divina natura and illa quae humani-
tatis sunt propria.® And, as we have seen, ““Jesus Christ”’ is for
him the Logos, the Son, as He has taken man’s nature upon
Him: “to the one Person’of the Son”, he says in his ad Bapti-
2andos, the Fathers at Nicaea ascribed both what is divine and
what is human when they spoke of “the only Son’’ and *the
First-born of all creatures”.4

Nestorius, it is clear, upholds the same position. As Bethune-
Baker has shown,® this Antiochene “forcibly refutes the idea
that there are two persons, though he persistently maintains that
there are two substances, in the one Christ, who is the one Son
and Word of God”. Thus he can say:

Hear this plainly stated. Christ is indivisible in His being
Christ, but He is twofold in His being God and His being man.
He is single in His Sonship; He is twofold in Him who has
assumed and Him who is assumed. In the Person of the Son

v De Incarn. xii, Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 303. See also for a similar rejection of
the “two Sons”, and the assertion that Jesus Christ is “one prosopon”, the
Creed of Theodore, which, Raven says, “despite the protests of Facundus,
is certainly his composition’” (Swete, op. cit. 11. pp. 329 f.; quoted by Raven,
Apollinarianism, pp. 296 £.).

2 Thus Theodore anticipates the statement of Andrew of Samosata that
the Antiochenes do not hold that the flesh of Christ is “that of another
beside the Logos” (see above, pp. 153 f.).

3 In Phil. ii. 8, Swete, op. cit. 1. pp. 219 f.

¢ Mingana, op. cit. p. 37. As Theodore knew it, the Creed contained the
latter phrase. :

5 In his Nestorius and his Teaching, pp. 83 f. The passages quoted above
have been taken from those collected by Bethune-Baker, in support of his
contention: “‘Two Persons’ not the teaching of Nestorius”.
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He is a single [Person], but, as with two eyes, He is different in
the natures of manhood and Godhead. For we know not two
Christs or two Sons or Only-begottens, or Lords. . . but One and
the Same, who was seen in the created and the uncreated nature.!

Or:

We do not hold two Christs or two Sons. . .but He who is one
is Himself twofold [otos 6 €ls éomi imrAoUs], not in dignity, but
in nature.2

And—again as illustrating that for Nestorius this “One”’ is at
once divine and human—we can adduce such statements asthese:

Our Lord the Christ is God and man.?
The visible and the invisible are one Son.4
He Himself [idem ipse] is new as man, but before the ages as

God.5

Moreover, especially interesting in this connection is his use of
the title “the Man-God”’, which is to be found in the Bagaar:
the Christ, he says, was “created in such wise as not originally
to be man but Man-God by the incarnation of God”.6 From all
this it seems clear that Nestorius is hardly deserving of the title
“Nestorian”’, and that this is a legitimate conclusion is borne out
by statements of his which show that for him Jesus Christ is very
God incarnate. Thus in the Bazaar he denounces those who
“call Christ and the Son [of God] double in prosopon as well as
in hypostasis—in like manner as the saints have received the in-
dwelling of God”.” Again, in the same work he asks how it can
be thought that his doctrine is that there is one Son, who is in
the bosom of the Father, and another Son, Christ, “who is only
such as a man is”’, when he directly affirms that

the Only-begotten, who is in the bosom of the Father, has ex-
pounded unto us God, whom no man has ever seen; and no one
else than He who is in the bosom of the Father came and became
flesh and dwelt among us.8

L Sermo xii, Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 280.

2 Ibid., ibid. p. 281. 3 Ibid., ibid. p. 284.

* Sermo xviii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 299. 5 Sermo x, Loofs, op. cit. p. 270.

¢ Bazaar, p. 60. It would seem from the Syriac that we have here an
original ~Av8pwos-Beds. 7 Ibid. pp. 45 f.

8 Ibid. p. 50. Cf. also Nestorius® acceptance of the statement of Gregory
of Nyssa: “The King of Kings and Lord of Lords is clothed in the likeness
of a servant” (ibid. p. 221). “God”, he says, condescended (bid. p. 23).
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Surely, we could not have a more explicit denial of the Nestorian
position than this: for him Jesus Christ is one Person, the Logos
made man, whose, since He is God and man, are properties
divine and human.!

Again, we could cite instance after instance to show that the
Bishop of Cyrus denies that his is the doctrine of ‘‘two Sons”.
He is truly amazed, he says, in his letter to Dioscorus of Alex-
andria, to hear of the charge which his accusers were bringing
against him. These were saying that when preaching at Antioch
he had upheld this Nestorian doctrine. But, he asks, because
man consists of a mortal body and an immortal soul, does one
say that a man is two men? All he does is to differentiate be-
tween the properties of the divine and human natures which
have come together in the one Person—but he holds, and that
most emphatically, that all the properties, whether divine or
human, are those of thi§ one Person. As he puts it in his
Dialogues:

When arguing concerning the natures of Christ, we should
give to each its own, but when we are discussing the Person
[prosopon] we must then make what is proper to the natures
common, and apply both sets of properties to the Saviour and
call the Same both God and man, both Son of God and Son of
Man, both David’s Son and David’s Lord, both seed of Abraham
and Creator of Abraham, and so on.2

Or:

We preach such a union of Godhead and manhood as to
understand one undivided Person [prosopon], and to acknow-
ledge the Same to be God and man;. ..and we apply to the one
Person [Tév mpoodtreov T évi] all the attributes which are in-
dicative alike of Godhead and manhood.?

1 Thus, in respect of the properties of Christ, Nestorius can say: ““Christ
is both of them [i.e. ‘He who took the likeness of a servant’, and ‘the
likeness of a servant’] by nature. For this reason the properties of the two
natures befit also the one prosopon” (#id. p. 166). He also speaks of “assign-
ing the properties of the natures to the prosopon” (ibid. p. 157).

? Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 108.

3 Dial. iii, ibid. p. 203. Here we may note that, like the rest, Andrew of
Samosata denies that he teaches “two prosopa or two hypostases or two
Sons”: for him “the Sonship is common to both natures”; he does not say
“one and another”, but “One and the Same” (so in his reply to Cyril’s
Anath. x, Apol. adv. Orient. x, ed. Pusey, V1. pp. 338 ff.).



166 ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY

And we have already given several instances of Theodoret’s
doctrine that this “one Person” is the eternal Son, who, through
uniting manhood to Himself, has become man.

But is not this the very doctrine which was being maintained
by the Alexandrines? If the Logos has united manhood to Him-
self, that manhood has its place in His Person. We mean that
though they are opposed to the use of the word “composition”
(oUvBeots) the Antiochenes themselves, in their teaching on the
““one prosopon”, are in reality standing for the very conception
which their opponents were seeking to express through their use
of this word!—that, in reality, the phrase being understood in
the sense which was given to it by those who coined it, they were
upholding the position that Jesus Christ is pia pUots cUvbeTos,?
one Person, that is, at once God and man. And we can go
farther. The Antiochenes teach that in Jesus Christ the Logos
Himself, very God of very God, has become man—that He who
“until He took flesh in His own prosopon was called Son on
account of the divinity”’ is He who “‘since He took flesh in His
own prosopon, became flesh”, and is the Son revealed in flesh.®
But what have we here save the doctrine that He who was once
&oapkos is now #voapkos?* Nay, more, may we not say that they
are but teaching what is summed up in the Alexandrines’ formula
that Jesus Christ is pic gUois ToU 8eoU Adyou ceoopreouévn ?

Again, it is evident that these teachers are at one with the
members of the opposing school of thought in adopting the
principle of the communicatio idiomatum. Because Jesus Christ
is one Person, both God and man, they say, His divine and
human titles can be interchanged, and what is human transferred
to the divine title, and what is divine to the human title. For
this, as they fully realize, they have the authority of Scripture
itself. Diodore of Tarsus acknowledges that *“if anyone should
wish through a figure of speech [karaypnoTikés] to name the Son
of God [the divine Logos] ‘Son of David’, he is at liberty to do

1 Nestorius, it seems clear, is maintaining the conception of a “composi-
tion” when, replying to the charge of Cyril that he was so dividing the
natures that he was denying that Christ is “One and the Same”, declares:
“We understand neither that which took nor that which was taken in dis-
tinction [? separation] but that which was taken in that which took, while that
which took is conceived in that which was taken” (Bazaar, p. 208).

? See above, p. 54. 3 See Nestorius® argument, Bazaar, p. 54.

4 See above, p. 51.
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so, because He from David is the temple of the Logos”1—
Diodore, as is clear from his concluding words, holding that it
is in virtue of the union of Godhead and manhood in the one
Person of Jesus Christ that such an interchange of titles is
possible. Again, Theodore of Mopsuestia in his ad Baptizandos
expressly states that in view of ‘‘ the wonderfulness and sublimity
of the union, what is due to the one [nature] is also due to the
other”;2 and in his explanation of certain Scriptural passages in
which there is an interchange of titles, he says: “ Any time the
Book wishes to speak of things done to the human nature, it
rightly refers them to the divine nature because they are high
above our nature—in this it shows the union with that Man in
order to make credible the things done by Him .2 Theodoret of
Cyrus has the same teaching. Thus, he asserts that “the divine
nature came down from heaven’ and that “in consequence of
the union it was called Son of Man”, and explains that “'The
Crucified” is called “Lord of Glory” (he has previously quoted
1 Corinthians xi. 8) “by attribution of the title of the impassible
nature to the passible”.* Or we may quote the remark which
is to be found in his reply to Cyril’s Sixth Anathematism:® “We
confess that the form of a servant is God because of the Son of
God united to it.”

And what of Nestorius? He, too, accepts the principle of
transference, and allows that in Jesus Christ ‘‘the flesh is called
God”,% and “God the Logos is called man”.? Neither does he

1 P.G. Ixxxvi. 1388c. 2 Mingana, op. cit. p. 87.

3 Ibid. p. 89. Theodore is alluding to such passages as St Jn. 1ii. 13, vi. 62,
Rom. ix. 5.

4 Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 227.

5 Reprchen. xit Capp. vi, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 36.

§ Bazaar, p. 238. Cf. also the following statements of Nestorius: “The
Virgin bore the manhood which is Son because of the Son who is joined
thereto ”’ (Sermo x, Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 274); “ He who was of the race of
Israel according to the flesh...was by the conjunction almighty God”
(Sermo viii, ibid. p. 248); “He who was assumed, since He was conjoined
with Him who assumed, is called God” (Sermo ix, tbid. p. 262; see also tbid.
p. 254, where he says that the form of a servant is called God).

? Bazaar, p. 252. Similarly, “ As God the Word is by nature God incor-
poreal, nevertheless in the union with the flesh He is called flesh, and the flesh
which is in its nature bodily frame and in its ousia also bodily frame, is yet God
and Son by the union with God the Word the Son of God”’ (ib4d. p. 159); “ We
name the Man God indeed on account of the union of the divinity, but man

in nature; similarly...God the Word is God indeed in nature, but we call
God man by reason of the prosopon of the humanity” (#bid. p. 248).
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hesitate to attribute what is human to the Logos or what is
divine to the Man. Thus he says that “the divinity is named
‘Christ’ after the humanity which was anointed” and—in
order to show how false was the Ephesine judgment against him
that his teaching was contrary to that of the Fathers, some of
whose statements (including this of Gregory’s) were read at that
Council>—declares with the Bishop of Nazianzus that “He who
had a beginning and grew and was perfected is not God, though
He is so called on account of the manifestation that took place
gradually”.* But, we consider, Nestorius does more than accept
the principle: on the basis of his theory of “taking and giving”’
he would, as it seems, offer an explanation of its working which
rules out the possibility of any misunderstanding when the prin-
ciple is employed. Moreover, he claims that in all this he has
the support of the orthodox teachers of the Church, since one
learns from their testimonies that they ‘“give in compensation
the [properties] of the humanity to the divinity, and those of the
divinity to the humanity”.* What, then, is Nestorius’ explana-
tion of the working of the communicatio idiomatum?

Seemingly he starts from the conception that Jesus Christ, the
Logos made man, is one prosopon, this one prosopon being
‘““the common prosopon of the divinity and of the humanity”.?
To this ““common prosopon”, he teaches, belong both divine
and human properties. Hence, both what is divine and what is
human must be ascribed to this one prosopon. As he says:

All the things which are called after the union in respect to
both of these things which are united come to be with reference
to the one prosopon.®

But how comes it about that, in the union of Godhead and man-
hood in this “‘common prosopon” of Jesus Christ, the Logos can
be called ““flesh”” and the flesh can be called *“ God”’? Nestorius’
answer would appear to be that in the union the prosopa of
the natures make use of one another. Thus, after maintaining
that the divine and human ousiai are not conceived without

! Bazaar, p. 3o1. ? See below, p. 231.

8 Ep. ci (ad Cledonium). 4 Bazaar, p. 261.

® Ibid. p. 149. For Nestorius’ use of the phrase “the common prosopon”,
see ibid. pp. 171, 238, 310.

& Ibid. p. 240.
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hypostases, and that these subsist “in the prosopon of the
union”, he goes on:

For in respect to the natural prosopon of the one the other
also makes use of the same on account of the union; and thus
[there is] one prosopon of two natures. The prosopon of the one
ousia makes use of the prosopon of the other ousia in the same

[way].1

Thus it would seem that by means of this theory of the “ex-
change” of the natural prosopa this Antiochene would explain
why “the names of the natural prosopa’? can be interchanged:
in the union, the prosopon of the one nature becomes that of the
other, with the consequence that God can be called ‘““man”’, and
the Man can be called “God”.2

Yet this is not all. Evidently Nestorius would also show how
it comes about that in virtue of the union human things can be
ascribed to the Logos, anid divine things to the Man. To quote
an important passage in this connection:

The common prosopon of the two natures [is] Christ, the same
prosopon whereof the natures make use.. . . Neither the divinity
nor the humanity exists [by itself] in the common prosopon, for
it appertains to both the natures, so that therein and thereby
both the natures are known; for it is one in the ousiai. For even
the ousia of the humanity similarly makes use of the prosopon
of the ousia of the divinity and not of the ousia, and the ousia of
the divinity makes use of the prosopon of the humanity simi-
larly, and not of the ousia....*

According to this, then, it is not only that in the union “the
prosopon of the one [nature] makes use of the prosopon of the
other”, but also that the one nature makes use of the prosopon
of the other nature. In other words, according to Nestorius, it is
in this way that one can understand why human properties can
be ascribed to the Logos and divine properties to the Man; and,
as bearing out our point, it is significant that he appeals to this
aspect of his theory when he explains Gregory’s saying that
“He who had a beginning...is called God”,® and his own

1 Iid. p. 219. ¢ Cf. ibid. p. 58.
3 See the instances quoted above, p. 167 nn. 6, 7.

4 Bazaar, pp. 319 f. Similarly, ibid. p. 240.

5 See esp. ibid. pp. 241, 252 f., 201.
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statement that “the divinityis named ‘ Christ” after the humanity
which was anointed .

But, as will have been noticed, Nestorius again and again in-
sists that it is only in respect of the prosopa of the natures that
“the one is the other and the other the one”—in respect of the
natures themselves, these “remain the one and the other”.2 So
is he determined to safeguard both the doctrine of the immuta-
bility and the impassibility of the Divine, and that of the com-
plete reality of the manhood which was assumed, fully realizing
that he can secure this end through laying down that it is the
prosopa, and not the natures, which ““make use of each other”’.
What he would avoid is all idea of ““confusion”. “He who had
a beginning and grew and was perfected” is called “God”, he
says, not because God the Logos is both human and divine in
ousia,?® but because in the union the divine ousia makes use of
the human prosopon. As he puts it:

I proclaim eagerly in every place that the things which are said
either about the divinity or about the humanity must be taken
not of the nature but of the prosopon, so that there might be no

unreality about the human qualities [as there would be] if both
of them were united in the ousia.*

It is, then, as Bethune-Baker says, “the Catholic doctrine of the
relation between the natures in the Person of the Incarnate Son
of God, the doctrine commonly known by the term communicatio
idiomatum ”—which, as this scholar expresses it, “forbids us to
ascribe human experiences to the Godhead or Divine experiences
to the manhood: the special properties of either nature belong
toitand to it alone, though the Person who is both God and man
is the subject of them all”’—that Nestorious is ‘“‘anxious to
maintain”.5 It is “on account of the union”, he is constantly
insisting, that one can attribute what is human to “God”’ and
what is divine to “man”: “the divine Logos does not suffer the
sufferings of the flesh, and accept them in His nature in His
prosopon”, and in nature ‘“‘the flesh is outside participating not
in the [properties] of the divinity in its own prosopon”;¢ “it
was not that He was changed from the divinity; God indeed

! Bazaar, p. 301. * Ibid. pp. 57, 218 f., 233, 252, 320.
3 Ibid. p. 261. 4 Ibid. p. 157.
® Nestorius and his Teaching, p. 81. ¢ Bazaar, p. 261.
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remained God and was made man; and man remained man and
was made God; for they took the prosopon of one another, and
not the natures”.! ) ,

Let us go a step farther in our investigation of the_ Antiochenes
acceptance of the principle of transference. It is 1_mportant for
us to notice that they have no intention of rejecting thgse ex-
pressions—arrived at on the basis of this principle—which the
Alexandrine theologians declare must be upheld by all who say
that theirs is the orthodox faith.

We will first consider their attitude to the affirmation tl_lat the
Virgin is “Theotokos”—it being round this aﬂirrpaﬂgn of
theirs, as Cyril tells John of Antioch after the Re1.1n10n in the
year 433,2 that well-nigh the whole of the Alexandrines’ contest
on behalf of the faith had been waged. .

There is a passage in the contra Apollinarit_lm_ of the Bishop of
Mopsuestia, of which it has been said that ““if it stood :allone we
should infer from it that Theodore would have repudiated the
title ‘ Theotokos’ altogether” .3 For instance, we find such state-
ments as these: It is ridiculous to say that God was born of the
Virgin’’; ““it was not the Logos of God who was borq of Mary”’;
“He who is consubstantial with the Father has not issued from
the womb . But, surely, it is only a question of emphasis. There
is a vast difference between saying ‘“God was not borr} of a
woman”’ and saying “God was not born of a woman™’: in the
former case, one is denying that the divine nature was subj.ected
to a human birth, but in the latter one is denying the reality gf
the Incarnation—and from what we have already seen of h1s
teaching, there can be no doubt that Theodore ha§ no intention
of doing this. In fact, what he says here reveals his mind: from
the first moment of its formation, he declares, the temple was
“the temple of God”’, but ““we must not on that account suppose
the temple and the Logos, the God in the temple, to be th_e
same”. It is not that he rejects “Theotokos” but thaF h.e is
desirous of its being correctly understood. That t.hls is a

reasonable conclusion is borne out by what he says in his de

1 Ibid. p. 220. Bind] o cit. p. 160

2 . ii. 177c; Bindley, op. cit. p. .

3 gc.)c;alx}f:r‘;,nop.lz. pp- 294 f., who quotes the passage (c. Apoll. iii. Frag. 1,
Swete, op. cit. 1L. pp. 313 £.).
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LY
Incarnatione, where, confessedly, ““he uses much more guarded

language” than in the passage from his work against Apollinarius.
Here we find:

When they ask us, “Was Mary Mother of man or Mother of
God?” let us say “Both: the first by the nature of the fact, the
second by relation [dvagop&]”’. For she was Mother of man by
nature since He who was in Mary’s womb and issued from it was
man; she was Mother of God since God was in the Man who
was born, not circumscribed in His nature within man, but being
in Him according to the disposition of His will.!

‘Theodore, then, does not hesitate to say that Mary can be given
the title, this teacher holding that she can be called “Mother of
God” because He who was in the Man from the start was
“God”; in other words, according to Theodore, Mary is
“’Theotokos” by reason of the union. But, while accepting the
title, he also sees that it is necessary to speak of the Virgin as
“Anthropotokos”, lest it should be thought that “God” was
born of a woman. The same attitude, as we are now to see, was
taken up by his successors.
Nestorius’ declaration is well known:

I have said many times that if any simple soul among you or
anywhere else delights in the title, I have no objection to it.
Only let him not make the Virgin a goddess.?

As he says, he can tolerate the word if it is properly understood,
and if, at the same time, Mary is called “Anthropotokos”.3
What he will not tolerate is the taking of “Theotokos” in any
natural sense.* There is a great difference, he argues, between

! De Incarn. xv, Frag. z, Swete, op. cit. p. 310. The rendering given above
is Raven’s (0p. cit. p. 295), except that we translate dvapopd “by relation™,
taking this as referring to the relation of the Logos to the Man—* God was
in the Man”. As it seems to us, the latter statement is explanatory of the
former, just as “He who was in Mary’s womb was man” is explanatory of
“by the nature of the fact”. Raven does not follow the Latin rendering,
relatione, but considers that societas is probably the meaning here.

* Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 353.

% See Ep. i ad Caelest., Loofs, op. cit. p. 167; Ep. i ad Caelest., Loofs,
op. cit. p. 181; Ep. ad Johan. Antioch., Loofs, op. cit. pp. 184 f.; Sermo xviii,
Loofs, op. cit. pp. 301 fI., 309, 312 (see below, p. 199 n. 1).

* The following statement illustrates Nestorius® attitude to Theotokos:
“By the union God the Word made these [properties] of the flesh His own,
not that the divinity was born in the birth of the flesh, nor again that the flesh
was born naturally in the birth of the divinity, but [that] by the union with
the flesh God is called flesh and the flesh by union with the Son, God the
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saying “God” and saying ‘“Godhead”, and Mary did not give
birth to ‘“God”’—understood, that is, in the sense of “‘the divine
and incorporeal substance” ;! a real mother must be of the same
ousia as that which is born of her, and no mother ever gives
birth to one who is already in existence;? strictly speaking., there-
fore, it is only to the Father of the divine Son that t}}e t}tle can
be ascribed.® But Nestorius has no intention of rejecting the
title. ““Because the Logos was united to the temple” (propter
unitum Verbum templo), “‘on account of the union” (propter
unitatem),* because, that is (as he himself declares), the term
“God” can properly be used of the temple of G.odhead (vox. ..
“Deus” et templo divinitatis est apta),® the Virgin can be called
“Theotokos”. At the same time, it has to be granted that the
title which he prefers is * Christotokos”, ‘“Mother of Chr_i§t”,
since this is Scriptural, and free from all ambiguity®—a position,
the significance of which we have still to discuss. o
Theodoret of Cyrus has the same view. We call the Virgin
“Theotokos” and “ Anthropotokos” at the same time, he says:”
““Theotokos, not because the Logos was naturally cqncei_ved of
the Virgin, nor because He derived the beginning of His existence

" from her, but “on account of the union”, the Logos having

formed for Himself a temple in the Virgin’s womb, and being
with that which was formed and begotten; and Anthropoto}(os ’_’,
because she gave birth to the form of a servant.®? Indeed, in his
letter to Dioscorus of Alexandria, this teacher declares that those
who reject the former title are ““alienated from true religion™.?

Word, Son” (Bazaar, p. 191). Cf. also the following: “I would have you be

~ very careful when you examine doctrinal statements. I would not have you

confound the manhood which was assumed with the diyine L.ogos, neither
would I have you say that He who was born was an.ordma.ry man, nor t_ha’f
the divine Logos was mingled or mixed, thus losing His proper ousia
(Sermo xxvii, Loofs, op. cit. p. ‘339). )

* See the Tragedy of Nestorius, Loofs, op. cit. p. 205.

2 Ep. i ad Caelest., Loofs, op. cit. p. 167. .

3 Sermo x, Loofs, op. cit. p. 276. We may note, too, Ne§torlus argument
that the title gives a handle to the pagans against the Christians (Sermo xxvii,
Loofs, op. cit. p. 337). . .

* Sermo xviii, Loofs, op. ¢it. pp. 303, 309. 5 See above, n. 1. )

8 Ep. ii ad Cyrill., Loofs, op. cit. p. 177; Ep. i ad Caelest., Loofs, op. cit.

. 181 f. ] )
i fSeIe, for instance, Theodoret, Ep. xvi (to Irenaeus of Tyre) and Ep. cli
(to the Monks of the East). ]

8 Reprehen. xii Capp. i, ed. Schulze, v. pt. 1. pp. 3 ff.

» Ep. Ixxxiii (see below, p. 240).
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Yet it should be observed that when he writes to that determined
upholder of the Antiochene doctrine, Irenaeus of Tyre, he pleads
that one would be “expressing the same opinion” if, avoiding
the term which had become ““the pretext of calumny”, one were
to say that Mary is ““Christotokos”—“Mother of our Lord
Jesus Christ”.1

Or—in support of our argument—we may notice that the
Antiochenes do not challenge the right of their opponents to say
that it is possible to ascribe two births to the Logos. What they
deny is that it should be thought that the Logos in His divine
nature was born of the Virgin. At first sight it may seem that
Diodore of Tarsus rejects this idea of “two births”, for in a
fragment of his contra Synousiastas®—a work which, as the title
shows, was directed against the teaching of the Alexandrine
school of thought—he says:

The divine Logos did not undergo two births, one before the
ages, the other in these last days.

But we must view the saying in the light of its context. Diodore
also says:

In any discussion concerning the births according to nature,
it must not be thought that the divine Logos is Son of Mary.

It is not, as may be inferred, that he would deny that the Logos
can be said to have been born of the Virgin—for, as we have
seen,® he is prepared ““through a figure of speech” to ascribe
what is human in Christ to the Divine; what he would resist is
the notion that the divine nature had its beginning from the
Virgin: the “divine” Logos, he insists, did not experience a
human birth. Nestorius adopts a similar attitude. Ashis writings
show, he is fully aware that his opponents were speaking of “two

births” in respect of the Logos, but not once does he condemn

* Ep. xvi. As is clear from what he says in his reply to Cyril’s Anath. i,
Andrew of Samosata has no intention of questioning the validity of the use of
the title (Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. i, ed. Pusey, v1. p. 284). In this connection,
too, we can appeal to what the Antiochenes say in the Formulary of Reunion.
Here they definitely confess that Mary is “ Theotokos”, and, moved, as it
seems, by the consideration that the time had come (in 433) for them to
make concessions for the sake of peace with Cyril, make no mention of
“Anthropotokos’’ or of “ Christotokos ”’ (see below, p. 235).

? The fragment is preserved by Leontius of Byzantium in his ¢. Nestor. et
Eutych., P.G. 1xxxvi. 1388B. 3 See above, p. 166,
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them for so doing. His contention in this connection is summed
up in his own words: Ego natum et mortuum Deum et u.vepu.lt'um
adorare non queo.* He will not hold that the Logos in His divine
nature was born of the Virgin. The “divine” Logos, he says,
was not born of a woman:? one must not introduce duae nati-
vitates deitatis® or say simply (simpliciter) Deus de Maria_ natus
est (or Deus est, qui natus est de Maria)* The insertion of
simpliciter here reveals Nestorius’ mind: he would guard against
that confusing of the natures which the expression, unless it 1s
properly understood, can easily introduce. Bu_t, it will be noted,
he can still say ““God was born of a woman”’; indeed, as we haYe
seen, through his theory of “exchange”, he is ready to explain
how it is possible to speak in this way.

Neither can it be said that the Antiochenes reject the Alex-
andrines’ expressions, ‘‘God suffered” and “God died”. We
turn to their replies to Cyril’s affirmation in his Twelfth Ana-
thematism that he who does not confess that ““the Logos of God
suffered in the flesh, was crucified in the flesh, and tasted death
in the flesh” is anathema.’ Nestorius, it should be observed,
does not attack Cyril on account of his use of the principle of th_e
communicatio idiomatum: his point is that such a statement is
dangerous because it can easily lead one to think that the diyine
nature of the Logos is passible.® So he declares that the sufferings

L Sermo xxvii, Loofs, op. cit. pp. 337 f. ) )

® Ep. i ad Cyrill., Loofs, op. cit. p. 1776; Sermo xiv, Loofs, op. cit. p. 288;
Sermo xvii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 295. )

3 Sermo xvii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 207; Sermo xiv, Loofs, op. cit. p. 288.

4 Sermo xxvii, Loofs, op. cit. pp. 337, 339. [On Sermo xxvii (“ In answer to

s”’) see below, p. 221 n. 4.] )
Prgc};lG.)lxxvii. 121 lf; Bindley, The Oecumenical Documents of the Faith,
. 158. )

P SOf Cyril’s position Nestorius refuses to think otherwise than that
(though the Alexandrine asserts that it can be_ said that God the Logos
suffered “because His body tasted death”) it is that God the Logos was
passible in ousia (see Bazaar, pp. 150 f.). But never do we find him denying
that it can be said “ God suffered”; indeed, when he says that the Logos
“made use of the prosopon of Him who died and was c_rlf‘cxﬁed and was
exalted as His own prosopon” (ibid. p. 58) (.)r.that the L.ogos is ““ that which the
Man was by His nature in sufferings” (ibid. p. 70—see above, p. 149), he
himself is virtually saying * God suffered ’—though not in His divine nature.
Cf. also ibid. pp. 265 f., where, in answer to the accusations brought against
him at Ephesus (431) by Acacius of Mehtene_, Nestorius says that w}nle he
could be charged with having denounced Cyril because he was teaching the
passibility of the divine Logos, he (Nestorius) c.oul,x’:l not be charged with
having refused to confess that “ God the Word died”.
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of the flesh must not be attributed to the “divine” Logos (S%
quis confitens passiones carnis, has quoque tanguam Verbo Deo
tribuerit. . .anathema sit), else the difference of the natures is
lost (non discernens dignitatem naturarum). Again, Theodoret in-
sists that ““passion being proper to the passible”, it was not
“God” (6 e6s) who suffered, but “the Man assumed”, “the
form of a servant”’, “ He who had the human nature”. But while
he thus ““separates the natures”, it is clear, even from what we
have here, that he would accept the expression “ God suffered”,
for he says that “the form of God. . .made sufferings its own on
account of the union”.2 Or, to come to Andrew of Samosata,
what we find is that he, too, denounces the notion that the God-
head is passible: it was not the Godhead that suffered, he says,
but, the Godhead allowing it, the flesh suffered according to its
nature. It is, then, because it is not sufficiently safeguarded—
for he argues that it can be taken as implying that the Divine is
passible, and that on this account it can be accepted both by the
Patripassian and by the Arian—that he has no love for the ex-
pression “God suffered”. But in all this there is not the slightest
hint that the Bishop of Samosata denies that, having regard to
the union of Godhead and mankind in the one Person of Jesus
Christ, it is proper to use such an expression.?

At the same time, it is perfectly clear that, while not for a
moment would they question the Godhead of our Lord Jesus

! Loofs, op. cit. p. 217.

* Reprehen. xii Capp. xii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. pp. 65 f. That Theodoret is
ready to say “ God suffered” is clear from his Dialogues. In Dial. iii he says
that the Lord Jesus Christ is truly “our God”, and that “as man” (i.e. when
the Logos became man) He underwent the passion while remaining im-
passible ““as God” (i.e. in His divine nature). So, answering ‘Eranistes’”
question, “How does the divine Scripture say that the Son of God suffered?”’
he can say, “Because the body which suffered was His body”—*we deny
that the passion was suffered by any other”, he says (ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i.
pp. 187, 190). This Antiochene may condemn the expression “He suffered
impassibly” as “a ridiculous riddle” (ibid. p. 216), but it seems clear that he
upholds the same underlying truth—namely, that the Logos, impassible in
His own nature, can be said to have suffered since His was the body which
suffered (see above, p. 167); for in the Demonstrationes per Syllogismos (in
which he summarizes his argument in the Dialogues) he says that the divine
nature was united to one undergoing the passion, and that thus conjoined with
a human nature, while not receiving pain from the passion, “It made the
passion Its own, since [it was that] of Its own temple and of flesh united to
1t” (ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. pp. 278 £.).

8 Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. xii, ed. Pusey, VI. pp. 366 ff.
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Christ, the Antiochenes are well aware of the danger which can
arise when one ascribes suffering to the Logos—the danger, that
is, to adopt the words of Nestorius, of ‘“humanizing the Godhead
and dehumanizing the manhood . Hence it is that just as they
prefer to speak of Mary as * Christotokos”, so they prefer to say
“Christ” suffered and died—* Christ” being for them the term
which signifies the one Person in whom, without confusion, are
the two natures. And for ascribing both divine and human
things to ““Christ” they claim the authority of Scripture itself.
Thus Nestorius, appealing to the locus classicus of the school,
pleads that St Paul here says that it was “Christ” who was
obedient to the death of the Cross, and, taking this as his stan-
dard, argues that, because the name is indicative of both the im-
passible and the passible ousia, ““ Christ” can without any danger
be called “passible”.? Again, he asserts that nowhere in the
New Testament does one find that death is ascribed to God: on
the contrary, it is ascribed to *“ Christ”’—or to the “Son”, or to
the ““Lord”, names which*he regards as equivalents—Scripture
itself using the term now from the point of view of the Godhead,
now from that of the manhood, and sometimes from both points
of view.? Theodoret teaches in the same way. In Scripture, he
says, ‘“‘passion is never associated with the name ‘God’”:
Peter himself confesses that ““Christ” sutfered in the flesh
(1 St Peter iv. 1), and, when he says “in the flesh”, the Apostle
is making it clear that it was only the flesh—and not the divine
nature—that suffered.

So we ask: What is the purpose of these teachers in main-
taining that it is to ‘“Christ’" that what is divine and what is
human should be ascribed? The answer, it would seem, comes
out quite clearly once we realize what they mean by “Christ”.
He is the One, they say, in whom the two natures have been
joined together. But who is this One? As we have tried to show
in preceding pages, the Antiochenes hold that He is the Logos
incarnate, and that we are justified in saying this is borne out by

1 Sermo v (on the Highpriesthood of Christ), Loofs, op. cit. p. 242; see
also Bethune-Baker, op. cit. p. 113.

2 Ep. ii ad Cyrill., Loofs, op. cit. p. 176.

3 Sermo x, Loofs, op. cit. p. 269.

1 Dial.iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 215; see also Dem. per Syll., ed. Schulze,
v. pt. i. pp. 276 {.
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the direct statements of both Nestorius and Theodoret. The
name ‘‘Christ”, says the former, is *“the name of the economy’’!
—the name, that is, of the Logos as He has become man. The
latter is even more explicit. Let us quote what he says in his
Dialogues on this subject:

_The name “Christ” in the case of our Lord and Saviour
 signifies the incarnate Logos [Tov évavBpwmfoavTa Adyov], the
. Emmanuel, the “God with us”’, both God and man. But the
name “‘God the Logos”, so said, signifies the simple nature
[Ty &mAfiv @uow], before the world, superior to time, and in-
corporeal [dowuarov].?

So then, with these words of Theodoret to guide us, we can say
that when the Antiochenes assert that in order to avoid ambi-
guity human things—such as the birth, the sufferings, and the
death—should be ascribed to ““Christ”, they are in reality dis-
tinguishing between the Logos in His eternal existence (as
Gowparos and &mhols) and the Logos in His incarnate existence

(as dvovbBpwmrocs): the Logos in His incarnate existence is -

“Christ”, and to Him these things must be attributed, and not
to the Logos who, while becoming man, remains what He was.
In other words, in making this distinction, their purpose is to
uphold the immutability and the impassibility of the Logos in
His divine nature. But, as we saw when we were considering
their Christology,® the Alexandrines make the same distinction
and have the same end in view, the only difference being in
- respect of the means which the two schools adopt towards
securing that end, for while the Antiochenes distinguish between
“Logos” and “Christ”, the Alexandrines lay stress on the &v
oopki in the formula 6 Adyos &v oopki (as distinct from & Adyos
&oopros) and on the oeoapkwuévn in the formula pic gUots ToU Beol
Noyou oeocprwpévn, and say that these words denote the new
estate in which the Logos, on becoming man, now finds Him-
self, and that it is only to the Logos “in the flesh” and to the

Y On the Chapters, Loofs, op. cit. p. 218, Frag. a.

? Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 213. Cf. also the following statement:
“Now after the Incarnation God the Logos is called ‘Christ’, this name
mcludu}g all things—both whatsoever is proper to the Godhead and what-
soever 1s proper to the manhood” (ibid. pp. 228 f.).

3 See above, p. 55 n. 10.
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“incarnate’ nature of the Logos that suffering can be ascribed.
Here again, then, we have evidence that, so far as root principles
are concerned, the Antiochene theologians are at one with their
opponents.

Let us try to summarize their Christological thought as we
have thus far seen it. T'aking St Paul’s statement in Philippians
ii. 5 ff. as their starting-point, the Antiochenes teach that, while
remaining God, the divine Logos has, in order to restore the
human race, undergone a voluntary humiliation, and united real
manhood, or “the Man”, to Himself, there coming into being as
a result of this union one Person, our Lord Jesus Christ, who is
““One and the same”—“the Man-God”’, to use Nestorius’ ex-
pression—Himself divine and human; and because He is such,
they uphold the doctrine of the communicatio idiomatum, at the
same time fully realizing that it is essential, if the reality of the
natures is to be preserved, that this must be properly under-
stood. Though they speak of the Logos as “dwelling” in the
man, and when referring to the union use the term ““conjunc-
tion”, they emphatically deny that theirs is what we call an
““inspirationist”’ Christology. For them Christ is no “mere
man” in whom, as in the prophets, the Logos dwelt, neither,
though their expressions could lead their enemies to suppose
that this was their teaching, do they proclaim *“‘two Sons”’, con-
joined in a moral relationship: besides their affirmations that
theirs is not the Nestorian position, we have their own positive
statements which clearly show that for them it was the Logos
Himself, the Second Person of the Trinity, who became man as
Jesus Christ. And, as we have been attempting to make plain,
at all these points their doctrine is fundamentally the same as
that of their opponents. So we would say that the first main
Christological principle of the Alexandrine theologians is theirs
too—that these, too, would say: In Fesus Christ, the Logos, while
remaining what He was, has, for our salvation, united manhood
to Himself, thereby making it His own; He is not, therefore,
two Persons, but one Person, the Logos Himself in His incarnate
State.

Passing now to the second part of our study of the Christology
of the Antiochene theologians, we would consider their teaching
on the “two natures” in its various aspects. Here again, it

I2-2
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would seem, we find thought which is no wise different from,
indeed, at one point it appears to be superior to, that of their
opponents of the school of Alexandria, and, as we shall en-
deavour to show, included in this teaching is the counterpart of
their second soteriological conception—namely, that if the re-
demption is to be real, the Man assumed must ever will what the
Logos who assumes Him wills.

First of all, let us briefly consider the terms which these
teachers use when they speak of the two elements of Godhead
and manhood in Jesus Christ. For them ‘ousia’ and “nature”
are terms which signify simply ‘‘that which exists”. Conse-
quently, when they assert that there are “two ousiai” or “two
natures” in Jesus Christ, we at once know what they are driving
at—namely, that His is real Godhead, and that His is real man-
hood. It is to enforce this truth that they use the term ‘“hypo-
stasis’—the term which has as its fundamental idea that of
“reality . They agree that in “ Theology”’ this word can be em-
ployed in the sense of ““person’-—as the equivalent, that is, of
“prosopon”’’—but in Christological discussion they almost
always? use it in its root meaning of ‘“‘underlying existence”,
and mean by it what the Western theologians meant when they
used the word substantia. Once again, then, we know what they

" have in mind when they say that in Jesus Christ there are “two

hypostases”: they would be even more definite in maintaining
the reality of the natures.? So it is that their terminology is much
simpler than that of the Alexandrines: they refuse to take
“ousia”, “nature” and ‘“‘hypostasis” as signifying either a
“person”, or that element which is common to a group of

! See, for instance, Theodoret, Dial. i, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 7.

* We say “almost always’” because instances are to be found of the use of
“hypostasis” in the sense of “prosopon’’ by the Antiochenes when they are
considering the “ Economy”. Thus Andrew of Samosata, replying to Cyril’s
Anath. viii, says: “We do not speak of two prosopa or two hypostases, or two
Sons” (Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. viii, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 314). Again, Theodoret
points out that in adopting the simile of Isaac and the ram he means that
there are two natures, not two hypostases, in Jesus Christ (Dial. iii, ed.
Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 203). It will be noticed, however, that here these teachers
are but adopting their opponents’ terminology, in order to explain their own
position.

® So, as Bethune-Baker says, “Nestorius knew very well what he was
doing when he insisted on the recognition of the ‘substances’ as well as the
‘natures’ in the Person of our Lord” (op. cit. p. 49).

ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY 181

particulars, but employ the three terms as signifying simply To
8v, 16 UgeoTds.1

As is well known, the Antiochenes are utterly opposed to the
idea of “mixture” or “confusion’’: in the union of Godhead and
manhood in the Person of Jesus Christ each element remains
real, and the properties of each are left unimpaired. As Theo-
doret has it in his letter to the Monks of Constantinople (a letter
in which he seeks to explain his position after he had been
deposed by Dioscorus of Alexandria at the Latrocinium in 449):

While confessing that the only-begoiten Son of God was made
man [évavBpwfican], we do not deny the nature which He took,
but confess, as I have said, both the nature which took and the
nature which was taken: the union did not confound the pro-
perties of the natures. For if the air by receiving the light through
all its parts does not cease to be air, nor yet destroy the nature of
the light, . . .so would it be the height of folly to call the union of
the Godhead and the manhood confusion. If created natures. ..
remain unimpaired, and when the light withdraws the nature of
the air is left alone, much more proper is it, I consider, that the
nature which fashioneth all things, when conjoined with and
united to the nature which it assumed from us, should be
acknowledged as continuing in its purity, and, in the same way,
as preserving unimpaired that which it assumed.?

And what the Bishop of Cyrus says here may be taken as illus-
trating the standpoint of all the Antiochene teachers: the natures
are ‘““two”—real and without confusion, that is—and “two”
they remain.®

1 An excellent illustration of the Antiochene usage of “ousia”’, “nature”,
and “hypostasis”’ in this sense is to be found in Theodoret, Quaest. in Gen. i.
3, ed. Schulze, L pt. . p. 6: “We were taught that the divine nature is
uncircumscribed, uncreated, without beginning and eternal [&mepiypagov, . .
v felav guow]. But things which have a beginning of existence have,
clearly, an existence which is circumscribed [wepiyeypoupévoy Exer Sndovétt
76 elva]. Wherefore, when speaking of the incorporeal nature of angels we
say that their hypostasis is circumscribed [mwepiyeypagbot. . .ty Uméotaow];
and no one will deny, I think, that the angels have an ousia which is circum-
scribed [wepryeypappévny. . . Thy ovolav].” Cf. also Theodoret, Dial. i, ed.
Schulze, 1v. pt.i. p. 113, where he charges ‘ Eranistes” with dividing the Lord’s
manhood, so that the soul is one thing and the body another existing thing
(Mo pév m.. .80 B¢ T elvar), the consequence being, so Theodoret
argues, that his opponent would set up three “natures” in Jesus Christ.

2 Ep. cxlv.

3 Thus Alexander of Hierapolis, the determined supporter of the Antio-
chene doctrine who refused to come to terms with Cyril in 433, can say that
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The insistence of the Antiochenes on the reality of the divine
nature of Jesus Christ is seen, for instance, in their determina-
tion to resist a false interpretation of the word ‘“became”
(Bytvero) in the text St John i. 14—the text which was con-
stantly on the lips of their opponents. Let us not misunderstand
their point of view. Not for a moment do they hesitate to accept
the text; rather, what they are opposed to is the taking of “be-
came’’ in the sense of ‘“was turned into”’—the meaning, that is,
in which, as they seem to have pointed out, éyéveto is used in
Genesis xix, 26 and Exodus iv. 3, where it is recorded that Lot’s
wife ‘““became”’ a pillar of salt, and Moses’ rod “became” a ser-
pent!—since this would mean that the Logos no longer remained
in His own nature. So, to safeguard the doctrine that the Logos
did not undergo any natural change when He became flesh, they
set beside the locus classicus of the Alexandrines their own locus
classicus, and say that the Logos “became’ flesh in that He ““took
flesh.? The pointis brought outby Theodore in his de Incarnatione :

The word “became” can be interpreted only as meaning
““according to appearance’....In appearance the Logos be-
came flesh, and by “appearance” we mean, not that the Logos
did not take real flesh, but that He did not ‘““become” flesh. For
when the Scripture says He “took”, it means that He took not in
appearance but in truth. But when it says He ““became”, then
it is speaking ““according to appearance’’; for He was not trans-
formed into flesh.?

two natures are recognized in the one Lord usque in saecula infinita (P.G.
Ixxxiv. 752; quoted below, p. 195 n. 1). Cf. also the statement of Theodore
in his ad Bapt. (Mingana, op. cit. p. go): “ The natures will remain two because
they are two.”

1 Cf. Cyril, Quod unus sit Christus, ed. Pusey, viL. pt. i. p. 339.

2 So Theodore, ¢. Apoll. iv, Frag. 2, Swete, op. cit. 11. p. 319: “We on
our part affirm, and that most decidedly, that the divine Logos has ‘taken’—
we should never allow it to be said that He ‘became’ man in your sense of
the words ’—Theodore, that is, holding that the Apollinarians were taking
“became” in the sense of “was turned into”. Similarly Nestorius: “‘The
Logos became flesh’ means ‘He took flesh’, and ‘dwelt among us’ means
‘He put on our nature’” (Bazaar, p. 197; cf. also Sermones ii, xiv, xviii,
Loofs, op. cit. pp. 226, 287, 305 f.), and Theodoret: “Unless the word
‘became’ is made quite clear, it suggests mutation and alteration, for, unless
He became flesh by taking flesh, He became flesh by undergoing mutation”
(Dzal. i, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 12; cf. Dial. i, ibid. p. 41). [Cf. the express
words of Severian of Gabala (t ¢. 408), the determined opponent of Chry-
sostom: “The words [in St Jn. i. 14] mean nothing other than the assumption
of flesh” (quoted by Theodoret, Dial. i, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 48).]

3 De Incarn. ix, Frag. 2, Swete, op. cit. II. p. 300.
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Theodore, it will be noted, does not deny the reality of the
Incarnation—it was the Logos Himself who “appeared” in true
flesh; what he would resist is the notion that in the Incarnation
the Logos was deprived of His divine nature.

Again, it is because they would maintain the reality of Christ’s
divine nature that these teachers insist—against thought which,
as it seems to them, endangers this truth—that when the Logos
became man He in His own nature remained impassible. For,
as they see, to make God passible is to deprive Him of that
wherein He is God. Instance after instance of their determina-
tion to uphold the doctrine of the impassibility of the divine
nature is to be found in their writings. Eustathius again and
again denounces the notion that the Divine in His own nature
suffered the agony of the Cross: “the temple suffers”, he
affirms, “but the [divine] ousia abides without spot and preserves
its dignity without defilement”’.* Theodore of Mopsuestia, com-
menting on Philippians ii. 8, says that “‘these things cannot
possibly affect the divine nature: that nature which promised to
raise the dead cannot suffer death”.? Nestorius, believing that
the Cyrillians were teaching that the Divine had been rendered
passible, writes his Against the Theopaschitans,® and preaches a
sermon Against those who put to death the Godhead of the Only-
begotten and deify the manhood;* he denounces it as “‘an awful
and dreadful thing” to tell men concerning the Son ““that He has
been changed from the impassible to the passible, from the im-
mortal to the mortal, and from the unchangeable to the change-
able”.5 Andrew uses it as one of his arguments against Cyril’s
Twelfth Anathematism that it can be of no advantage to man if
the Godhead of the Lord Christ is brought under suffering,
since, as he says, it is just from the passible that man seeks to be
removed, redemption consisting in his being raised from the
passible to the impassible.® And Theodoret in his summary of
the third of his Dialogues (in which he shows that the Logos in

1 Discourse on Prov. viii. 22, P.G. xviii. 684¢; cf. also Eustathius’ state-
ments in the same work, P.G. xviii. 681D, and his Interpret. of Ps. xcii,
P.G. xviii. 688 A, B. 2 In Gal. iv. 5, Swete, op. cit. L. p. 219.

* Fragments of the work, contra Theopaschitas seu Cyrillianos, are to be
found in Loofs, op. cit. pp. 209 ff.

1 Sermo x, Loofs, op. cit. pp. 265 ff. ® Bazaar, p. 93.

§ Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. xii, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 368.
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His divine nature is Impatibilis) insists that since the Son is
I_lomoousios with the Father—and the Father, as Scripture says,
is impassible—His is a nature which cannot undergo passion.!
The same position is also forcibly upheld by this teacher when
he replies to the Twelve Anathematisms of Cyril.2

. But why do these teachers lay such stress on the reality of the
divine nature of Jesus Christ? Why do they insist that the Logos
was r.10t “turned into” flesh, and that in His own nature He
femamed impassible? Is it merely because they would defend
important theological conceptions? Unquestionably, in main-
taining that the Logos is immutable and impassible in nature,
they appeal to the authority of Holy Scripture and the writings
of .the Fathers, but, it would seem, the answer lies deeper than
this. As we see it, they uphold the reality of Christ’s divine
nature because—though, apparently, unconsciously rather than
consciously—they are moved by the thought that if man is to be
redeemed there is need of the divine nature, as divine nature,
to fulfil its part in effecting this redemption. As we have seen,
Nestorius says that man of himself could do nothing against the
power of the enemy, and that, if the enemy was to be defeated,
it was necessary that the Divine should condescend, and take to
Himself “the form of a servant”. So he can say:

Men were in need of the divinity as for our renewal and for our
formation anew and for [the renewal] of the likeness of the image
which had been obliterated by us.?

Certainly the point is never fully discussed, but it seems clear.
that behind the Antiochene insistence on the reality of Christ’s
Godhead we can see a real soteriological interest: if in the
Incarnation the divine nature has become passible and mutable,
then Jesus Christ is no longer divine—and if He is not divine,
the whole process of the redemption is, from its very beginning,
prought to nought. So would it appear that, in upholding the
impassibility and the immutability of the Logos in His divine
nature, these teachers are in reality upholding what we are
alluding to in this study as their first soteriological conception—

: Dem. per Syll., ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 273.
See esp. Theodoret’s replies to Cyril’s Anaths. x, xii (ed. Schulze, v.
pt. L. pp. 51 1., 65 f.). ’
3 Bagzaar, p. 183.
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namely, that God Himself must “condescend” if man is to be
renewed in that divine image which was formerly his.

As we would now see, the second soteriological conception of
the Antiochenes is bound up with their teaching on the reality
of the Lord’s manhood. If there was need of a real divine nature,
they would say, there was also need of a real human nature. The
peint is brought out in the Bazaar, where, immediately after
the quotation given above, we have:

But [men had need Aiso] of the humanity which was renewed
and took its likeness anew; for the humanity was congruous, so
as to preserve the order which had existed.!

From Paul of Samosata onwards the doctrine that the nature
which the Logos assumed is complete is upheld by the successive
representatives of this doctrinal tradition. As we have noticed,
Paul asserts against Malchion the Sophist that Mary “brought
forth a man like one of us”,2 and as this, and the statement
that the Logos was conjoined with the human Jesus “according
to learning and communion”,? imply, would say that the Man
whom Mary brought forth possessed to the full the faculty of
self-determination. Eustathius insists that ipsa veritate totum
hominem indutus est Deus,* and by his “fotus homo” means that
the manhood which God put on consists not only of a body but
also of a soul which is homoousios with the souls of men and
rational (Aoywd), having the power of choice’—a conception
which is reflected in all that he says concerning ““the Man of
Christ”. The Bishop of Mopsuestia, as we have seen,’ rails
against the Apollinarian doctrine that the Logos took the place of
the human soul in Christ, since such a doctrine not only renders
God passible but also robs the manhood of its reality—and,
Theodore argues, if this is not real, there is not that conquest
over sin which must be seen in the Man assumed as He is
assailed ““both by the passions of the soul and by those of the
flesh”, if man’s redemption is to be brought about. Similarly
Nestorius maintains that the Lord’s manhood is homoousios
with ours,” and charges Cyril and his followers with denying its

1 Ibid. 2 See above, pp. 130f.
3 Above, p. 135. 4 P.G. xviii. 693, Frag. 5.
5 Interpret. Ps. xv, P.G. xviil. 685D. § Above, pp- 136 £.

" E.g. Sermo xxvii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 340; Ep. ad schol. eunuch. imp.
Theodos., Loofs, op. cit. p. 192.



186 ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGY

reality through teaching a ““mixture” of the natures,! and fol-
lowing the Arians and Apollinarians in holding that the manhood
was deprived of a human rational soul. If Jesus Christ is ““totus
homo?, he asserts, He must act in accordance with the nature of
man : He must be “moved to and fro in the nature of His being
—and this cannot be if “the divine Logos is established to be-
come the will and the purpose and the sensibility in the body and

in the soul in such wise that He should act and suffer sensibly

these bodily [sensations] and those of the soul: anger and wrath
fmd lusts and fear and dread and thoughts and operations and
Judﬁgment and voluntary choice”.2 The will and the intelligence
Yvhlch are part of the nature of humanity, he insists, were active
in Jesus Christ, and from this doctrine he refuses to be moved.?
Thf: same position is upheld by Theodoret. He denounces the
notion of “confusion”, since, according to this, the nature no
longer remains in its “individuality”;% rather, he maintains,
Chrlst’s manhood was complete, possessing power of choice—
1t was a'manhood which learned obedience by experience, which
lived with godly fear, and which, with strong crying and tears,
appealed to Him that is able to save, asking for release from
deatl}.5 For, as his Dialogues reveal, the Bishop of Cyrus is de-
termined that there shall be no false conception concerning the
soul which Christ assumed: one must ask “what kind of soul”

1t was, and the only possible answer—as such texts as St Luke -

11. 40 and St Luke ii. 52 indicate—is that it was not a soul which
was &Aoyos but one which was Aoyn .8

It is not surprising, then, that the Antiochenes, in their in- '

s1ste.nc,e on the reality of the individuating characteristics of
Chrlst”s manhood, should say that this manhood has its ““pro-
sopon”—that it has its ““individuality ”, that it can be regarded

; E.g. Ep. i ad Caelest., Loof;, op. cit. p. 166; Bazaar, pp. 210 f.
Ba;aar, p. 211, Cf. Nes'gorlus’ remark that Cyril regards the manhood as
a mere instrument, “not haymg voluntarily practised obedience as a rational
nature, with thought 'fmd with examination and with the choice of good and
ngh t}_le refusal of evil” (ibid. p. 248).
ObedI_bzd. p. 172: cf. also pp. 240, 247. What Nestorius says concerning the
tence of the Man assumed should also be taken into account in this
co?nectmn—see above, pp. 138 ff.
. prreh\en. x2z Capp. ii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 10: sowoloa 8 | cUyyuos
o«pgupsrrcu Th Ek&ons pUoews iS1éTiTa,
. Reipre}f.en. xii Capp. x, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. pp. 51 f.
Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, . pt. i. p. 112,
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as a “person”. This doctrine appears as early as Eustathius,
who, commenting on St Matthew xix. 28, says:

“Dum sederit”, ait, ““Filius hominis in sede majestats suqe”,
alia quidem videtur loguz persona; de altera autem facit manifeste
sermonem.!

Again, in another fragment, he speaks of the persona hominis.®
It is interesting, too, to find that the followers of Paul of Samo-
sata later in the fourth century seem to have maintained the same
thought, for, according t@Epiphanius, these were saying that the
words recorded in St Matthew xi. 2527 were spoken by the
Man ““concerning Himself” (repi éaxuto¥), and that

the Father with the Son is at once one God, but the Man mani-
fests His own prosopon [16 i8iov Tpoéowmov] from below, and
thus two prosopa are completed.?

In the fifth century this conception of the reality of “the pro-
sopon of the manhood”, as it is set beside that of the reality of
“the prosopon of the Godhead” of Jesus Christ, appears in a
more definite form. Thus, to quote two passages from the de
Incarnatione of Theodore of Mopsuestia:*

When we discern [Sioxpivewpev] the natures, we say that the
nature of the divine Logos is complete, and that the prosopon is
complete—for it cannot be said that a hypostasis is without its
prosopon [&mpéocmos]; and we say that the nature of the Man is
complete, and likewise the prosopon.

The second passage runs:

We say that the ousia of the divine Logos is proper, and
proper, too, that of the Man; for the natures are discerned—
though the prosopon constituted by the union is one. So then,
when we take in hand to discern the natures, we say that the

~ prosopon of the Man is complete, and complete, too, that of the

Godhead.

Again, Nestorius is even more emphatic on this point: as we
have seen, the conception of the reality of ““the prosopa of the

1 P.G. xviii. 69zcC.

2 Ibid. The two fragments are preserved by Facundus: there seems to be
no doubt concerning their genuineness.

8 Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, p. 338, Frag. 5.

4 De Incarn. viii, Swete, op. cit. I1. pp. 299, 300.
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natures’’ is basic to his theory of “exchange”. Thus, to quote
but one of the many passages which can be adduced in this
connection:

I predicate two natures, that He indeed who is clothed is one,
and He wherewith He is clothed another, and these two prosopa
of Him who is clothed and of Him wherewith He is clothed.!

Moreover, it should be noted that, speaking of the Man,
Nestorius says that “He was not without activity in His own
nature”,? and that ““the prosopon of the humanity is moved to
and fro by the humanity in accordance with the nature of man”’3
—statements which most clearly reveal that for him the man-
hood is utterly real, possessing the faculty of self-determination.
And though they may not express themselves so explicitly, it
seems reasonable to suppose that the other members of the
school hold the same view.t

So we ask: What is the root cause of this insistence on the
reality of the manhood with its prosopon? Is it because these
teachers would be faithful to their assertion—so clearly brought
out in the first of the quotations from Theodore—that every
hypostasis must have its prosopon? Or is it because they are
convinced that their opponents fail to do justice to an important
Christological truth, and that it behoves them to take a firm
stand in the interest of sound doctrine? Undoubtedly these

! Bazaar, p. 218. 2 Ibid. p. 233. 3 Ibid. p. 211.

* The expression “the prosopon of the manhood” does not occur in the
writings of Andrew and Theodoret against the Twelve Anathematisms,
though it is clear that both “personalize” the manhood (see below, p. 193).
Perhaps they considered it unwise to speak in this way, realizing that it
might be taken as direct evidence that their opponents were right in accusing
them of being teachers of Nestorianism: it may not be without significance
that it was not till after his condemnation, when he wrote the Bazaar, that
Nestorius was outspoken concerning the human prosopon of Jesus Christ.
Yet Ibas of Edessa seems to have had no fears, for, according to the report
of the party of Dioscorus at the Latrocinium (449), this staunch supporter of
the Antiochene doctrine had said: “There is one prosopon—He who is of
God the Father; and there is another prosopon—He who is of the Virgin”
(Perry, The Second Synod of Ephesus, p. 108). [Itis noteworthy that Theodoret
himself can say that he applies divine and human attributes T&v Tpoowirwy
& &l (Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. z03—quoted above, p. 165)—an
expression which seems to show that, like Nestorius, he regards the one
prosopon as the “common” prosopon of the prosopa of the natures. How-
ever, I have not come across any other similar reference to two prosopa in the
writings of this teacher.]
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considerations, and especially the latter, play their part, but 1t
would seem that here again we must look deeper if we would
understand their position. Surely, the reason why they so
strenuously maintain the complete reality of Christ’s manhood
is because, at bottom, they are moved by the thought that if man
is to be redeemed, the Man assumed, as He passes from trial to
trial, must be ever at one with the divine Logos in purpose and
will—a conception which renders essential the positing of a man-
hood endowed with the faculty of self-determination. Thus is the
second soteriological conception of the Antiochenes carried over
into Christology.

Before we go farther, let us notice that there is no funda-
mental difference between this and the corresponding teaching
of the Alexandrines. For here the Antiochenes are but upholding
the principle of the 8Uo Tpdyuara which, as we have seen, is one
of the main foundations of the Alexandrine Christology. There
is, however, this difference: far greater stress is laid on this
principle by the Antiochenes than by the members of the
opposing school of thought—a point which is easily understood
once it is realized that the two schools have different ends in
view; for while the former concentrate their efforts on the rejec-
tion of Eutychianism, and so lay stress on the reality of the two
natures, the latter are determined to defend the faith against the
Nestorian error, and so emphasize the truth of the unity of
Christ’s Person. But we can say more than this. There is no
fundamental difference between the two parties in respect of
their teaching on His manhood. As we attempted to show when
we were discussing this aspect of their Christology, the Alex-
andrines maintain, at any rate in principle, the individuality of
the human element in Jesus Christ. The difference, then, would
seem to be that what is implicit in their case is explicit in that
of the Antiochenes. But why this difference? The explanation
would seem to be that the two schools emphasize each a different
aspect of the place of the Lord’s manhood in the redemption, and
that, after all, it is largely a question of basic outlook. For while
the Alexandrines, not completely forgetful of the individual
character of the Lord’s manhood, lay stress on the truth that He
is Representative Man, the Antiochenes, while teaching that
He is “The Man”, the Second Adam, through whom the whole
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human race is renewed, pay especial attention to the truth that
He is “a man’’—the one perfect human individual who was ever
obedient to the divine will, that through such implicit obedience
man’s salvation might be won.

We would now see how at another point the Antiochenes are
at one with the opposing school in maintaining the same Christo-
logical principle. We mean that, like the Alexandrines, these
teachers assert that it is necessary to ““recognize the difference of
the natures” in order to avoid the idea of ‘“‘confusion”,! and
that it is this principle which they would uphold when they
speak of the necessity of “dividing”’ the natures.

Undoubtedly there is that in their doctrine which, at first
sight, seems to show that their opponents had good grounds for
claiming that Diodore and Theodore and their followers, while
professing that they taught the unity of Christ’s Person, were in
reality rending asunder the one Person through ““personalizing ”’
the natures, and so setting up two Sons. In particular, the
Alexandrines could point to the Antiochene method of “ dividing ”’
the sayings concerning Christ in Scripture as proof positive that
these theologians, through attributing to the divine nature, and
so to the Logos, what is God-befitting, and to the human nature,
and so to the Man regarded as a human individual, what is man-
befitting, were indeed setting side by side in Christ two Persons,
the one divine, the other human.

Instance after instance of this “dividing” of Scriptural pas-
sages between the natures and seeing each as a “person” is to be
found in their writings. Thus—to quote but a few of them—
Theodore, commenting on Galatians iv. 4 (“ God sent forth his
Son, born of a woman, born under the law”), writes:

Clearly the Apostle is speaking of the Man [de homine], and is
referring to Him who was made of a woman and lived under the
Law. And rightly does he call Him “Son”, seeing that above
all men Ile was made partaker of filial adoption on account of the
conjunction by which the divine Logos vouchsafed to conjoin
Him [eum] with Himself [sibz].2

1 The Antiochene standpoint is summed up in the words of Antiochus of
Ptolemais (1 before 408), who opposed Chrysostom at Constantinople: pjy
Suyxéns Tas Quoss, ., kpdTe TOV Bedv, Bidou T& TrpETOVTA TE Beddt Séxou TO &vbpdrmvov,
BiSou T& wpémovTa TH dvBpwmdtnT (quoted by Leontius of Byzantium, ¢. Nestor.
et Eutych., P.G. Ixxxvi. 13164). ? Swete, op. cit. 1. p. 62.

’
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Or to quote his comment on Colossians i. 13 (*...translated
us into the kingdom of the Son of his love”):

He does not say ““of the Son”, but “of the Son of His love”,
for we are not partakers of the Kingdom of the divine Loogos—
for how can we be joined to the Artificer of the universe? The
Apostle meant that we are joined to the Man who was assumed
[suscepto homini].. . .Hence he called Him [eum] ““the Son of His
love”, for He is not the Son of the Father by nature, but through
love was deemed worthy of the adoption of sons.!

Nestorius interprets the sayings in the same way; indeed, it
seems clear that he would enunciate this principle of exegesis
when, refuting the notion—held, as he thought by his opponents
—that everything, whether divine or human, should be attri-
buted to the “one nature” (una substantia) of Jesus Christ, he
says in the Bazaar:

The words of the divine Scriptures befit not Christ in any
other manner than this; but as we have examined and found, all
refer not to the union of the nature but to the natural and hypo-
static prosopon.?

For, surely, what he means here is this: that one must “‘examine”’
each passage of Scripture and, having thus discovered to which
of the two natures or hypostases it belongs, “refer’’ it to the pro-
sopon of that nature or hypostasis.®> Thus—to quote examples
of this method of exegesis from his celebrated sermon on the
Highpriesthood of Christ—he says:*

He who [6] is “Yesterday and to-day”, according to the word
of Paul [Hebrews xiii. 8] is seed of Abraham5—not He who says
[6 Aéywv] “Before Abraham was I am” [St John viii. 58].

He who [6] assumed the fraternity of a human soul and body
is “‘like unto His brethren in all things” [Hebrews 1i. 17]—mnot
He who says [6 Aéywv] “He that hath seen Me hath seen the
Father” [St John xiv. g].

“Apostle” [Hebrews 1ii. 1] is, clearly, He who says [6 Aéycov]
among the Jews “’The Spirit of the Lord is upon Me...” [St
Luke 1v. 18].

1 Ibid. p. 260. ? Bazaar, pp. 85 f.

3 Driver and Hodgson (ibid. p. 86 n. 1) interpret the passage in this way.

1 Sermo v, Loofs, op. cit. pp. 234 f.

8 Compare with this the statement in the Bazaar (p. 309): “For ‘Christ
the same yesterday and to-day and for ever’ [is] the same in prosopon, not in
the same nature.” Thus Nestorius divides the text in accordance with the
natures: he does not deny the one prosopon.

\
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Or—to adduce two more such sayings, the first quoted by Cyril,
the second by Severus of Antioch:

Thus Scripture says: “God sent forth His Son, born of a
woman, born under the Law”’ [Galatians iv. 4]....Demand of
the contentious one—Who [Tis] was born under the Law? Was
it the divine Logos? In no wise!!

He who said “My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken

Me?”" was the human nature, wise one.2

Again, turning to Theodoret,® we find that in his reply to the
Tenth Anathematism of Cyril he says (after quoting Hebrews
V.7, 10):%

Who [7is], then, is He who was perfected by toils of virtue, not
being perfect by nature? Who 1s He who learned obedience
through trial, and before His experience was ignorant of it?
Who is He that lived with godly fear, and with strong crying and
tears offered supplication, not being able to save Himself, but
appealing to Him that is able to save [oczew toutdv o Suvdpevos,
SAAG TOV Buvdpevov oGzev TipokaAdv], and asking for release from
death? Not the divine Logos, the Impassible, the Immortal, the
Incorporeal.. . .On the contrary, it is that of David’s seed which
was assumed by Him, the mortal, the passible, and that which is
afraid of death....It was the nature assumed from us for our
sakes that experienced our sufferings without sin—not He that
on account of our salvation took it.

And to make it clear that this teacher does not hesitate to
“personalize” “‘that which was assumed”, we add what he
says towards the end of his Reprehensio, apropos of the words
“Consider the Apostle and High Priest of our confession...”
(Hebrews iii. 1, 2):

No one who holds the orthodox faith would call the uncreated

1 Sermo xvii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 297 (Cyril, adv. Nestor. ii. 3, ed. Pusey, VI.
p. 104).

® Loofs, op. cit. p. 360. From Severus’ ¢. Gramm. 1L i. 4 (ed. Lebon,
op. cit. p. 29) we learn that the saying was to be found in Nestorius’ sermon
On St Mt. xviii. 21 (see Loofs, op. cit. p. 332).

3 It may be noted that Theodoret expressly affirms that this method of
“applying what was spoken in humility about the Lord, and suitably to the
assumed nature, as to a man [@s &vlpwte], and what is God-befitting and
signifies the divine nature as to the Divine [&s 6:®]”” furnishes him and his
fellow Antiochenes with the weapon which they can use, now that they are
as it were “drawn up in battle array to oppose the madness of Arius and
Eunomius” (see his letters to Flavian of Constantinople, and Eusebius
Scholasticus—Epp. civ, xxi).

* Reprehen. xii Capp. x, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. pp. 52 f.
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and unmade divine Logos, who is co-eternal with the Father, a
creature—but, on the contrary, Him of David’s seed [tov éx
oméppatos AaBid], who being free from all sin became our High-
priest and Victim, He Himself having otfered Himself on our
behalf to God [adros tautov. . . poceveykdv]—having in Himself
[tv Ut the divine Logos of God, united to Himself [fveo-
Mevov aUT¢], and inseparably conjoined.

Or, in Theodoret’s reply to Cyril’s Twelfth Anathematism, after
the saying “But now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told
you the truth” (St John viii. 40), there is this:!

What is threatened with death is not the very Life, but He that
hath the mortal nature [6 &ov. . .].

Similarly Andrew, replying to the Tenth Anathematism, asks
(after quoting Hebrews iv. 15, v. 4, 6):2

Who [7is] is He who was tempted? Was it the divine Logos, or
the human nature, the seed of David?

Who is He who in respect of the priesthood is likened to
Aaron? Was it the divine nature?

And who, again, is represented according to the priesthood of
Melchizedek?

We can well understand, then, why the Alexandrines should
think that this “dividing of the natures” was leading the
Antiochenes into the ways of Nestorianism. It seemed to them
that these were starting from the two natures and, separating
them and seeing each with its prosopon, were attempting to arrive
atthe doctrine of the unity of Christ’s Person—though, in reality,
they were positing no more than the conjunction of a man with
the Logos. Thus—to give here3 an instance of the Alexandrines’
attitude to this aspect of the teaching of the members of the
opposing school of thought—Cyril was confident that Nestorius,
despite all that he said to the contrary, was not proclaiming the

t Ibid. p. 66.

* Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. x, ed. Pusey, vi. pp. 336 f. Cf. also the frag-
ment of Andrew’s letter to Rabblla of Edessa which is preserved in the
Philalethes of Severus of Antioch (ed. Sanda, p. 24). Here, after stating that
the Orientals do not follow Marcion and the Manichees in teaching that
Christ was not man in truth, he points out that they do not go to the other
extreme—for if, “while confessing the Man, they did not confess with Him
[cum eo] the Godhead”, they would be imitators of Photinus and Paul of
Samosata.

3 See also below, p. 210
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one Christ, but, everywhere dividing the natures, was setting up
a man beside the Logos—an ordinary man in whom the Logos
dwells and who is conjoined with Him in equality of dignity and
honour.! Scripture, the Alexandrine Patriarch declares, does
not say that the Logos united a man’s prosopon to Himself
(...8m & Ndyos &vBpdyou TpoowTov fivwoey tauTd), but that He
became flesh.?

But is it a true estimate of the doctrine of the Antiochenes to
say that they begin with “two natures” and end with “two
prosopa”? As we have already tried to show, they start from the
Person of the Logos who unites to Himself real manhood, and
flatly deny that they teach “two Sons”.3 Moreover, they assert
that for them the union is indivisiblet—indeed, the word ‘‘ with-
out division” is as often on their lips as is the word “‘without
confusion”, the two Chalcedonian adverbs already appearing
together several times in their writings when they are speaking
of the two natures.®> And, even more important in this connec-
tion is this assertion of theirs: they do not divide the one Person
of Jesus Christ; for, they teach, like the union itself, the one
prosopon is indivisible. So it is that Theodoret of Cyrus is
speaking for all the members of this school when he says: “I
am equally anxious to avoid both the impious ‘confusion’ and
the impious ‘division’; for to me it is equally abominable to
divide the one Son into two, and to deny the duality of the
natures.”’ ¢

Their position, as it seems to us, is that Jesus Christ is one
Person, the Logos made man, in whom two natures, real God-
head and real manhood, have been brought together, and that

¥ Adv. Nestor. ii, ed. Pusey, VI. pp. 93 f.

2 P.G. Ixxvii. 48¢; Bindley, op. cit. p. 107. It should be understood that
what Cyril is denying here is not that the Logos united to Himself a manhood
complete with a human rational soul, but that the “union” is such that in
Jesus Christ two prosopa, two Persons, are set side by side.

3 See above, pp. 162 fI.

4 Asillustrating the Antiochenes’ insistence on the indivisibility of theunion,
see, for instance, Nestorius’ use of the analogy of the fire and the bush (Bazaar,
p. 160). It would seem that Cyril himself could hardly improve on this.

5 E.g. Theodore, ad Domnum (quoted above, p. 160), Nestorius de Fide
(quoted below, p. 195), Andrew of Samosata in his reply to Cyril’s Anath. x
(Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. x, ed. Pusey, VL. p. 340), Alexander of Hierapolis
(quoted below, p. 195 n. 1), and Theodoret, Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i.
p. 108, Ep. xxi (see below, p. 195).

¢ Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 109.
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it is necessary to acknowledge that these are real in their union
in this one Person. “One and the same”’, says Nestorius in one
of the fragments of his work, de Fide, “is He who is seen
[conspicitur] in the uncreated and the created nature”, and in
another fragment of the same work (though unfortunately the
saying is not complete): ““...so that in everything the two
natures, complete, not confused, and not separated, are seen
[videantur] in our Lord Christ, and each [nature] acknowledges
what is proper to it”.! Thus would he uphold the unity of the
Person, and at the same time the difference of the natures. And
especially illuminating is the testimony of Theodoret. Several
times in his writings does he employ this analogy: a man is one
person, but in that one man—without thinking of two men—
are seen an immortal soul and a mortal body. A man, he says,
““is understood to be one being [Bv 3&ov], but we recognize
[fopev] in the one man both the immortality of the soul and the
mortality of the body, confessing the soul invisible and the
body visible”. So, he goes on, in respect of Christ: “We
recognize [{opev] one Son—for the union is without division as it
1s also without confusion—but recognize too that the Godhead is
without beginning, and the manhood of recent origin.” 2

It is against the background of this idea of acknowledging the
Godhead and manhood as real in their union in the one Person
of Jesus Christ, we consider, that we must view their principle
of “dividing the natures™. As is perfectly clear, they insist on it
because they regard it as the means of overthrowing the idea of
““confusion”. Thus in his de Incarnatione, 'Theodore of Mop-
suestia asserts that because the adsumens is different in nature
from the adsumptus—

oportuit dividere quae circa Christum,

1 Loofs, op. cit. p. 330 (Syr. p. 380). The two sayings are preserved by
Severus of Antioch in his ¢. Gramm. 111. i. 3, 9, ed. Lebon, op. cit. pp. 20, 120.
Cf. the following saying of Alexander of Hierapolis: St igitur persistit in
sisdem Agyptius, et non negat quidem capitula, confitetur autem Christum. . .
Deum esse et hominem, eundem evidenter et Filium Dei propter naturam Dei
Verbi et Filium hominis propter naturam quae est ex semine Abrahae et David. . .
et usque in saecula infinita DUAS NATURAS AGNITAS IN UNO DOMINO ET FiLIO ET
CHRISTO INCONFUSE ET INDIVISE, #os nullam communionem cum eo habemus
(P.G. Ixxxiv. 752).

2 So in Theodoret’s letter to Eusebius Scholasticus (Ep. xxi); see also his
letter to the Monks of Constantinople (Ep. cxlv), Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, 1v.
pt. i. pp. 107 f., and Reprehen. xii Capp. iii (quoted below, p. 19g).
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and, after affirming that this ““dividing”’ is consonant with what
is to be found in Scripture, goes on:

Sic neque naturarum confusio fiet, neque personae quaedam prava
divisio.!
While preserving the unity of Person, then, Theodore would in
this way uphold the reality of the natures against the ““confusio”.
Again, when Nestorius utters his celebrated saying, “I separate
the natures, but unite the worship ", it is apparent, as the context
shows, that, while maintaining that Jesus Christ is one Person,
he would assert the “two natures’ in order to resist the same
notion.2 And in clearest terms the Bishop of Cyrus declares why
it is that they insist on this principle:

Dismissing the term ‘“mixture”, we use the terms “union”,
“conjunction” and ‘‘communion’’, teaching the dividing of the
natures, but also the unity of the Person. For in this way shall
we refute the blasphemy of Apollinarius and Eunomius.®

But, we must notice, the Antiochenes (using here such words
as xopizew, Siupeiv, Sarépvew) do not always speak of
“dividing” and ‘‘separating” the natures when they would
resist the idea of “‘confusion”. We also find that, with the same

bRl X3 » ¢

purpose in view, they speak of “discerning”, “seeing”, “con-
ceiving”’, and “‘recognizing’’ the natures.

Thus, in a passage in his de Incarnatione (to which we referred
when we were discussing his teaching on the reality of a human
prosopon in Jesus Christ) Theodore of Mopsuestia speaks of
“discerning’’ (Siaxpivew) the natures:

When we discern the natures, we say that the nature of the
divine Logos is complete, and that the prosopon is complete—
for it cannot be said that a hypostasis is without its prosopon;
and we say that the nature of the Man is complete, and likewise
the prosopon. But when we look at the conjunction [$Tov pévtor
¢l Ty owvdgeiav &miSwuev], then we say that there is one
prosopon.t

L De Incarn. v, Swete, op. cit. 1. p. 292.

2 Sermo ix, Loofs, op. cit. p. 262. 3 P.G. Ixxv. 1473.

4 De Incarn. viii, Swete, op. cit. 1. p. 299 {quoted above, p. 187). In the
same fragment we have a similar statement (Swete, 0p. cit. IL. p. 300; quoted
above, p. 187) which contains the words &Tav 3t Tpds Thy Evewow dmoPhtycouey,
It is possible to read too much into the &wiSwuev and the dmoPAéywiey in
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Again, it is most significant that in the very passage in the same
work in which he says:

oportut dividere quae circa Christum,
he can also use this word “discern”’, and say:

_ Quando naturas quisque discernit, alterum et alterum mecessario
wnvenit.!

Surely, then, we may say that it is no more than this “dis-
cerning” of the natures—that is, the recognizing of their reality
—that Theodore has in mind when, in reply to the charge that
he was teaching “two Sons”’, he says:

We confess, and rightly, one Son, since the dividing of the
natures ought of necessity to be upheld, and the inseparability
of the oneness of the prosopon to be preserved;?

and, if we are right, this statement of his can be taken as expres-
sing together the two Christological principles, which, as we
are trying to show, are basic to the Antiochene doctrine.
Again, Nestorius, who so often speaks of “‘separating” the
natures, appears at times to use the word “see’: ‘“‘the two
natures are seen [videantur] in our Lord Christ”.3 Further,
it should be observed that in the Bazaar—after quoting the
passage from Cyril’s ad Acacium in which the Alexandrine says
that upon investigating the manner of the Incarnation the
human intelligence sees (6p&) that the things which have been
united are two, yet believes that out of both there is One, both
God and Son and Christ and Lord*—Nestorius asks what is this
“One” of Cyril’s, and, obviously with the purpose of counter-
acting the idea that it is una substantia, declares that ‘‘the
human intelligence sees those things which are united without
confusion in their own natures and in their own ousia”’, and that
‘““thus they remain and are conceived”. “'The one”, he goes on,

these two statements, but if Theodore’s idea is that of “looking away from
other things [i.e. the natures with their prosopa] at”’ the union, it seems that
he is here thinking on the same lines as Cyril, whose is the theory of seeing
only the one Person of the Incarnate ““after the union” (see above, pp. 95 ff.).

1 See above, p. 196 n. 1. 2 Quoted above, pp. 1621,

3 Quoted above, p. 195.

4 The passage (P.G. Ixxvii. 193C) is quoted above, p. 98.
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“is not conceived as the other in ousia nor the other as the one.
For in the matter of the ousia there is a distinction in the nature
of each one of them: it both is conceived and exists.”’? It seems
clear that what the Antiochene is saying here is that each nature
has a real existence in the union, and that it can, and must, be
conceived (? voeiofa), if the idea of ““ confusion” is to be rejected.
But there is also this point: it seems likely that, if we had the
original Greek, we should find that here Nestorius is speaking of
“‘a separation which is conceived”, or ‘‘a separation which is in
the mind”’. Unfortunately, as Driver and Hodgson tell us,? the
Syriac translator seems to have used the words ““distinguish”
and ‘“‘separate” ‘“‘very loosely and without any precise dis-
crimination of meaning”. But in a fragment of Nestorius’
Against the Theopaschitans—and these would seem to be his own
words®—we have:

The natures of the Son, in accordance with the identity of the
ousia of the Father and of ours, are divided by a distinction in
the mind,*

and in his Sermon on St Matthew xxii. 2 ff. this occurs:

The union of the nature is not divided: the ousiai of these,
which are united, are divided. This [consists] not in the annulling
of the union but in the understanding of the flesh and of the
divinity.5

1 Bazaar, p. 310.

2 Jbid. p. 312 n. 2. As these editors of the Bazaar say here, there are
times when the Syriac word rendered “distinct” requires the sense of
“separate”’.

3 Loofs, op. cit. p. 210 n., thinks that the words are those of “The Theo-
paschitan”. [The work is in the form of a dialogue between a Cyrillian and
one (“The Orthodox”) who represents the Antiochene side.] But: (1)
Severus of Antioch, who quotes the saying, regards it as coming from
Nestorius himself (¢c. Gramm. 11 1. 20; ed. Lebon, op. cit. p. 225); (2)
Theodotus of Ancyra ( before 446), a supporter of Cyril at the Council of
Ephesus, found the expression émwoig pévy xwpizw among the “Nestorians”’

' (see his homily, de Nativitate Christi, P.G. lxxvii. 1356D, 1361C; quoted by

Severus, loc. cit.).

¢ Loofs, op. cit. p. 210 (Syr. p. 370); trans. as in Bazaar, p. 385. Lebon
(op. cit. p. 225) translates: . ..naturae vero Filii, pro consubstantialitate cum
Patre atque nobiscum, separatione secundum cogitationem dividuntur.

5 Loofs, op. cit. p. 280 (Syr. p. 374); trans. as in Bazaar, p. 388. This
saying, too, is quoted by Severus in his c. Gramm. (ad loc.). Lebon (op. cit.
p. 225) translates: Igitur unio naturarum indivisibilis est, substantiae eorum,
quae unita sunt, divisibiles, non sectione unionis, sed cogitatione divinitatis et
humanitatis.
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So it would appear that in all these cases Nestorius is qualifying
the strong term ““divide” (xopizew, etc.) by speaking of the pro-
cess as a “dividing” which is in thought (tfj ¢émvoia)—which
again seems to show that when he “divides” he does no more
than “recognize” the reality of each nature in the union.

And, apparently, the Bishop of Cyrus is often at pains to show
that it is this ““recognizing”’ of the natures with their properties,
and no more, that the Antiochenes would uphold when they
speak of “separating” the natures. “We do not divide the one
Son into two”, he says, “but point out [Seixvupev] the dif-
ference of flesh and Godhead”;? “‘we understand [¢moTdueda]
the difference of Godhead and manhood, but we confess the
divine Logos made man”.3 So also he can say that, in order to
avoid confusing the natures, “we endeavour to distinguish
[Siaryvésvea] how the Same is Son of God and Son of Man”’ 4 and
that, “giving heed to the difference of the natures, we consider
[oxomoUuev] what befits Godhead and what befits a body”’.5
Again, in his reply to Cyril’s Third Anathematism, we have this
statement:

If in the case of the one human person we divide [Si1cupoUpev]
the natures, and call the mortal nature body but the immortal
nature soul, and both man, much more reasonable is it to recog-
nize the properties of the natures [Tds TGV Uoewv 1B16TNTOS
yvwpizew], both of God who assumed and of the Man who was
assumed.

Then follows his appeal to St Paul:

We find the blessed Paul dividing the one man into two [&s
8Uo Bapolvta], as when he says: “Though our outward man
perish, yet the inward man is renewed”’ [2 Corinthians iv. 16].6

1 Cf. also the following from the sermon preached by Nestorius on 12 Dec.
430 after he had received Celestine’s letter and Cyril’s Cum Salvator (with
the Twelve Anathematisms): Et ego una tecum clamo 7 Seotdres. Sed et to
Oeotékos dico et addo et To &vlpwmotéxes. Hoc enim haereticus mon patitur
dicere propter eam [naturarum) divisionem, QUAE EX DISTINCTIONE FACTA EST
QUOQUE VERBORUM (SSermo xviii, Loofs, op. cit. p. 301).

2 Ep. xcix.

3 Ep. ci; a similar statement is to be found in Theodoret’s letter to
Dioscorus of Alexandria (Ep. Ixxxiii).

4 Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. 1. p. 226.

® Ibid., ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 193.

¢ Reprehen. xii Capp. iii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 16.
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Surely, here is proof enough that for this teacher “to divide” is
the same as ‘“ to recognize the difference of the natures according
to their properties”. And, particularly noteworthy, since he is
using the very phrase which Apollinarius uses in seeking to
enforce the principle of “recognizing the difference” ! is this
remark of Theodoret: A

When discussing the natures we attribute to each its own, and
recognize some as properties of the Godhead, and others as those
of the manhood [el8évan, . .181x].2

So then, in view of what has been said concerning the teaching
of the Antiochene theologians on the ‘“‘two natures”, it seems
reasonable to claim that the second Christological principle
which, as we have attempted to explain, lies at the root of the
doctrine of the Alexandrines, lies also at the root of theirs, and
that these, too, can say: In Fesus Christ, the two elements of God-
head and manhood, each with its properties, are to be recognized;
therefore, since these remain in their union in His Person, any idea
of confusion or of change in respect of these elements must be
eliminated. At the same time it is, apparently, true to say that at
one all-important point the teaching of the Antiochenes is more
satisfactory than is that of the exponents of the Alexandrine
Christology; for the former most clearly affirm that in the union
the manhood of Jesus Christ possesses its individuating charac-
teristics, and functions as a free agent—though always in ac-
cordance with the will of the Logos. Indeed, it would seem that
in this way the representatives of the Syrian doctrinal tradition
can offer a real contribution in answer to the problem of the
relation of the manhood to the Logos in the union : that manhood
is, not ‘“‘that of another beside the Logos”, so that one must
think that in Jesus Christ there are two Persons, but the “ own”’
manhood, the suum templum, of the Logos, which He has so
united to Himself that, as a result of the union, there is one
Person, at once God and man; and in this one Person, “the
Man-God”, the human will, which is real and free, is ever in
accord with the will of the Divine. Apparently, then, it is the
idea of the Man’s perfect fellowship with the Logos that these

1 See above, p. 59.
2 Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 108.

\
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theologians can put forward in answer to the problem.! As we |
have said, it is here that the Alexandrines fail: they uphold the
principle that the Lord’s manhood possesses freedom of choice, .
but do not make use of it. The Antiochenes, on the other hand,
not only uphold this principle, but also seek to work it out—
though in so doing they rouse a storm of opposition, and for
their pains are denounced as ‘‘Nestorians™.

1 See below, p. 255.
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2

I. THE CONFLICT BETWEEN THE TWO ScHoOLS OF
THOUGHT AND 1Ts OUTCOME /

F, then, we are right in concluding that there is no funda-

mental di.fference between the Christological teaching of the

Alf:xandrlnes and that of the Antiochenes, one naturally asks
why it was that the two parties could not see that they were
each contending for the same cardinal principles. The answer is
of course, that from the second half of the third century tht:,
spirit of warfare prevailed between the two schools of thought
and that, in consequence, it was not a common understanding’
that was sought after, but the defeat of the enemy.

There were, in reality, two Antiochs—the one Greek, and the
o’fher Syrian—and, as was but natural, it was here that the con-
flict began. Bishop Demetrian, it is clear, was supported by the
Greeks,l but he was followed by the Samosatene, and, for the
time being, the Syrians were in the ascendant. Then, through the
efforts of Malchion, “head of the school of Grecian learning”
and Fh? Origenists who met at Antioch . 268, Paul was deposed:
and it is most significant—in that it shows quite plainly that the
Greeks 'had once more come to the fore—that the son of
Demetr%an, Domnus, was appointed to take his place. Neither
was this triumph lasting. Some sixty years afterwards,
Eust.atl?ius,2 a zealot on behalf of the Syrian cause, resisted the
Lucianists, the Origenists of the second generation. The climax
came when he refused to admit ad clerum certain promising
members of Lucian’s school. Led by Eusebius of Nicomedia
who through underhand means was able to gain the ear of thé

1

“WhT}flus, b}i those.(\;f}(lio condemned Paul, Demetrian is applauded as one
0 tormerly presided over the see of Antioch in a distingui ”

(Eusebius, H.E. vii. 30). @ distinguaished manner

2 I :

AF or an account of Eusta.thlu.s’ downfall, see the present writer’s Eustathius
X‘n intioch, pp. 37ff. As is said in this work (pp. zo ff.), Philogonius of

(;cmch (t 323) may haye been an upholder of the Syrian type of doctrine,
;:n per.haps the.sarx}e is true of Paulinus, the immediate predecessor of
].VFStaéhul'S. Paulinus was a very short episcopate, but it is significant that
Viacedonius of Mopsuestia, a supporter of Eusebius of Nicomedia, was
instrumental in bringing about his deposition. ’
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Emperor, the Lucianists deposed Eustathius on account of his
“Sabellianism”, and Paulinus of Tyre, an Origenist, and, after
an interval, those very men whom the Bishop had refused to
ordain, occupied the Antiochene see.! His followers, refusing to
recognize any other as Bishop of Antioch, worshipped apart, the
Eustathian schism itself witnessing to the fact that once more
the Hellenists were in the ascendant.

What happened in the cases of Paul and Eustathius was but a
foreshadowing of what was to take place on a much larger scale.
For with the rise of a general interest in the Christological pro-
blem in the second half of the fourth century, the Hellenic-
Syrian conflict came to be no longer confined to Antioch and
environs: its borders were so enlarged that now the whole of
Eastern Christendom was involved in the controversy, and Rome
herself entered to take sides. The same two parties there were—
the one Greek, the other Syrian; and so intent was each upon
securing for itself the victory, that it would not stop to enquire
whether its opponents did not after all believe what they said
they believed. Once again, the supporters of the doctrine which

. had its home at Alexandria were triumphant, but the cost of their

victory was the break-up of a school of thought, the represen-
tatives of which, seemingly as orthodox as themselves, were
seeking to make their own—and that, as we think, a worthy—
contribution to the doctrine concerning Christ. It is with this
conflict in its final phase that we are here concerned.

The two parties were at loggerheads from the start. Evidence
of the beginnings of the Christological controversy is, apparently,
to be found in the dispute at Corinth during the episcopate of
Epictetus. Then Hellenist and Syrian were opposed to each
other, misunderstood each other, and hurled terms of abuse at
each other.2 On the one hand, the representatives of the Alex-
andrine Christology, it seems, seized upon the idea of ““dividing”’
which was being upheld by their opponents, whom they de-
nounced as teachers of the doctrine that in Jesus Christ “the
Logos had descended upon a holy man as upon one of the
prophets”; on the other, the representatives of the Antiochene

1 Eustathius had refused to ordain Stephen, Leontius (344—58), and that
out-and-out Hellenist, Eudoxius (358-60).
2 See above, p. 36 n. 4.
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school seem to have misunderstood the point of view of those
who, following the example of Malchion the Sophist, were
making use of the term ““ousia” in order to express the doctrine
of the Lord’s “Person”’, and retaliated with the charge that these
were teaching that “the Lord wore a body putatively’’, But
surely it is true to say that such a crude Ebionism is as far from
representing the doctrinal outlook of the one side as is such a
crude Docetism from representing that of the other.

Some twenty years later Apollinarius of Laodicea was railing
against the members of the school of Flavian and Diodore
on account of their “dividing” of the natures. These, he laid
down,! “have fallen into that dividing which was vilely intro-
duced by the Paulianisers”. ““ These slaves of Paul of Samosata ?,
he went on, “say that the one element is of heaven, acknow-
ledging that it is God, the other a man of the earth; the one they
call uncreate, the other created; the one eternal, the other of
yesterday; the one master, the other slave—so do they act im-
piously in worshipping him whom they call slave and creature,
and in not worshipping Him who has redeemed us by His own
blood”. For, he asserted, “one prosopon cannot be divided into
two; in the Incarnation the body is not a separate individual
[l @Uois], neither is the divinity; but just as a man is one
person [uic @Uais], so also is Christ”. But was the Laodicene right
in describing these upholders of the Syrian tradition as “‘syco-
phants, who divide the Lord into two prosopa’??2 Certainly
their method of interpreting the sayings concerning the Lord
could easily give rise to this impression—and it was, doubtless,
upon their exegesis that Apollinarius was basing his view—but,
as we have seen, they were asserting that for them Jesus Christ
is “one prosopon”—one Person, that is, at once God and man
—and, as it seems, were meaning by their “dividing” no more
than that, since the natures are real in the union, they must be
distinguished, each according to its properties, if the Eutychian
position is to be avoided.

On the other side, Flavian of Antioch, convinced that they were
teaching the ““confusion” of the natures, was denouncing against
the Hellenists as ““Synousiasts”, and after him Theodore of
Mopsuestia was, in like manner, attributing to those brought up

! Ad Dion., Lietzmann, op. cit. pp. 256 f. * Ibid. p. 257,
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in the Alexandrine faith that which these simply did not believe.
“Is there any sane person”, this great Antiochene teacher
asked, ““who would say with you that the Logos ‘became’ man,
unless he happens to be suffering from the same want of unc’ie.r-
standing?”’—he (Theodore) was not taking the ‘“became” in
St John 1. 14 in the sense which these were giving to thej word.!
But Apollinarius and his disciples were definitely teaching that
in the Incarnation the Logos remains all that He was: they them-
selves were altogether opposed to the notion that the Logos had
been “turned into” flesh when IHe became flesh. Again, when
he said that Christ could not have experienced the terror of the
Passion ‘‘if, as you declare, the Godhead took the place of the
sensus in Him who was assumed ”,2 it may be that Theodore was
aiming a blow at the strictly Apollinarian view of the Lord’s
manhood, though we cannot rule out the possibility that l}e was
thinking of all the teachers of the Alexandrine school, but it can-
not be denied that he was being unfair to Apollinarius in his
criticism of the latter’s use of the communicatio idiomatum. Lo
follow the heresiarch’s principle, the Antiochene maintained,
and to hold that ‘““He who was before the ages has become Him
who is in these last times”’ is “‘to turn everything upside down”,
and ““to abolish all distinction between the form of God and the
form of a servant”.® But if there was one truth which the
Laodicene was most definitely upholding it was that of the
reality of the Godhead and of the flesh of Jesus Christ .in the
union. Neither can we say that the Bishop of Mopsuestia was
justified in concluding, from their assertion “God was .born”,
that those brought up in the Alexandrine doctrinal tradition had
any intention of ascribing mutability or passibility to thc? God-
head: “it is ridiculous to say that ‘ God’ was born of a Vlrglg”,
he was declaring. But it was just this which the Alexandrine
theologians were not saying.

L C. Apoll. iv, Swete, op. cit. IL. p. 319. 2 C. Apol]. iii, #bid. p. 315.

3 C. Apoll. iv, ibid. p. 320. It is noteworthy:, as bearing out Wha.t we
have said above (p. 167) concerning Theodore’s use of the communicatio
idiomatum, that this teacher does not say that it must not be affirmed that
“He who was before the ages has become [}/E’yovev] Hlm who is in the.Se l_ast
times . He is opposed to the affirmation as it was be‘1‘ng used by A’,polhnaljms
and his followers, who, to his mind, were taklng'the has becr_)me here (just
as they were taking the #yévero of the Johannine formula) in the sense of

“has been turned into”.
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Then, as the controversy became more intense, and Cyril and
Nestorius regarded each other as sworn enemies, the two parties
more than ever indulged in mutual recrimination: Cyril and the
Cyrillians, said the Antiochenes, were denying the reality of
Christ’s human nature—they were, therefore, ‘ Apollinarians”,
“Arians”, “Theopaschitans”, and ‘“would-be orthodox”;
Nestorius and those who thought with him, said the Alex-
andrines, were teaching “two Sons”—they were, therefore,
treading in the steps of Paul of Samosata. Let us see how each
side was deliberately refusing to take the other at its word.

Cyril, we find, accuses Nestorius of interpreting the Creed of
Nicaea ““falsely and perversely”: the Fathers who drew up this
statement of belief, he says, meant nothing less than that He
who is very God of very God, and consubstantial with the
Father, Himself became man as Jesus Christ—any other inter-
pretation cannot but be erroneous.! Seemingly, the Alexandrine
fails to grasp the point which Nestorius would make in his ad
Cyrillum > where he is speaking of the order of the clauses in
the Creed. As we have already noticed, the Antiochenes insist
that the Fathers at Nicaea distinguish between what in their
statement refers to the Logos in His divine nature and what to
the Economy, the former holding that the latter make the
dividing-line at “He came down from heaven and was in-
carnate’’; and, they maintain, this distinction must be upheld
in order to avoid any interpretation of the Creed which might
rob the two natures of their reality in the union. We have already
- referred to what Theodore of Mopsuestia says on this subject in
his ad Baptizandos;® now we quote Nestorius himself:

For until His incarnation, they [the Fathers at Nicaea] taught
us everything in terms of God the Word, and after He was made
flesh they speak of this union which [proceeded] from the Holy

Spirit and the Virgin Mary, of the birth and the flesh which was

made flesh, the sufferings and the death and the resurrection and
the ascension,. . .in order that we might suppose that the union
was without confusion and further without change of ousia and
of nature or mixture or natural composition.. . .4

1 Ep. ii ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 45B; Ep. iii, P.G. Ixxvii. 109c; Bindley,
op. cit. pp. 105, 124.

2 Loofs, op. cit. p. 175. 3 Above, p. 126.

¢ Bazaar, p. 171; similarly, ibid. pp. 142 f.
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But neither Nestorius nor any other Antiochene has any inten-
tion of denying the truth embodied in the Creed—namely, that
the eternal Son of God, the Second Person of the Trinity, has
in Jesus Christ taken the form of a servant and become manl—
and there is no reason to doubt that Theodoret of Cyrus is but
speaking for all the members of this school of thought when,
referring to the order of the words of the Creed, he says in his
Dialogues that the object of the “thrice-blessed Fathers” was

to give to us at one and the same time instruction on the Theo-
logy and on the Economy, lest there should be supposed to be
any distinction between the Person of the Godhead and the
Person of the manhood.?

So we conclude that, had Cyril enquired more closely into
Nestorius’ teaching, he would have discovered that his opponent
was but saying what he himself was saying—and that in a way
which could give the lie to Eutychianism.

Again, following in the steps of the Laodicene, the Alexandrine
Patriarch refuses to believe that it can be otherwise than that in
“dividing the natures” the Antiochene is teaching ‘“two Sons”’.
His dictum is:

He who divides the natures posits two Sons; he does not be-
lieve the Scripture which says “ The Word was made flesh”.3

So he brings forward this direction: ‘“Cease separating the
natures after the union” (meaning by this, as it seems, that the
thought of the unitio of Godhead and manhood in the one Person
of the Incarnate altogether precludes the idea that in Jesus
Christ there are two parallel prosopa); ‘it behoves those who
would be prudent to see that the divine nature is one thing and
the human another [11 piv y&p #repdv T1 kad Erepdv 2oTv. ..
gidévou]—yes, I say, it is essential that this should be done” .4
But, as we have seen,’ time and again does Nestorius affirm that
his is not the doctrine of “two Sons”, and, it would seem,$
when he “‘separates the natures”’, he (like all the members of the

1 We have already discussed this point at some length; see above, pp. 151 ff.
It may be noted that, looking back on the controversy, Nestorius can say
that he had *‘taken his stand on the deposit of the three hundred and eighteen’’
(Bazaar, p. 264). ? Dial. 1ii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 228.

3 Dial. cum Nestor., P.G. Ixxvi. 252¢C.

1 Adv. Nestor. ii. 8, ed. Pusey, vI. pp. 118 f.

5 Above, pp. 163 1. ¢ See above, pp. 197 fl.
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Antiochene school) is doing just what Cyril here directs him to
do: he upholds the unitio of the natures in the one prosopon of
Jesus Christ, and ““sees” that these are different, each according
to its properties.

Further, while it is to be regarded as unfortunate that the
Antiochenes make such an extensive use of the term “‘conjunc-
tion”” when they speak of the union, it seems undeniable that
Cyril is going too far when he takes the word as indicative of the
character of their doctrine. He tells them—and, of course, he
is right in this—that it can signify the joining together of a man
and God in a unity of dignity or authority;! it implies, he says,
a joining together like that of believers and the Lord, who are
one spirit (cf. 1 Corinthians vi. 17), or like that of the curtains of
the Tabernacle in the Wilderness, which were ‘““coupled to-
gether” with clasps (cf. Exodus xxvi. 6)2—it signifies a map&@eois
rather than a oUvfec1s.® But had he sought to understand their
fundamental position, he would have come to the conclusion

+ (we consider) that Nestorius was not upholding the doctrine of

a oxeTIkh| ouvdeela, but that of a o@ddpa,* an &xpo, cuvdeeaad—
meaning thereby a unitio, which (like the one prosopon which

- results from it) is altogether indivisible.

And, just as Cyril, in order to condemn them, seizes upon the
“‘conjunction”’ of the Antiochene teachers, so does he seize upon
their term, “‘indwelling”’. He does not say, he points out, that
the divine Logos dwelt in Him who was born of the Virgin as in
a mere man, lest Christ should be regarded as a God-bearing
man (Beoopos dvlpwos);® and, he goes on, ““the indwelling is
not to be defined as existing in Him after the same mode that
there is said to be an indwelling in the saints, but. . .He effects

Y Ep. 11l ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 112B; Bindley, 0p. cit. p. 125.

2 Apol. adv. Theod. x, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 472; adv. Nestor. ii. 6, ed. Pusey, vI.
p- 112.

3 Ep. it ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 112¢; Bindley, op. cit. p. 125.

4 Cf. Nestorius, Sermo xv, Loofs, op. cit. p. 292.

> Cf. Sermo x, Loofs, op. cit. p. 275.

¢ Theodoret of Cyrus, it may be noted, replying to Cyril’s Anath. v,
accepts the expression “a God-bearing man”, but to explain his meaning
makes use of Col. ii. 8, g—the very text which Cyril uses when he would
explain how the “indwelling” should be understood. Theodoret denies that
it is “a mere indwelling”’: “We call Him ‘a God-bearing man’, not as
receiving some particular divine grace, but as possessing all the Godhead
of the Son united” (Reprehen. xii Capp., ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 33).
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such an indwelling as the soul of man is said to have in its own
body”.! So does the Alexandrine maintain that there is a vast
difference between an incarnation and an indwelling. “‘To say
that the Logos became [a] man”, he affirms, “‘is not the same as
to consider that God dwelt in a man’’;2 for, as he wisely remarks,
the man who is merely inspired (¢ mveuuaTdgopos) is not un-
aware that the Logos is unincarnate.® It is not then that Cyril
rejects the idea of indwelling: his point is that if one speaks of
the relationship of the Logos to the human nature which He has
made His own as one of “indwelling”’, one must not think (as
his opponents seemed to be thinking) that Jesus Christ is a mere
man in whom the Logos dwells, but—on the basis of St Paul’s
words in Colossians ii. 8, g—that He is, and is understood to be,
one Person (unus et est et intelligitur), the Logos having made for
Himself per veram unitatem an inhabitatio in templo quod est
natum ex Virgine* But, though they do not define their position
with the clarity that is called for, it is apparent that the teachers
of the Antiochene school mean to say exactly the same. Most
emphatically do they assert that in Jesus the Logos dwells “as
in no other ’—that the indwelling in Him is not like that “in the
Saints”’, since in this case it is altogether unique; and, denying
that one is ‘““the Dweller” and another “He in whom there is
dwelling”’, in the sense that these are two Persons, they maintain
that in Jesus Christ the Logos has taken real manhood to Himself
and dwells therein, there being constituted as a result of this in-
dwelling one sole prosopon. One can sympathize with those who
were thinking that it was plain enough that these teachers were
approaching the position that Jesus Christ is no more than a
divinely inspired man, but, especially in view of their determina-
tion to maintain the truth that the Logos Himself has become
man as Jesus Christ, it seems clear that in reality they are at one

L Ep. {ii ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 1124; Bindley, op. cit. p. 125. See also
adv. Nestor. i, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 93 and Scholia, xiii, ed. Pusey, v1. p. 528 (“the
divine Logos did not dwell in a man by himself as in another Christ”’).

2 Apol. adv. Theod. v, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 440.

3 Adv. Nestor. i. 8, ed. Pusey, vi. p. 8g.

4 Scholia, xxvii, ed. Pusey, V1. p. 550. Seemingly, Cyril takes the word
“bodily” in Col. ii. 9 as illustrating the mode of the indwelling—it is
“personal ”, as is that of the spirit in man: cowuarkds, 8 toTv 0108, boavel
kai & dvBpdmey AéyorTo Kaolkely TO Tvelua autol, oux ETepov dv map’ auTov
...[de Recta Fide (ii), ed. Pusey, vIL pt. i. p. 286].
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with their opponents in distinguishing between an incarnation
and “‘a simple or mere indwelling”’; for they uphold the former,
but flatly reject the latter.

Again, Cyril could point to their method of interpreting the
Lord’s sayings, or what is written concerning Him in divine
Scripture as direct evidence that his opponents were teaching
“two Sons”. For, as the quotations from the Antiochenes’
writings which are set out above simply illustrate,! it certainly
seems as if—to use the words of the Fourth Anathematism—
they ““assign the sayings to two prosopa or hypostases”, and
“apply some to a man considered as having his own existence
beside the Logos who is of God, and others as God-befitting
solely to the Logos of God the Father”.? But here again, it
seems, the Alexandrine refuses to appreciate the Antiochenes’
point of view. For, as we have seen, these do but ““divide the
sayings”’, assigning them, some to the divine nature (with its
prosopon) and others to the human nature (with its prosopon),
in order to make it plain, against the Eutychian error, that each
nature is complete: in reality, they would say, all the actions and
sayings reported of Christ in the Gospels or in the apostolic
writings are those of one Person, ‘““the Lord”, “the Son”’, “the
Christ’—the Logos made man, that is—to whom belong both
divine and human properties, He being at once both God and
man.? And is not this the view of Cyril himself, who, while
maintaining that all the sayings, whether God- or man-befitting,
are those of the one Person, the incarnate Logos, does not abolish
their difference?

And it is also easy to understand why Cyril was able to make
out that Nestorius, instead of upholding the doctrine of the
Incarnation, was teaching that in Jesus Christ ““the Logos took
a man’s prosopon’’, and that the manhood was thus ““that of
another beside Him”.5 After all, those brought up in the faith
See above, pp. 1901f.

Ep. i ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 120D; Bindley, op. cit. p. 148.

See above, pp. 16211.

See above, pp. 93 ff.

It is most significant, as illustrating Cyril’s view that Nestorius was
teaching that the manhood of Christ is “that of another beside the Logos”,
that he condemns this notion in five of his Twelve Anathematisms: the sayings
must not be applied some to the Logos and others s dvBpcdme Tap Tov ik 8ol

Adyov i8ikds voouutvy (Anath. iv); it must not be thought that the Man
Jesus was energized by the Logos s &repos op” aurdv Umépxwv (Anath, vii);

o 0 M
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represented by the Antiochene school were all of them ac-
customed to refer to the Incarnation as the “taking” on the part
of the Logos (for was not Philippiansii. 5 ff. their locus classicus?),
and, what is more, to allude to Christ’s manhood as ‘‘the Man”’,
““the Man whom the Logos assumed”. So, turning this aspect
of their teaching to his own advantage, he can say to Theodoret
—as he says to Nestorius himself!—that the Only-begotten of
His own free will emptied Himself and became man (yéyovev
&vlpwtros) and did not, “‘as thou sayest”, take a man (olk...
dvéraPev EvBpwtov), bestowing on him a mere association, and
crowning him, as He crowns us, with the grace of sonship.? But
here, too, Cyril is being grossly unfair to the Antiochenes, who
though they may not express themselves so clearly as their ad-
versary, are in reality at one with him; for, as we have seen, they
flatly deny that for them the manhood assumed by the Logos is
‘““that of another beside Him >’,% and, by their ““taking” mean that
the Logos has “united to Himself” this manhood, which, through
a union which is both “voluntary” and “ personal”’, has now its
place in the Person of the Logos, who has thus become man.
Let us turn to the other side, and consider the view which the
Antiochenes were taking of Cyril’s teaching. We can sympathize
with these theologians when they examined the Alexandrine’s
letters to Nestorius and his Twelve Anathematisms: they looked
in vain for a firm insistence on the reality of the Lord’s human
will, of the Man’s constant obedience to the divine will, and of
His sufferings as He was tried to the uttermost. Instead, they
found that Cyril was referring what is human in Christ to the
divine Logos: it was God who was born, and suffered, he was
saying. But there was no need for them to jump to the con-
clusion that he was *“attributing unto God the Word feeling and
willing and suffering in all the things of humanity in His

it must not be said that the Man assumed is to be worshipped with the
divine Logos tamguam alterum cum altero (Anath. viii; on the text, see the
note in Bindley, op. cit. p. 153); it must not be said that He who was made
High Priest and Apostle is s &repos mop’ almov 18ikéds &vbpwmos & yuvoaxds
(Anath. x); the life-giving flesh of the Logos must not be regarded s érépoyv
Twods mop’ aUTtdv (Anath. xi). See also Ep. #i ad Nestor. (P.G. Ixxvii. 116D;
Bindley, op. cit. p. 128): *“ We say that He is by nature the only-begotten Son
of God; we do not attribute dvlpome. . . wop’ abtov éTépw the name or the
actuality of the Priesthood.”

1 See Ep. ii ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 48c; Bindley, op. cit. pp. 103, 107
(quoted above, p. 194).

2 Apol. adv. Theod. iii, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 416. ® See above, pp. 153 f.
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nature”,! and that, in consequence, his Anathematisms were
“full of wicked purpose, and in accord with the teaching of
Apollinarius, Arius, and Eunomius”’.2 And, once they had made
up their mind that Cyril was teaching the abominable “con-
fusion”, nothing could move them: they simply refused to take
the Patriarch at his word.

Were not the very terms which he was using in order to
describe the union, “mingling” (xp&ois) and “composition”
(ouvbeots),® proof enough that, to say the least, he was in danger
of confusing the natures? And did not his “out of two” (&
80o) point in the same direction? Nestorius was prepared to
accept “in two natures’ or a simple “of which” (¢&v), but, as
he says, “this ‘out of which’ [¢¢ &v] sounds as if he [Cyril]
spoke as regards the natures of the Lord of parts on one side and
the other, which parts became one”.# But in his Second Letter

! So Nestorius, Bazaar, p. 240.

* So John of Antioch in his letter to the Emperor Theodosius, written
when he was on his way to Ephesus in 431 (Mansi, iv. 12%2). He cannot
believe that Cyril is the author of the Anathematisms! (See his letter to
Firmus of Caesarea in Cappadocia, P.G. lxxxiv. 579 ff.) Theodoret takes a
similar view in his letter to John (Ep. cl). He, too, denounces Cyril as an
“Apollinarian”’. He holds that a deadly poison, proceeding * from the sour
root of Apollinarius”, was now infecting the Church (Ep. cli), and that—this
from the report, probably drawn up by the Bishop of Cyrus himself, of the
Orientals after they had arrived at Ephesus and deposed Cyril and Memnon
(of Ephesus)—Cyril was “trying, so to speak, to raise from Hades the impious
Apollinarius, who died in his heresy” (Ep. clvii). Cf. also the famous letter
of Ibas of Edessa to Maris of Ardashir (Mansi, vii. 241 ff.; Hefele, 4 History
of the Councils of the Church, 111. pp. 366 ff.), which opens with a short account
of the controversy between Cyril and Nestorius, and a declaration that Cyril
had fallen into the error of Apollinarianism, his Anathematisms showing
that he was impiously affirming that “there is one nature of the Godhead
and of the manhood of our Lord Jesus Christ”.

® See Nestorius’ criticism of these terms, Sermo x, On the Chapters, Loofs,
Nestoriana, pp. 273, 220 Fr. e. Cf. also his criticism of the term “deificatio” :
“They blasphemously assert by the very word ‘deification’ that the flesh
conjoined to Godhead and changed into Godhead” (Ep. i ad Caelest., Loofs,
op. cit. p. 167; cf. Sermo x, Loofs, op. cit. p. 275). [From the first the
Antiochenes had opposed the use of “composition”: see Paul of Samosata’s
criticism of the term, Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, p. 337, Frag. 5c.]

* See the fragment of Nestorius’ letter to Theodoret, Loofs, op. cit.
pp. 197 £, 365f. (Syr.); quoted by Bethune-Baker, op. cit. p. 119 n. 1.
Nestorius is here criticizing Cyril’s statement in the latter’s epistle to John
of Antioch: “There is one Lord Jesus Christ, although the difference of the
natures is not ignored out of which [ Gv] we say that the ineffable union has
been wrought” (P.G. Ixxvii. 1808; Bindley, op. cit. p. 170). [Cf. Eutherius
of Tyana’s objection to the expression (as found in his letter to Alexander
of Hierapolis, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 866): Hoc ipso namque quod dixisti, EX
QUIBUS, alterum rursus preeter naturas significas, quod ex ipsis est.]
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to the Antiochene, Cyril explicitly states that “while the natures
which were brought together into this real unity were different,
yet of both of them [:€ Gueoiv] is the one Christ and Son, the
difference of the natures not being abolished by the union,...”.!
Nestorius is full of praise for the saying—it is admirable as it
stands, he declares, only the man has spoilt it by introducing his
“hypostatic” union, and speaking as if the divine Logos were
deprived of His nature in the Incarnation!?

Similarly these teachers could call attention to Cyril’s “after
the union, one nature”, and say that he was simply acknow-
ledging the Eutychian point of view. Thus in his Dialogues
‘Theodoret asks how it is possible to attribute two sets of pro-
perties which are inconsistent with each other—a birth before
the ages and a birth many generations after David, for instance
—to this “one nature”.® And, summing up his argument in his
Syllogisms, he says:

Those” who believe that after the union there was one
nature of Godhead and manhood destroy by this reasoning the
peculiarities of the natures; and their destruction involves the
denial of either nature. For the confusion of the united [natures]

prevents us from recognizing either that the flesh is flesh or
that God is God. 4

1 P.G. Ixxvii. 45¢; Bindley, op. cit. p. 103.

? See esp. Bazaar, pp. 145, 147, 149, 155, 157. This is a suitable place at
which mention can be made of Nestorius’ criticism of Cyril’s statement (to
be found in his letter to Acacius of Melitene, P.G. Ixxvii. 193D) that “ God-
head and manhood are not the same in natural quality”. The Antiochene
asserts that the “quality” of an ousia is not the ousia, but only the schéma
of an ousia (on the meaning of schéma in Nestorius, see above, p. 159 n. 3),
and that Cyril (who has just said that “the brethren in Antioch, accepting
simply as though in imagination only [ds & yafs kai uévoss éwolms]
the things whereof Christ is known [to have been formed], predicate the
difference of the natures ’—see above, p. 101) does not “accept the idea of
the natures with the ousiai, but [says that] they are without hypostases and
not subsisting, [and that] their origin indeed is from reflection, and that they
are whole in [its] wholeness”—that is, according to Nestorius, Cyril holds
that in Jesus Christ there is but one substance of Godhead and manhood,
and that it is only in idea, and not in reality, that these two elements are
seen (Bazaar, pp. 321 f.; see, also, p. 309). Against such a view, Nestorius
affirms that “the natures are not without hypostases” (Bazaar, p. 320). But
Cyril explicitly states that the form of God and the form of a servant have “not
been united without their hypostases” (see above, p. 91)—and he is here
using “ hypostasis” in exactly the same sense which Nestorius is giving to
the term.

3 Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. pp. 103 f.

4 Dial. iii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 268.
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Nestorius criticizes the expression in the same way: one must
either reject it and confess “‘two natures”, or accept it and teach
the abominable “confusion”. So, in his homily Concerning the
Faith, he writes:

But if those Theopaschitans confirming [the tenets of] the
party of Apollinarius were to say ‘‘After the union there ap-
peared one nature’’, we ought to turn our faces from these with
great indignation, because they impiously alienate each nature
from its properties by commixture and confusion, and, in regard
to what belongs to them, do not allow either the divine [nature]
or the human to remain in that which it is, in that each is de-
prived of its own ousia through the mixture and confusion, and
1s completely changed into the other. But if they say that the
natures are neither commingled nor confused, of necessity there
is not one nature, and they are bound to concede two [natures]
of Christ, impassible and passible, and the dogma is established
which confirms that Christ is consubstantial with the Trinity
according to His Godhead.?

But Cyril never meant that “nature’” here should be taken in the
sense of substantia, or that ‘““after the union”’ should be under-
stood as a temporal event.?2 All the same, as the Antiochenes
said, the word could be used in that sense, and the phrase itself
could be given a meaning which is truly Monophysite. But
while it cannot be denied that the Antiochenes had grounds for
complaint, it also seems undeniable that they were not prepared
to do justice to the one who coined the phrase:3 they would not
listen to his repeated denials that he was teaching that the natures
had been robbed of their reality in the union.

Again, they approach the formula that Jesus Christ is “one
incarnate nature of the divine Logos” only from the point of
view of their own terminology: for them “nature’ can have but
one meaning, though, since they were living in an atmosphere
of Greek culture, it is reasonable to suppose that they were
acquainted with the use of the term in the sense of ‘“‘person”.

! Loofs, op. cit. p. 329. 2 See above, pp. 95 ff.

3 Thus in reply to his request that he should be given an explanation of
‘“ one nature after the union”’, Theodoret makes ““ Eranistes ” say : “ [ maintain
that the Godhead remains, and that the manhood was absorbed [xaTomodfivar]
by it” (Dial. ii, ed. Schulze, 1v. pt. i. p. 114). It seems obvious that such a
blatantly Monophysite explanation of the phrase would never have been put
forward by Cyril.
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Their attitude to the formula is seen in a fragment of Nestorius’
Against the Theopaschitans (a work composed in the form of a
dialogue between Theopaschitan, who represents the Alex-
andrine, and Orthodox, who represents the Antiochene point
of view). First, Theopaschitan says:

The nature of the flesh is passible and changeable and newly
created; yet it belongs to the Godhead in such wise that both
[elements] subsist in one and the same nature.. ..}

And how can we be charged with mingling a duality of natures
when we say that Christ is one incarnate nature of God [the
Logos]?

Theopaschitan, it is important to notice, does not say that
Jesus Christ has one nature, but that He zs one nature—that the
Incarnate is one Person, that is; moreover, he does not deny the
difference of the two elements which have been united in this
one Person. Such, as we have seen,? is the Cyrillian interpreta-
tion of the formula, and it is thoroughly orthodox. But
Nestorius will not attempt to appreciate Theopaschitan’s point
of view. With the Alexandrines’ ¢k &Yoo in mind, he is con-
vinced that his opponents were teaching that in the Incarnation
each nature is deprived of its reality (its hypostasis), and that,
the two being “confused”, there results ‘‘a one-natured hypo-
stasis’’, which is neither divine nor human. So he causes
Orthodox to reply:

Concerning the charge brought against thee, do not hope to
excuse thyself. For thou hast confessed that it has been deter-
mined by your party that Christ is one nature out of [ex] the
incorporeal and the body, and that there is a one-natured
hypostasis Tfis 8eooopkdoews.? But this is such a mingling of
the two natures that these themselves are deprived of the hypo-
stases which each possesses, in that they become mingled with
one another.4

1 Tt will be understood that here Theopaschitan is using ‘“nature” in its
two meanings.

2 Above, p. 89 n. 2.

3 The passage is quoted by Severus of Antioch in his ¢. Gramm. 11. i. 14,
and I adopt the translation given by Lebon, op. cit. p. 172 (lit. “of the
becoming flesh of the Divinity ”, as in the translation provided by Driver and
Hodgson, Bazaar, p. 384).

¢ Loofs, op. cit. pp. 209 f., 369 (Syr.).
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Clearly, Nestorius simply refuses to consider that Cyril in the
formula may be using “nature’ in the sense of “person”. Had
he been determined really to understand the Alexandrine, he
would have come to see that by his ‘‘incarnate nature’’ the latter
meant what the Antiochenes were meaning when these said that
the Logos had united real manhood to Himself and so had be-
come man, He being now incarnate, and that by his “one” he
meant what these were meaning when they asserted that Jesus
Christ, the Logos made man, is one prosopon, one Person, at
once God and man.

So also in regard to the opposition of these teachers to Cyril’s
“natural” union: Theodoret, replying to the Third Ana-
thematism, may be justified in complaining that “the sense of
the terms used is misty and obscure”, for even in his explana-
tions Cyril does not say any more than that by his ‘“natural”
union he means a ““real” union, but he is scarcely justified in
assuming—and in building his argument solely on this assump-
tion—that the “very clever author” of the expression is here
understanding ‘““nature” in the sense of substantia. ‘‘Nature”,
says the Bishop of Cyrus, ‘““has a compulsory force and is in-
voluntary”: we do not feel hunger or thirst, neither do we sleep
or breathe, of our own free will, but of necessity. A ‘‘natural”
union, then, must mean that the Logos has been united to the
form of a servant “under compulsion of necessity”, and not
“by purpose and will”. Let it be understood that the union is
of this order, he argues, and it will be seen that there is no need
to add this word ““natural””.! Nestorius writes in the same way.
A “natural” union, since ‘‘those who are composed of [one]
nature support of necessity the nature’s own proper qualities
which are naturally and not voluntarily theirs”’, means a union
deprived of its voluntary character;? it means, too, that, since the
Godhead has been compounded into the hypostasis of another
nature,® God Himself is made to suffer, and that the manhood
can no longer function in accordance with its own nature.* But
here again it will be apparent that to take up an attitude of this
sort, and to try to show that there was heresy where none was

Y Reprehen. xit Capp. iii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 15.
® Bazaar, pp. 85, 179.

3 On the Chapters, Loofs, op. cit. p. 220 (Frag. €).

* Bagzaar, pp. 84, 92 f.
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meant, is altogether unfair to one who was trying to make it clear
that his doctrine was that the union is without confusion, and
that it is a “personal” union, the Logos, through His own
voluntary act, having in Jesus Christ united what is ours to Him-
self—the very position, that is, which, as it seems, these theo-
logians themselves were seeking to maintain.

It cannot be denied that the Antiochenes had good grounds for
expressing their dissatisfaction with the Cyrilline phrases “after
the union, one nature’’, ‘“‘one incarnate nature of the divine
Logos”’, and ““a natural union”, since, unless carefully explained,
these could be interpreted in a Eutychian sense, and, if the first
two expressions were not so already, they were soon to become
the party-slogans of frenzied monks who, zealous supporters of
the Alexandrine orthodoxy and, for the most part, unlearned in
matters relating to theology, did not stop to think out what was
the particular meaning of “nature” here. But we can hardly
speak in the same way in regard to the opposition of these
teachers to Cyril’s “hypostatic” union. If they were ignorant
of the sense in which the Alexandrine meant that “nature”
should be used in the expressions mentioned above—though we
cannot think that they were—they had but very little excuse for
misunderstanding him when he used the word ‘“hypostasis” in
the sense of “person”. They themselves were accustomed to
speak of “three hypostases’’ when explaining the doctrine of the
Trinity, and, as we have said, there are instances of their use of
the term in this meaning even in Christological discussion.! The
“hypostatic” union, however, they will not accept, since, as it
seems to them, their opponent may be using it in the sense of a
““substantial”’ union. Theodoret, for instance, writes against
Cyril’'s Second Anathematism in this way:

We are wholly ignorant of the hypostatic union as being
strange and foreign to the divine Scriptures and to the Fathers
who have interpreted them. If the author of these statements
means by the ‘hypostatic” union that there was a mingling of
Godhead and flesh, we shall oppose his statement with all. our
might, and shall confute his blasphemy, for the mixture is of
necessity followed by the confusion; and the admission of con-
fusion destroys the individuality of each nature.?

1 See above, p. 180. 2 Reprehen. xii Capp. ii, ed. Schulze, v. pt. i. p. 10.

+
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But how could ““the author” mean that in the Incarnation there
is ““a mingling of Godhead and flesh”, or “‘a mixture”, when he
would assure his opponents that for him the difference of the
natures is preserved in the union? Nestorius, too, seems to be
able to see nothing in the phrase but the doctrine of ““con-
fusion”. As his Second Counter-Anathematism shows, it
brings to his mind the thought of a local change in respect of the
divine ousia, as though it had been once locally on earth, or of an
infinite extension of the flesh so that it could contain the divine
nature.! Again, in his opposition to the phrase, he points to the
Alexandrines’ favourite analogy of the union. Yousay, heargues,
that the union of body and soul in man constitutes one nature,
and this you call a ““hypostatic” union. But in man the human
soul suffers all that the body suffers. On this analogy, then, in
the ““hypostatic’’ union God the Logos suffers without His will
all the sufferings of His manhood—the Son has been changed
from the impassible to the passible, from the immortal to the
mortal, and from the immutable to the mutable.2 Here, it will
be noticed, Nestorius is arguing from the assumption that the

| Alexandrines, when they speak of the ‘““one nature” or the ‘“one
hypostasis” of man, are thinking of a human substantia, whereas
the point they would emphasize is that of the unity of person,
the soul and body of the human individual representing the two
elements out of which the one Person of Jesus Christ is con-
stituted—which elements, like the body and soul of man,
remain in their difference. There seems to be no doubt that the
Antiochenes were obstinate: they would not believe that Cyril
was no upholder of the “‘confusion”. Indeed, here especially is
our sympathy rather with him than with them; for, as he tells us,
his attempt to convince them that they were raising a lie against
him was like trying to storm an impregnable fortress.® If, before
they criticized, Cyril’s opponents had sought to understand his
pointof view, they would have come tosee thatby his ‘“ hypostatic”’
union he was but teaching what they themselves were teaching.
In this connection a passage in the Bazaar® is full of interest.
Nestorius asks what his adversary means by “‘this unintelligible

1 Loofs, op. cit. pp. 212 f.
* Bazaar, pp. 85, 93, 161, 179.
2 Apol. adv. Theod. iii, ed. Pusey, VI. p. 416. 4 Pp. 155 fI.
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hypostatic union”, and how he understands it. Does he wish to
regard a hypostasis as a prosopon, ‘‘as we speak of one ousia of
the divinity and three hypostases, and understand ‘prosopa’ by
‘hypostases’”’? If so, he is calling the ““prosopic” union “hypo-
static”. If, then, he is referring to ““the one prosopon of Christ”,
and not using hypostasis in the sense of “the hypostasis of the
ousia and of the nature”, just as one speaks of ““the form of His
hypostasis” (cf. Hebrews i. 3),! and if he understands that there
has been a union of the natures, and that (as indeed he confesses)
the natures are different, his position is the same as Nestorius’.
“I say that”, says the latter—though he is not convinced that
this is what Cyril really believes. However, the point is that here
is an illustration of what could happen once the Antiochenes
were prepared seriously to enquire into what Cyril was saying,
and to take him at his word: Nestorius could claim that he was
teaching in the same way. And, as it appears to us, the claim is
altogether justifiable. Nestorius’ “prosopic” union is based on
the idea of the ““taking and giving” of the prosopa of the natures:
in the Incarnation the Logos ‘‘takes” the Man’s prosopon as
His prosopon and “gives” His prosopon to the Man—both
being the actions of the Logos—there being as a result of the
union “the one prosopon of Christ”’.2 But what is this save a
““hypostatic” union? Cyril says that in the Incarnation “‘the
Logos united to Himself hypostatically flesh animated with a
rational soul”’;® Nestorius says that He took the form of a
servant, real manhood, that is, to Himself, making its prosopon
—its ““appearance”, its “‘individuality”, its ‘‘person”—His
prosopon, and giving His prosopon to it. In both cases the
union has its centre in the Person of the Logos, the Alexandrine
and the Antiochene both maintaining the same fundamental
truth. Had there been the desire to arrive at a common under-
standing, Nestorius would have been convinced that Cyril, by
his ““hypostatic” union, meant, not that as a result of the union
there is in Jesus Christ una substantia of Godhead and manhood,
a tertium quid, but that the Logos has “personally’” united to
Himself a nature altogether the same as ours, and, on the other

1 See the note in Driver and Hodgson, op. cit. p. 156 n. 2.
2 See above, pp. 155 f. - ) .
3 Ep. i ad Nestor., P.G. Ixxvii. 45B; Bindley, op. cit. p. 105.
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] hand, Cyril would have been convinced that Nestorius, by his

| “prosopic” union, meant, not that in Jesus Christ there are two

I parallel prosopa, “two Sons”, but that the Logos has taken the

’ Man’s prosopon and given His prosopon to the Man, “the one
being the other and the other the one” in the one prosopon of
Christ, who is thus the Logos incarnate. But, as we have said,
the spirit of warfare prevailed, and the Antiochenes were de-
termined to show that Cyril was a heretic—just as Cyril on his
side was determined to show that Nestorius was a heretic.

But, it may be urged, can it be right to say that all the
Antiochenes were in reality upholding the same doctrine as
Cyril, when Nestorius was expressly condemned both at Rome
and at the Council of Ephesus?! It is important for us to see that
in both cases the judgment was based on what was Cyril’s view
of his opponent’s teaching, and that, this being so, our main
conclusion still holds good.

The controversy reveals the Alexandrine in no happy light.
Like Theophilus before him, and Dioscorus after him, he was
ready to use every opportunity to make it plain to Christendom
that no matter what might have been laid down at the Council
of Constantinople in 381 (where by the ““brief but momentous”’
Canon 111 it had been decided that the Bishop of Constantinople
should be given “an honorary pre-eminence after that of the
Bishops of Rome, because it is new Rome”),? the ancient throne
of St Mark remained the ruling power in the East—and the
quarrel with Nestorius provided him with such an opportunity.
Neither was Cyril the man to allow himself to be mastered by
adverse circumstances: once he had set himself the task of

1 Of the condemnation of Theodore of Mopsuestia at the Council of
Constantinople in 553 there is no need for us to say a great deal. He was
condemned (together with the anti-Cyrilline writings of Theodoret, and the
letter of Ibas of Edessa to Maris) in the vain hope of winning over the Mono-
physites to the Chalcedonian faith, these zealous anti-Nestorians having been
saying that the Bishop of Mopsuestia as the fons et origo mali should be
pursued into his grave. It was hardly more than a political move, and it
failed, like all schemes which aim at bringing to a saner judgment those who
have already made up their minds that they are right and their opponents
wrong; besides, bound up with the Monophysite cause were the national
aspirations of the Copts and the Syrians, who could be expected to say “No”
to anything that came from Byzantium.

? Hefele, op. cit. 11. pp. 357 fI.; Bright, Notes on the Canons of the First
Four General Councils, p. 92.
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degrading the upstart see through striking at its new patriarch
who was daring to assert himself, he was determined to carry
it through, even if he might arouse the animosity of the Emperor
—as indeed he did when, in the hope of winning their support,
he addressed to Theodosius and the Emperor’s two sisters,
Arcadia and Marina, and to the Empresses Pulcheria and
Eudocia, his treatises de Recta Fide, and received from Theo-
dosius a severe letter in which he was rebuked for attempting to
sow the seeds of discord, not only in the Church, but also in the
royal house—and even, if it became necessary, to empty jche
coffers of his wealthy church to make sure that important officials
at Court would not use their influence against him.2 Yet it is
possible to lay too much stress on this motive of self-interest,
and perhaps it is well that we should remember that, the heat of
the conflict preventing him from having any desire to discover
what his enemy’s standpoint really was, he was convinced th:.1t
Nestorius was denying the “Theotokos”, and that, since this
meant that the truth of the Incarnation of the Son of God was
being denied,? it behoved him to act as defensor fidei, and, if the
Patriarch would not retreat, to effect his downfall.

And at Constantinople the situation was one which the
Patriarch of Alexandria could use to his own advantage. From
the time that he became bishop (in 428), Nestorius had set
himself up as the scourge of the heretics, and Arians, Quarto-
decimans, Macedonians, and Novatians had all been proceeded
against. Then there were those who were uttering their party-
cries of “Mary is ‘' Theotokos’” and ““ God suffered . Nestorlu.s
believed that these were in danger of blasphemy, since, as it
seemed to him, they did not understand what they were saying.
So, determined to make it clear that it was not “God”’ who was
born and suffered,* the eloquent preacher devoted the winter of

1 nsi, iv. p. 1109,

2 %/{‘i‘ tSh:a listpof eull())giae received by the Grand Chamberlain, Chrysoretes,
see Kidd, 4 History of the Church to 4.0. 461, 111 pp. 258 f.

3 Cf. Cyril’s letter to the Egyptian monks, which he Wrote:vhen. these were
expressing their alarm at Nestorius’ sermon on * Theotokos”: he is surprised
that there should be any doubt concerning the title—of course Mary must be
called “ Mother of God”, else her Son is not confessed as very God of very
God (Ep. i, P.G. Ixxvii. 40 fI.). ) o .

1 An excellent illustration of Nestorius’ standpoint is to be found in what
he says when, exgrcising his right as bishop, he sums up the teaching of



222 CONCLUSION

428-429 to giving instruction on the ‘“Theotokos”, and so
strongly did he feel the need of upholding the “‘two natures” in
order to drive out the idea of *‘confusion” that he arranged that
his sermons should be collected and sent far and wide. Some of
his party appear to have gone farther: his own syncellus, Ana-
stasius, a priest whom he had brought with him from Syria,
stood up in St Sophia and declaimed against the title,! as also
did Dorotheus of Marcianopolis in Moesia.2 Of course the
Patriarch was misunderstood, and the lawyer, Eusebius of
Dorylaeum, a representative of the opposing party, set up in a
prominent place his Contestatio in which, placing side by side
the sayings of Paul of Samosata and those of Nestorius, he sought
to show that the latter was but following the earlier heretic.?
Neither was Nestorius the man to deal with a delicate situation.

Proclus (who was then at Constantinople, and in 434 was to be made its
bishop) after the latter had preached in support of “Theotokos”. Proclus’
highly rhetorical sermon (P.G. Ixv. 679—92) is itself one of the outstanding
examples of the use which the Alexandrine theologians were making of the
communicatio idiomatum. After an eloquent peroration, there follows this:
“God was born of a woman, but not bare God; man, too, was born of her,
but not mere man.. ..Be not ashamed of that birth, for it was the means of
thy salvation. If God had not been born, He could not have died; if He had
not died, He could not have destroyed him that had the power of death.”
Proclus concluded his sermon, and the congregation applauded. Then
Nestorius arose. That applause be given in honour of the Virgin is right
(he says), because she is the temple illius dominicae carnis, which exceeds
all praise. But to say simply de Maria natus Deus is to give a handle to the
pagans: it is one thing—and an irreprehensible thing—to say that He who
" was conjoined with Him born of Mary is God, and another to say that the
Godhead endured a birth in time. Surely, the people of Constantinople are
like those of Antioch in possessing such knowledge of theology that they will
* not let it be said that Deus pontifex factus est. Did the divine Logos rise
from the dead? Si autem vivificator mortificatus est, quis erit qui conferat
vitam? And to say “ God is He who was born of Mary” is but to assist the
Arians in proclaiming their doctrine. There can be no blasphemy if the truth
is expressed in this way: alius quidem Deus Verbum est, qui erat in templo. . . et
aliud templum praeter habitantem Deum, since Dominum nostrum Christum
secundum naturam duplicem dicamus, secundum quod est filius, unum (Sermo
xxvit, Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 337 f.). Once again we would point out that
Nestorius does not deny that it can be said that “ God was born” or that
“God suffered”’: what he is anxious to uphold is the truth that God in His
" divine nature is impassible, and, he contends, there can be no “blasphemy”’
so long as one upholds the alius. . .aliud, and thus distinguishes between the
natures which are those of the one Son. As we have said (above, p. 170),
what he is contending for is a proper use of the principle of the communicatio
idiomatum. ! Socrates, H.E. vii. 32.
2 So the testimony of Cyril, Ep. xi, P.G. Ixxvii. 81B.
3 For the text of the Contestatio, see Loofs, Paulus von Samosata, pp. 69 f.
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Monks uttered their protests, and appeared before his judgment
seat, but, for their pains, they were cast into the cells attached
to the episcopal palace. It is not surprising that a storm of
indignation was aroused against one who could so insult holy
men, or that the case of the monks was laid before the Emperor.!
Moreover, the Patriarch did not improve his cause by giving
shelter to those Pelagians who had been deprived by the Bishop
of Rome—Celestius, one of the original heresiarchs, Julian of
Eclanum and three other Italian bishops.? Rome could not
forget that Nestorius’ attitude to these men was in some measure
a challenge to her authority. It would be well, wrote Pope
Celestine,? if, instead of taking the part of those condemned on
account of false doctrine, the man were to take to heart the
words “‘Physician, heal thyself”; for Nestorius’ sermons had
already found their way to Rome, where they were creating a
bad impression.

Accordingly, the fates were already against the Patriarch of
Constantinople when Cyril turned to Rome for help. The Pope
had already written to him, asking him whether the sermons
which he had received were really those of the Bishop at the
capital. Cyril waited for a while, perhaps to be sure of his
ground, and then wrote “a letter of great humility and great
adroitness’’,* in which he finds it convenient to revive the tradi-
tion—purposely forgotten when Rome and Alexandria took
opposite sides in the case of Chrysostom—of referring serious
questions to the Bishop of Rome. He begs to inform Celestine
of the distressing state of things at New Rome. There Nestorius

1 Mansi, iv. 11054, B. ) )

¢ See Nestorius’ Ep. i ad Caelest., Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 165 ff., in which
he appeals to the Pope for details concerning the condemn.ation.of the
Pelagians (and, at the same time, complains of his difficulties Wlth the
“ Apollinarians”). But it is clear that the Patriarch was not a Pelag{aﬂ. To
this Marius Mercator~—who drew up his Commonitorium against Julian and
his associates, and was instrumental in effecting their expulsion frlorn the
capital—himself testifies (ad Nestor., P.L. xlviii. 183 ff.), and Celestine says
that in his sermons Nestorius employs the language of orthodoxy When
speaking of original sin. Moreover, the Patriarch was _himself preaching
against the Pelagian doctrine (see Sermo ix, Loofs, op. cit. p. 255). Yet he
does not seem to have been completely blameless: he wrote a letter of
sympathy to Celestius after the Pelagian had been banished at the order of the
church at Constantinople (Loofs, op. cit. pp. 172 f.).

3 Ep. xiii.

4 So Duchesne, The Early History of the Church, 111. p. 234.
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has received Dorotheus into communion after hearing him ana-
thematize those who, faithful to the truth, were calling the
blessed Virgin “Theotokos”. He himself has despatched his
First and Second Epistles, urging the man to repent—but he is
still obdurate. Monks, congregation, and senators have all for-
saken him, and only a group of flatterers remains to support him;
indeed, the East itself is turning away from him, and—this a
carefully studied point, since these bishops owed their jurisdic-
tion to Rome—the Macedonians in particular. What, then, must
he do? He will not refuse to communicate with the Patriarch
till he has received the Pope’s judgment, which, he hopes, will
help forward the cause which the East and the Macedonian
bishops have in hand; and, that Celestine may be able to com-
pare Nestorius’ teaching with that of the Fathers, he ventures to
send a dossier of documents, including his own letters and—
apparently—the five books of his adversus Nestorii blasphemias.

Rome responded to Cyril’s appeal in a way which must have
exceeded all his hopes. In August 430 the Pope called together
a synod, before which were laid Nestorius’ sermons, his letter
in which he enquired concerning the judgment passed on the
Pelagians (which had been translated into Latin by John
Cassian), and the documents provided by the Alexandrine
Patriarch. From the beginning Celestine took the side of Cyril.
Before the assembled bishops he remembers how Ambrose, on
the day of the Lord’s Nativity, had caused all the people to sing:

Veni, Redemptor gentium,
Ostende partum Virginis;
Miretur omne saeculum;

Talis decet partus Deum.

Ambrose, he declares, did not say ‘“Talis decet partus homi-
nem”, and ‘“‘our brother Cyril”, when he calls the Virgin
“Theotokos”, means what Ambrose meant—that He whom the
Virgin brought forth was God; and Celestine proceeded to show
how the Latin Fathers, Hilary and Damasus, had spoken in the
same way.? Accordingly, the Pope wrote to Cyril, commending
him for his zeal on behalf of the truth of ““ Christ our God”’, and
saying that a final effort should be made to reclaim the Patriarch

! Ep. xi, P.G. Ixxvii. 79 ff. ® Bp. ix (Append.), P.L. 1. 457 f.
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who had forgotten his duties as pastor of the flock, and that, in
the event of failure, the Bishop of Alexandria should “ join the
authority of the Roman see to his own”, and carry out with the
utmost strictness the sentence determined upon by the Synod—
namely, that if within ten days after receiving it, Nestorius had
not professed that his was the faith as to ‘““the birth of Christ our
God” which was held by the churches of Rome and Alexandria
and by the universal church, his throne should be regarded as
vacant, and he himself should be treated as “in every way
separate from our body”.! And, by letter, the Pope informed
the occupants of the important sees in the East (Juvenal of
Jerusalem, John of Antioch, Rufus of Thessalonica, and Flavian
of Philippi) of the decision which had been arrived at. He also
wrote to Nestorius, as well as to the clergy and people of Con-
stantinople. He tells the former that he has been warned once
and twice, and now, according to the rule of St Paul, is being
warned for the third time; therefore, if he wishes to be in com-
munion with his brother bishops he must—and that within ten
days—condemn his novel teaching and affirm what “ our brother
Cyril” affirms.? To the clergy and people of the capital he says
that he feels for them like him who had “the care of all the
churches”. Nestorius was denying the birth of God—his
teaching being vastly different from that of their great Chryso-
stom, or that of their late bishops, so zealous on behalf of the
true faith, Atticus and Sisinnius. Let them endure manfully,
following the example of Athanasius, who, in exile, found solace
in communion with Rome.3

Roma locuta est. But of what value is this decisive judgment?
Does it represent a true estimate of Nestorius’ doctrine? Surely,
it does not. To hold that the Constantinopolitan Patriarch was
denying the truth of *“Christ our God” is to take Cyril’s view,
as his eyes were blinded in his determination to reveal his op-
ponent as a heretic: for, as we have seen, this upholder of the
Antiochene teaching has simply no intention of questioning the
Godhead of the Lord. But Rome was influenced by “our
brother Cyril”, and by those Latins who were Cyril’s staunch
supporters. At Constantinople, for instance, there was Marius
Mercator, the voluntary agent of Celestine, and we know from

1 Ep. xi. ¢ Ep. xiii. 3 Ep. xiv.
SAC 15
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his Comparatio dogmatum Pauli Samosateni et Nestorii* that he
was in complete agreement with Eusebius of Dorylaeum in
maintaining that Nestorius should be classed with the Samo-
satene. This, indeed, seems to have been the attitude which
Rome adopted towards the enemy of Cyril. John Cassian, be-
cause of his long residence in the East (he had been ordained by
John Chrysostom, for whom he had the greatest admiration),
had been requested to draw up a report on Nestorius’ doctrine—
and Cassian’s view carried no small weight with the authorities
at Rome. What that view was we know from his work, in seven
books, de Incarnatione Domini contra Nestorium:? he considers
that the doctrine of Nestorius is akin to the Adoptianism of the
Pelagian monk Leporius, a native of Tréves.? Nestorius, he says,
separates the flesh from the divinity,* and says that  Christ was
born a mere man”’, and that He should be termed ‘‘Theo-
dochos” 5—thus making Him like other holy men,® and, for the
matter of that, like ourselves, since we ourselves are ‘“Theo-
dochoi”.” How can he say that Christ was a mere man at birth,
Cassian asks, if he accepts the Creed in which he was brought
up? The man was a Catholic at the first, but now he is an
apostate; for the Creed clearly states that He who was before the
ages is He who was born.® Tt is this, the truth that Christ is very
God, which He denies—a truth which is upheld both in the Old
Testament and in the New.? The words of St Paul that He is
“over all, God blessed for ever”” (Romans ix. 5), St Peter’s con-
fession, and the confession of St Thomas'®—all these (besides
other Scriptural passages which are here alluded to) show that
Jesus Christ is not, as Nestorius thinks, Son of Man only, but
also Son of God, He being the same Person who existed eternally,
who descended, and who also ascended.!' Finally, Cassian

1 P.L. xlviit. 773 £. ® P.L. 1L g-272.
3 De Incarn. i. 4. 4 Ibid. iii. 6, 7.
5 Ibid. v. 2. 6 Ibid. v. 3.

7

Ihid. So Cassian claims that Nestorius’ doctrine is to be associated with
the error of the Pelagians, according to which “ Christ is not to be worshipped
for his own sake because He was God, but because, owing to His good and
pious actions, He won this—namely, to have God dwelling in Him”:
Nestorius is “belching out the poison of Pelagianism, and hissing with the
very spirit of Pelagianism” (ibid. v. 2). But it seems evident that the Patriarch
is being falsely accused; see above, p. 223 n. 2.

8 Ibid. vi. 6 ff. S Jbid. i1 3 ff.

W Ibid. iii. 1, 12 ., 15. 1 Jbid. iv. 6.
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appeals to the Fathers (Hilary, Ambrose, Jerome, Rufinus,
Augustine, Gregory of Nazianzus, Athanasius, and Chrysostom)*
to show that theirs is this doctrine, and concludes on the same
note as Celestine in his letter to the clergy and laity of Con-
stantinople: ‘‘Separate yourselves, my brethren, from that
ravenous wolf who, as it is written, devours the people of God
aS.lf they were bread; be ye separate, and touch not the unclean
Fhlng.” % That Cassian seriously misrepresents Nestorius’ teach-
Ing seems undeniable—but, as we say, it was, apparently,
Cassian’s view that was accepted at Rome, a view based, of
course, on the false report that the Patriarch was denying the
[ . .. .

Theotokos”. Had a different spirit prevailed, and had
Celestine, instead of taking sides and going so far as to make
Cyril his agent in the East, been determined to understand
Nestorius through explaining to him what was the faith of the
churches of Rome and Alexandria to which it was being required
that he should conform, and requesting him to say whether or
not he accepted such an explanation, there seems to be no doubt
that—Nestorius speaking this time of his own doctrine and not
of his view of that of his adversary—he would have been found
as orthodox as his brother bishops.® As things were, we cannot
wonder at the Patriarch’s complaint that Cyril had become the
Bishop of Rome !4

But the plan of Rome and Alexandria was frustrated through
the publication of the imperial order (dated 19 November 430),
summoning the bishops with their suffragans to the Council of
Ephesus at the coming Pentecost. It was a solution which suited
Nestorius rather than Cyril, for, now that innovation had been
forbidden till the meeting of the Council, the sentence passed by

b Ibid. vii. 24 fl. 2 Ibid. vii. 31.

* It is noteworthy that at this time Nestorius had a reputation for ortho-
doxy: the aged Acacius of Beroea (who had been the valuable ally of Theo-
philus against Chrysostom and whom Cyril was now approaching in the hope
that he would serve him as he had served his uncle) is by no means prepared
to cor.ldemn the Patriarch—he has heard from many, he says, that Nestorius’
doctrine is consistent with what is laid down in the Creed of Nicaea (Cyril,
Ep. xv, P.G. Ixxvii. 99 f.); and John of Antioch who, having heard from
Celestine, begs him to read the Pope’s letter, and the letter which he (John)
has received from Cyril, with care, says in his letter to Nestorius that he has
it from several quarters that the Bishop’s teaching is in harmony with that

of the reputed Fathers of the Church (Mansi, iv. 1061 ff.).
¢ See Bazaar, p. 132.
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the Roman Synod could not be put into force; besides, the
Patriarch of Alexandria, who, having called his suffragans to-
gether, had drawn up his T%ird Letter, to which were appended
the Twelve Anathematisms, and had sent this, together with
Celestine’s sentence of excommunication, to Nestorius (who
received it 6 December 430), must have felt that he was being
placed in an awkward position: his judgment concerning the
orthodoxy of the Bishop of Constantinople and his own teach-
ing were both alike being challenged. But, as we have said, he
was ready to take risks when circumstances seemed to be against
him. So, when he came to Ephesus and found that John of
Antioch and the Oriental bishops—the very party, that is, which
was deeming him a heretic on account of his Anathematisms—
had not arrived, and that their coming was delayed, he de-
termined to carry out a coup de force to gain his end.! On his
side, as he well knew, were Memnon of Ephesus with the Asiatic
bishops, Flavian of Philippi with the bishops of Macedonia, and
Juvenal of Jerusalem with the bishops of Palestine. He could,
then, go forward and snatch a victory. Overruling the protests
of the Count Candidianus, who, though he was not allowed
to take part in the doctrinal discussions, was sent by the Em-
peror Theodosius to see that these were properly conducted by
a complete assembly, as well as the protests of Nestorius himself,
Cyril, on Monday, 22 June—according to the imperial order the
Council was to meet on Whitsunday, 7 June—called together the
bishops already present, some two hundred in number. The
Patriarch of Constantinople received three citations to attend,
the third naming him an accused person; these summonses he
refused to recognize as valid.

! In this connection it is interesting to note that in the Bazaar Nestorius
draws attention to the statement in the report of the proceedings at Ephesus
which Cyril sent to the Emperor—namely, “we have perceived that the
reverend John, bishop of Antioch, has this wish to seek to entertain friendship
rather than to consider what is of advantage to the faith”, and remarks: “ On
this account you [Cyril] were constrained not to wait; so that if you had known
that he agreed with you, you would have waited for him, and there would
have been no constraint [laid] upon you...” (Bazaar, p. 125). Cf. also the
following words of complaint: “You made the Council for yourselves, and
not for us; you expelled those men from the Council, and of yourselves you
acted for yourselves just as you wished, and you listened not unto those who
called upon you not to hold a Council, but to wait for the bishops who had
been summoned with you, and who were nigh unto coming” (ibid. p. 133).
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Oyer this, the opening session of the Council, Cyril himself
presided, claiming that he had been commissioned by Celestine
to do so. The Creed of Nicaea was read, and after it Cyril’s
Second Letter to Nestorius. This the assembly acclaimed to be in
complete harmony with the doctrine of the Nicene Fathers.
Then followed the reading of Nestorius’ reply tothe Alexandrine:
this was unanimously rejected. After this, Cyril brought before
tl}e Council the letter which he had received from Celestine and
his own Third Letter (with the Anathematisms): these were read
without any vote being taken. Then the bishops were told of the
conversations which had taken place between Nestorius and two
firm upholders of the Cyrilline orthodoxy, Theodotus of Ancyra
and Acacius of Melitene—to the disadvantage of the accused.
Passages were read from the Fathers down to Theophilus of
Alexandria and Atticus of Constantinople, which included
extracts from the writings of Athanasius, Ambrose, Gregory
of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa. Beside these were set
Nestorius’ own statements. It was held that he was not in agree-
ment with the accepted teaching of the Church, and that he was
worthy of deposition. Soon afterwards the Patriarch of Alex-
andria communicated to his rival the sentence of the Synod:
N est.orius, new Judas, on account of his impious preachings and
of his disobedience of the canons, was deposed, and had no
longer any rank in the Church. On 10 July the three Roman
delegates at last arrived, and these, in accordance with the in-
structions which they had received from Celestine, placed them-
se@ves unreservedly in the hands of Cyril. At the second and
third sessions of the Council (10, 11 July) letters from the Pope
were read, and the delegates, who requested that they might be
informed of what had already taken place, were told of the
deposition of Nestorius. Then Philip, “priest of the Church of
the Apostles” at Rome, announced that Celestine gave his con-
sent to the Council’s decision.

We turn to John and the Orientals. As is well known, these
arrived four days after the opening session (on 26 June), and,
having heard on their way of what had taken place, at once
assembled at the lodging of the Antiochene Patriarch, and,
joined by Count Candidianus and those few bishops who had
refused to be present at the meeting on 22 June (the assembly
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now being composed of forty-three bishops), they deposed Cyril
and Memnon and all who would not repudiate the Twelve
Anathematisms. They were of opinion that Cyril had hurried on
the condemnation of Nestorius in order to save himself from
being put on trial for his doctrine—and, apparently, they were
justified in adopting this view. But it cannot be said that they
were right in holding their meeting without summons and with-
out discussion., After all, lack of moderation was not the mono-
poly of the one side only. So they returned a flat refusal to the
two citations that they should be present at the fourth session of
the Council, and, in answer to the summons to the fifth session,
John informed the Cyrillians that he and his supporters would
have no further dealings with them. Cyril’s reply was to ex-
communicate them—*that they should not be able, in virtue of
their sacerdotal authority, to do anything which could harm or
aid anyone whatsoever”. ““By which”’, as has been remarked,
“weunderstand that they had not been able to depose Cyril and
Memnon, and that they would not be able to restore Nestorius.” !
The next step was for the Alexandrine to inform Celestine and
the Emperor of what had taken place—though the cause of
Nestorius was also being pleaded at the Court by his friend,
Count Irenaeus.

With this brief résumé—it is no more—of the events at
Ephesus before us, let us consider the worth of the verdict which
was there passed on the Patriarch of Constantinople. It seems
clear that here, as at Rome in the preceding August, an assembly
of bishops was influenced by, and made its decision solely on the
basis of, Cyril’s view of Nestorius’ teaching. It was a one-sided
judgment, and the latter could reasonably complain that at the
Council Cyril was judge, accuser, and bishop of Rome—in fact,
“Cyril was everything”’;? things were conducted ‘‘according to
what he demanded”, and ‘‘he carried everyone with him”.3
“There was no judgment”, the Patriarch declares, ‘‘because
they made no examination.”* And this would seem to be true:
Nestorius was accused and convicted without anything like a
real enquiry into his doctrine. His ad Cyrillum i® the bishops

! Duchesne, op. cit. I1L. p. 249. 2 quaar, p- 132.
3 Ibid. p. 187. 4 Ibid. p. 255.
* Loofs, op. cit. pp. 173 ff.
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rejected with anathemas, but in this letter what he is attacking is
the notion that in the Incarnation the Godhead () 8e6tns) became
subject to human passions, and the charge of taking away from
the deposit laid down by the Fathers at Nicaea is unjust, seeing
that he is here but emphasizing the order in which the clauses
of the Nicene Creed are placed—a point which, as we have
already noticed,! the Antiochene teachers make as they would
reject all idea of ““confusion”. Moreover, it can be shown that
both Theodotus of Ancyra and Acacius of Melitene misunder-
stood what he was driving at in their discussions with him;2 and,
in regard to these passages from Athanasius, Ambrose, and the
two Gregories which were quoted against him, he would prove,
in that section of the Bazaar?® to which Nau would give the title
Réfutation des Accusations, that what these Fathers say he also
says. Neither, as it seems, can those statements of his which
were brought before the Council be taken as showing that his
was the heterodox position: here, too, though he may use the

! See above, pp. 206 ff.

* Bazaar, pp. 136 ff. On Nestorius’ saying (reported to the Council by
Theodotus), “ God ought not to be called two or three months old”’, which,
however it was understood by the bishops at Ephesus, came to be interpreted
as meaning that the Patriarch would not call a babe God [cf. Socrates’ report
of the saying (H.E. vii. 34): “I could not give the name of God to one who
was two or three months old '], see Bethune-Baker, op. cit. pp. 69 ff. As this
scholar says: Nestorius “ did not say that he could not bring himself to call a
babe God, but he said that he could not bring himself to call God a babe.
The word ‘ God’ was the subject rather than the predicate. He refused to
predict infancy of God rather than Godhead of an infant....He did not
intend by the phrase to deny the Godhead of Him who was born. He
intended to deny that God Himself could in His own being (in His essence,
substance, ousia...) submit to a human birth and become a babe” (zbid.
pP- 77). Acacius of Melitene reported that Nestorius “had fallen into two
errors at the same time: first by his improper question he laid upon those
who were to answer it the necessity of either denying entirely that the God-
head of the Only-begotten became man, or confessing [which is impious]
that the Godhead of the Father and of the Holy Spirit also became incarnate
with the divine Logos” (Mansi, iv. 1181 D). We would suggest—as that which
was to be expected from one who was regarded as “a man who proposed
conundrums (subtle dialectical puzzles)” [so Bethune-Baker, op. ciz. p. 78]—
that his question might have been: “Did God [6 6:45] become man?” An
answer in the negative would carry with it the denial of the incarnation of the
Only-begotten, while an answer in the affirmative would carry with it the
confession that the Father and the Holy Spirit were also incarnate—and piety
would again be offended. Yet, assuming that this was his question, Nestorius
was but seeking to drive home to the opposing party that it was not the divine
nature which became man—that nature remained in all that it was.

3 Pp. 186 1L
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term ““conjunction”,! and speak in such a way that it may seem
that he is setting up a duality of Sons,? he is but insisting on the
reality of the two natures3—while holding that it is the divine
Logos Himself who has become man* “You have nothing
against me”’, says Nestorius, ‘“because I have not said aught of
the things whereof you have accused me”’®*—and he appears to
be right.5 Had his teaching been honestly examined, it seems

! E.g. Mansi, iv. 1201D (Bazaar, p. 226), 1201E (ibid. p. 230).

* Thus the celebrated saying to be found in Nestorius’ Sermo ix (on
“’Theotokos”, Loofs, op. cit. p. 262) was quoted at Ephesus (Mansi, iv.
1201 B; Bazaar, p. 217): “ on account of Him who bears [ worship Him who is
being borne, and on account of Him who is invisible I worship Him who is
visible. God is not separated from Him who is visible. Wherefore I do not
separate the honour of Him who is not separated. The natures I separate,
but the worship I unite.” But the bishops also heard the following from his
Sermo x (““ Against those who put to death the Godhead of the Only-begotten,
and deify the manhood”, Loofs, op. cit. p. 275): “ The divine Logos, even
before the Incarnation, was Son and God and was with the Father, but in the
latter time took the form of a servant. Yet, being called Son before this, He
cannot after the taking be called a separated Son, lest we lay down ‘two
Sons’...” (Mansi, iv. 1201 C; Bazaar, p. 222)—a statement which plainly
reveals that its author would uphold the doctrine of the Incarnation and that

" of the “one Person”.

3 In these statements Nestorius is insisting that the divine Logos remains
in His own nature in the Incarnation: the Virgin did not give birth to the
Son of God (ibid. 11974, 1bid. p. 188); the Logos was not born through the
flesh (¢bid. 1197E; ibid. p. 197); God the impassible did not suffer, but the
passible temple which He quickened (ibid. 1201D; ibid. p. 228); nowhere in
the New Testament is death imputed to God (ibid. 1205E; ibid. p. 256); it
was not God by Himself (0¥ ka8’ éauto 8eés) who was found in the womb, nor
was God by Himself entombed in the tomb (ibid. 1204 B; tbid. p. 236). But,
he maintains, it is of “Christ”, or of the “Son”, or of the “Lord ”—i.e. of
the Logos made man in whom the two natures exist without confusion—that
these things must be said (see ibid. 11974, 12014; thid. pp. 188, 207). As we
have said (above, pp. 177 fI.), Nestorius would thus distinguish between what
belongs to the Logos in His eternal being, and what is His in the Incarnation,

' in order to rule out the “ mixing” of the natures—though it will be appreciated
that at first sight such expressions as “the Virgin did not give birth to the
Son of God”, or “the Logos was not born through the flesh”, would seem
clear proof that he was denying the reality of the Incarnation.

4 See above, n. 2. 5 Bazaar, p. 265.

¢ A further charge, brought against Nestorius by Peter, priest and notary
of Alexandria, was that he had said that “ the very teachers have not had time
at all to set before them [i.e. their people] the teaching of the exact faith”,
Peter going on to say that Nestorius had openly declared that “none of the
teachers before him had spoken before the people aught that he had spoken”
(Mansi, iv. 1208 B; Bazaar, pp. 263 f.). But, the Patriarch answers, had this
been so, he would have been accusing the Nicene Fathers—and his teaching
is in agreement with theirs, though his opponents do not realize it. Clearly,
the persons whom he has in mind are those (Cyril included) whom he
denounces as “ Apollinarians” and “Arians”.
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safe to assume, a very different verdict would have been retu'rned.
But Cyril was determined to bring about the downfall of his ad-
versary—and the bishops were, apparently, “‘abundantly con-
vinced’’! by him. .

So it would seem that what happened at the Council of
Ephesus may be regarded as one of the major tragedies in the
history of the Early Church. There, two parties, each, as we
think, standing for the same Christological principles, met, and
denounced each other as heretics, and departed, refusing to hold
communion with each other. Had the one side come to Ephesus
prepared to see in the teaching of the other a contribution to
Christological thought, the result, it is reasonable to suppose,
might have been to the lasting good of the Christian Church.
For the Antiochenes, as a result of the friendly criticism of the
upholders of a different doctrinal tradition, might have come to
speak more guardedly when they were maintaining the necessity
of “separating the natures”, and expressing the union as a
“conjunction” and an “indwelling”. On the other hand, the
Alexandrines, appreciating the judgment of the Antiochenes
might have sought to express with more care what they were
meaning when speaking of ‘“the one incarnate nature of the
divine Logos”, of a “natural” union, of “one nature after the
union”, and—though perhaps with less need—of a ““hypo-
static” union. But if, instead of discord, harmony had prevailed
at Ephesus, there might have been an issue of far greater import
than a determination on the part of the Alexandrine and the
Antiochene theologians so to express their doctrine that there
could be no misunderstanding: the one side might have come to
recognize the elements of supreme worth in the Christological
system of the other. Thus the Antiochenes might have realized
the value of the Alexandrines’ insistence on the unity of the
Person of the Logos made man, and have come to see that these
already possessed phrases which, properly safeguarded, coul(_i be
employed in enforcing this truth against the error of Nestorian-
ism—a doctrine to which they themselves were opposed; on
their side, the Alexandrines might have seen in the insistence of
the Antiochenes on the complete reality of the Godhead and
manhood of Jesus Christ teaching which could be used against

1 Bazaar, p. 265.
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the error of Eutychianism—a doctrine to which these, on their
side, were also opposed; moreover, the theologians of the
Alexandrine school might have recognized that the Antiochenes
were upholding the very truth concerning the individual cha-
racter of the Lord’s manhood which they themselves were failing
to develop. What we mean is that at Ephesus in the year 431
after churchmen had been concentrating on the Christological
problem for several decades, there might have been put forth as
a gift to the Church, coming from the representatives of two
different doctrinal traditions, the one Hellenic, the other Syrian,
a definitio fidei, representing the best which each tradition had
to offer—a definitio, that is, taking from the Alexandrines
their teaching on the unity of Christ’s Person, and from the
Antiochenes their teaching on His two natures, and, what is
more, that on the individuality of His manhood. But such a
happy outcome was impossible; for “where envying and strife s,
there is confusion and every evil way”’.

And, not only in respect of what might have been, but also in
respect of that for which it was ultimately responsible, can
Ephesus be counted as a serious calamity, affecting the well-
being of the Church; for it was as a result of what took place at
that Council that there came about the complete break-up of the
ancient school of Antioch—a school which, as we are en-
deavouring to show, could make a worthy contribution to
Christian doctrine. We are entering upon a subject which, of
course, calls for a separate study, and here can do no more than
treat of it in broad outline.

As a result of the deadlock at Ephesus, and the departure of
the Orientals from communion with the Cyrillians, the Emperor
Theodosius in April 432 put forward his plan for restoring peace:
the Orientals were to abandon Nestorius, and Cyril was to with-
draw his Anathematisms.! John of Antioch,? who, presumably,

! Theodosius wrote to John of Antioch, to Acacius of Beroea, hoping that
the qged prelate would be able to influence John, and to the renowned Simeon
Sg;hée)s, through whom he hoped to influence Cyril (Mansi, vi. 663 ff.,

2 As a result of the Emperor’s intervention, John called together a Synod
at Antioch, at which were present Acacius of Beroea, Andrew, Theodoret
and Alexander of Hierapolis. These drew up six propositions, the first of
which was to the effect that the Creed of Nicaea and Athanasius’ ad Epict.
(as an exposition of that Creed) should form the basis of an agreement with
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was thinking more of the preservation of the unity of the Church
in the East than of the cause of Nestorius, seems to have had no
difficulty in believing that it was right to sacrifice the Patriarch
of Constantinople, though Andrew of Samosata and Theodoret
at this time! refused to be won over to such a view. However,
condescensione opus est, Andrew declared:? they were ready to
begin discussions with the Alexandrine, hoping that they would
not be called upon to pronounce a sentence of condemnation
upon him who, in the words of the Bishop of Cyrus, “was
bearing the brunt of the battle in the cause of true religion”.?
So they produced the document which was to be known as the
Formulary of Reunion: it had been drawn up, presumably by
Theodoret himself, as a basis of reconciliation, when in August
431, Count John, the imperial commissioner who had taken the
place of Candidianus, had tried without success to bring the two
parties together—only now, most significantly, the anti-Cyrilline
prelude to this document was dropped.? As is well known, the
Formulary was carried to Cyril, who accepted it on the under-
standing that the Bishop of Antioch was prepared to ana-
thematize Nestorius, and included it in his celebrated Laetentur
coeli5 Theodoret and Andrew, now assured that the Alexandrine
Patriarch was in agreement with them, and that what he was
now saying was “‘entirely opposed to his Twelve Chapters”,$
entered into communion with the Cyrillians, and, so far as these
Antiochenes were concerned, peace was re-established: Cyril was

Cyril; they also laid down that Cyril’s explanations, and especially his Twelve
Anathematisms, should be withdrawn (Mansi, v. 829; Hefele, op. cit. 111
p. 121). Cyril’s reply was that he could not withdraw what he had written
against Nestorius, but that if they would agree to the Patriarch’s deposition,
an understanding could be arrived at (Ep. ad Acac. Ber., P.G. Ixxvii. 157 ).
The effect of this letter was, apparently, to divide the Antiochenes into two
camps—those who, like John, were prepared to come to terms with the
Alexandrine, and those who, like Alexander and his following, were convinced
that the enemy of Nestorius was a heretic, and would have no dealings with
him.

1 Cf. Theodoret in his letter to Alexander: “I have already informed your
holiness that if the doctrine of the very holy and venerable Bishop, my lord
Nestorius, is condemned I will not communicate with those who do so”
(Ep. clxxv). See also his letter to Andrew (Ep. clxxvii).

2 Mansi, v. 841. 3 Ep. clxxiil.

4 Mansi, v. 783.

5 P.G. Ixxvii. 176c¢ f.; Bindley, op. cit. 167.

¢ Theodoret, Ep. clxxi (to John of Antioch).
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taking a different view,! and they had not been compelled to de-
nounce their friend; and, on his side, Cyril could rejoice in that
Maximian (consecrated 25 October 431) had been set up at
Constantinople in the room of his adversary, who had been
commanded to return to his monastery, and that he himself had
escaped the ignominy of having to withdraw his Anathematisms.
But there existed among the upholders of the Antiochene
teaching a small but forceful minority which persistently refused
to have anything to do with the “second Pharaoh and “heretic”’.
"This minority was represented by Alexander of Hierapolis, who
in his unbending opposition to Cyril was supported by such
prelates as Eutherius of Tyana, Helladius of Tarsus, Himerius
of Nicomedia, and Dorotheus of Marcianopolis.2 Local councils
were held, and at Anazarbus the opposition met and ex-
communicated, not only the Patriarch of Alexandria, but also
John of Antioch, who, it was held, had committed a sad breach
of faith—he had accepted the decision of the Cyrillians’ Council
in regard to Nestorius,? and had, in effect, acknowledged that the
Orientals were schismatics they even went so far as to appeal to
the Pope of Rome, Sixtus I11, asking him for his support against
the Reunion.* John urged Alexander to take a kindlier view of
Cyril, and Theodoret and Andrew assured him that they would

be satisfied with nothing less than the complete abrogation of the .

Twelve Anathematisms.5 But it was all to no end. The Bishop of
Hierapolis refused to take part in such perfidy. To Theodoret he
wrote: Vivit omnium Dominus Deus meus, et Oasim et quemlibet

! Cf. the attitude of Ibas of Edessa in his letter to Maris (Mansi, vii.
241 fI.), wherein the Formulary is referred to as “the true faith”, and it is
said that, Cyril having come to terms with John of Antioch, “those who so
inordinately exalted themselves against the quick and the dead” (Ibas is
thinking of Cyril’s attack on Diodore, Theodore, and Nestorius) “now
apologize for their folly, and teach the reverse of their former doctrine”.

¢ It may be noted that, taking advantage of the general turmoil that
ensued after the Ephesine Council, Maximian of Constantinople and the
Pope’s legates, together with others who had come from the Council, deposed
Dorotheus, Himerius, Eutherius, and Helladius at a local synod held late in
the year 431 (Mansi, v. 257, 822 f.).

% Alexander, of course, held that Nestorius was thoroughly orthodox. Thus
he writes to John of Antioch: Ego, enim, sanctissimum episcopum Nestorium
scio in sermonibus suis ea quae prophetae et evangelistae praedicantem (Synodicon,
P.G. Ixxxiv. 7534). Cf. also his letter to Acacius of Beroea, ibid. 668a.

* Mansi, v. 893 fI.

8 Ibid. 845 ; Theodoret, Epp. clxix, clxxv, clxxviii.
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extremum vicum praefero communioni haeretici, et eorum ‘qui ortho-
doxiam prodiderunt;' and to Andrew: Neque communionem cum
haereticis pacem Christi appello!? The result was that in 435, by
the order of the Emperor, he and thirteen other recalc1trz.1nts
were banished to the Egyptian mines, there to suffer.terrlble
hardship.3 In the following year Nestorius himself3 his boolf,s
proscribed by imperial edict, and his adherents—*Simonians ™,
they were called, because like Simon Magus, they were
“abandoning God” *—forbidden to meet together, went fort‘h
to his desert home. So had the School of Antioch been rent in
twain.
Neither—to look, for the moment, farther afield—must one
lose sight of the significance of the defectiop of_ Rabbﬁlz} of
Edessa, the leading prelate in the far East; for with his determl{la-
tion to champion the Cyrilline cause, the power of the Syrian
patriarchate, which had caused Eastern clerics to lvok for
guidance to the Antiochene doctors, was broken. Rabbiila }}ad
indeed sided with the Syrians and voted for the condemnatlop
of Cyril at the Council of Ephesus5—th9ugh if we may trust his
biographer, he had already, and that in no uncertain terms,
spoken on behalf of the title “Theotokos” at Constantinople,
when Nestorius was still patriarch8—but very soon z}fterwards
he was writing to the Alexandrine Patriarch, .del‘louncmg Theg-
dore of Mopsuestia as the author of Nestorianism, and was in
return being applauded as “‘the pillar and ground of truth to all
the Easterns” on account of his zeal in driving out the new
heresy.” Moreover, he attacked the Antiochene§, accusing
Andrew of Samosata because he had written against Cy1:11 ]
Twelve Anathematisms® Of course, the Antiochenes _rephed.
In his celebrated letter to Maris, Bishop of Ardashir, Itias,
who must always have been a thorn in the flesh to Rabbiila,

1 Synodicon, P.G. Ixxxiv. 674B. j Ibid. 6738.

3 Mansi, v. 951-66. ) Ibid. 413 f. o L

® Rabbfla signed the letters of John and his party to the clergy and laity
of Hierapolis, and to the deputies at Con_stantmople (Mansi, v. 776, 797). 4

6 See Burkitt, Early Fastern Chrislim?zty, pp. 110 ff. Ra_bbula Is reporte:
to have said: “We say with uplifted voice, without degep.tlon, that Mary is
Mother of God....For ‘Mother of God’ we call the \Qrgm. . .because God
the Word was born from her when He became a man.

? Cyril, Ep. Ixxiii, P.G. Ixxvii. 347 f. )

8 So Theodorus Lector, H.E. ii. 40, P.G. Ixxxvi. 205A.
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denounced him as a turncoat, who, once a zealous student of the
works of Theodore, had become his determined opponent,! and
an ef'Tort was made at a synod at Antioch, presided over by }Ohn

to win over to the Syrian side the Bishop’s suffragans: these if,'
it were true that Rabbila was persecuting all who refused,to
ﬁ?llow the Alexandrine, were urged to suspend communion with
hlm‘ur'ltil the matter had been enquired into.2 Neither, ap-
preciating, as it seems, the issues at stake, did the pro-Cyrilline
Antiochenes hesitate to adopt the method of personal contact:
Andr'ew himself, though he aroused the animosity of Alexander
of Hierapolis and the opposition of his own clergy in so doing

determined to journey to Edessa with the object of trying tc;
eﬂecjc a reconciliation with its Bishop.3 But, whether the re-
conc1.11ation was effected or not, Rabbila, it seems, in his newly
acquired zeal on behalf of the Alexandrine orthodoxy, preferred
to join forces with that ardent anti-Nestorian, Acacius of
Melitene.* Thus was the Antiochene school humiliated, and
Ed?ss.a fel‘l into the hands of those who turned to Alexandr’ia for
'Fhe1r inspiration. It is true that Ibas, who succeeded Rabbila
In 435, sought to restore the reputation of Theodore in the East.5
and that the school of Edessa, founded by Ephraem Syrus Whe,n
he .had. fled from Nisibis in 363, came to possess an atmosphere
which its opponents might have said was positively *“ Nestorian”’

but after thp ‘triumph of the party of Dioscorus of Alexandria at’
"cfle Latr.oczmum in 449, Ibas was expelled, and with him the

Nestorian” students of the school, among whom was Bar-

sumas, his pupil.® Ibas indeed returned after his re-instatement
at Chglcedon, but for the next thirty or forty years anti-

Nestorianism was predominant at Edessa. The final blow to

what h'ad once been the Syrian ascendancy in the East came

when, in 489, the Emperor Zeno ordered the dispersal of “the

; Mansxj, vil. 245 B. ) ? Mansi, v. 821 ff.
expliVIina.nsghy. 883 f. Perl};aps it was at this time that Andrew wrote to Rabbila

> ing his position. Fragments of such a 1 i g
Philalethes, a! Gun b e a letter are to be found in Severus

1 . ;
M Thus, w1t‘h Acacius, Rabbiila sought to put the Christians of Armenia

agna on .thelr guard .when the works of Diodore and Theodore were being
trasnslated into Armenian (Liberatus, Brev. 10, P.L. lxviii. 990).

: See below, p. 240 n. 4.

Here following Duchesne, op. cit i i
! , 0p. ctt. p. 392 n. 3, though this expul i

sometimes placed after the death of Ibas in 457. 3 ¢ puision is
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school of the Persians”, “because it handed down the teaching
of Nestorius and Theodore”.*

The second, and concluding, stage in the history of the break-
up of the school of Antioch, it seems, began with the ascendancy
of Dioscorus, who succeeded Cyril as patriarch of Alexandria in
the year 444. Here was one who felt that he was called to be the
defender of orthodoxy against Nestorianism, and who, though
one of the “violent men’’ in the Church’s history, was himself
ready to face exile and death in his zeal on behalf of the doctrine
of the “one nature”.2 To his mind, the Formulary of Reunion,
which was now regarded as the norm of orthodoxy,® should
never have been: with its mention of ‘‘a union of two natures”’,
it was, as it seemed to him, simply a shield behind which the
“Nestorianizers”’ could hide and proclaim themselves sound in
the faith. From Dioscorus, then, who, now that Flavian, the
newly elected patriarch of Constantinople, was in disfavour, had
the support of the government,* and could find in Eutyches, who
was venerated throughout the monastic world, a valuable ally,
the remnant of the Antiochenes could expect no quarter. Count
Irenaeus, the friend of Nestorius who had been banished in 435,
returned and was made Bishop of Tyre. But the Alexandrine
Patriarch refused to tolerate such a flagrant example of ‘“‘Nes-
torianism”’ in the Church, and Irenaeus ‘“‘the twice-married”

1 Theodorus Lector, H.E. ii. 49, P.G. Ixxxvi. 209A.

% At Chalcedon in 451 when Dioscorus was condemned and deprived—
though it should be noted that this follower of Cyril was not condemned on
account of false doctrine (for Anatolius of Constantinople made a statement
to this effect at the fifth session of the Council, Mansi, vii. 104), but on
account of what he had dared to do against ecclesiastical order—he stood
almost alone: with the exception of four Egyptian bishops, all those who had
sworn to support him crossed over to the other side before his eyes. Yet
nothing could move him. The faith of the Fathers, he held, was being
betrayed, and, come what may, he would not bow the knee before “the
image with its two faces’ which Leo of Rome and that assembly were
setting up.

8 Thus the charge brought by Eusebius of Dorylaeum against Eutyches at
the Home Synod of Constantinople in Nov. 448 was that the archimandrite
was refusing to accept the Formulary. On this subject, see E. Schwartz, Der
Prozess des Eutyches, esp. pp. 8o ff.

4 The Grand Chamberlain, Chrysaphius, himself the godson of Eutyches
— it was he, says Gibbon, who “governed the Emperor and the Empire”—
was now regarding the Patriarch of Alexandria as the leader of Eastern
Christendom; Flavian’s unhappy position was no doubt the result of the
work of Dioscorus’ agents at Constantinople.
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was deprived by imperial edict, and Photius, the nominee of
Eutyches, was consecrated in his stead.! Theodoret, who had
been active in support of Irenaeus, had also been active in
speaking and writing—in 446 or 447 he published his Dialogues
—on behalf of the “two natures”. But Dioscorus and his
associates were ever on the watch. Certain monks of Osrhogne
came to Alexandria and reported that the Bishop of Cyrus, when
preaching at Antioch, had “divided the one Lord Jesus Christ
into two Sons”. Accordingly, although the Antiochene had
written to the Patriarch refuting the calumny,? the latter con-
sidered that it was high time that this “disturber of the peace”
should be restrained, and he was charged to remain in his own
diocese.®> Moreover, through the instrumentality of Eutyches,
Ibas, the determined upholder of the Antiochene teaching at
Edessa,* was tried and deposed—though, but a short while be-
fore, he had been acquitted by an imperial commission after he
had declared that his belief was in accordance with what was set
down in the Formulary of Reunion, and had promised to ana-
thematize Nestorius.> Such events were clearly to the discredit
of the remaining Antiochenes.

The climax came at the Second Council of Ephesus—the
Latrocinium—held in August 449. By an assembly which was
summoned by the Emperor Theodosius ““to cut off the whole
root of the calumny, and to expel from the churches those who
were contending for the blasphemy of the impious Nestorius,
and working for its restoration”,® and was so controlled by
Dioscorus that it would accept nothing save “the orthodox
faith”’ as this had been established at Nicaea and Constantinople

! Mansi, v. 417 ff. The edict is dated 16 Feb. 448. Irenaeus, during his
exile, had written an account—the Tragoedia Irenaei—of the troubles that
had arisen since the publication of the Anathematisms.

¢ Theodoret, Ep. Ixxxiii.

3 See Theodoret, Epp. lxxix—Ixxxii—letters which the Bishop wrote to
influential persons in the hope of obtaining redress.

* Ibas had translated the works of Diodore and Theodore into Syriac (so
Proclus, Ep. iii, P.G. Ixv. 8734). Noteworthy, also, are his words in praise of
Theodore in his letter to Maris (Mansi, vii. 241 fI.): ““. . . theblessed Theodore,
that herald of the truth and doctor of the Church, who in his life-time stopped
the mouths of the heretics with the true faith, and after his death has con-
tinued to do so, having left to the sons of the Church a spiritual armoury in
his writings.”

® Mansi, vii. 198 ff. ¢ Manst, vi. 589.
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(381) and confirmed at Ephesus (431),! one after the other the
representatives of the Syrian doctrinal tradition were con-
demned. Domnus, who in 441 had succeeded John as Bishop of
Antioch, and of whose ““Nestorianizing” ways Eutyches had
already complained to Pope Leo of Rome,? was deprived.? The
sentences of deposition passed on Ibas and Irenaeus were con-
firmed.* As for Theodoret, who had been forbidden to attend
the Council, it was at once agreed that “it was he who had
brought this trouble on the churches, since he had planted the
seeds of false doctrine, and had had the audacity to write against
the doctrine of the blessed Father, Cyril”. Therefore he, too,
was cast out, and his anti-Cyrilline treatises with him.> And
there can be no doubt that, had Andrew of Samosata been alive
at this time, his would have been a similar fate.

From this severe blow the remnant of the Antiochene school
never recovered. Domnus, after the ignominy which he had
suffered at Ephesus, was glad to return to the monastery of St
Euthymius near Jerusalem, whence he had come forth to succeed
to the patriarchate. His place was taken by a certain Maximus
—probably the same Maximus who, an ardent follower of
Cyril, had found reason to accuse Domnus’ predecessor of
“Nestorianism™ after the reunion in 433.6 Thus, as aforetime,
had the enemy rooted out, and-also taken possession. The Bishop
of Cyrus had been one of the first victims of Dioscorus to be

* Dioscorus declared at the Council that whosoever unsettled the decisions
made at Nicaea and Ephesus made void the grace of the Holy Spirit who had
sat in these assemblies—so was he greeted with the cry “Defensor fidei”
(ibid. 628).

* Leo, Ep. xx. It seems that this was Eutyches’ reply to the charge
brought against him by Domnus: the latter had informed Theodosius that
the archimandrite was an “Apollinarian”, and that he had had the audacity
to anathematize Diodore and Theodore (Facundus, pro defens. xii. 5).

% Perry, Second Synod of Ephesus, pp. 359 fI.

¢ Ibid. pp. 44 ff., 170 ff.

5 Extracts were read from Theodoret’s Apology on behalf of Diodore and
Theodore, champions of true religion, but it was clear from the tumult that
ensued that the Synod had made up its mind as soon as it heard the title of
the work (ibid. pp. 241 fI.). See Theodoret, Ep. cxiii, for his complaint that
he had been condemned without a hearing.

¢ Cf. Cyril, Epp. Ivii, Iviii, P.G. Ixxvii. 320 ff.—until Cyril intervened, a
group of Syrian monks, led by the archimandrite Maximus, refused to hold
communion with John, their patriarch, believingthathe wasstill 2 Nestorian ”.
The point is of interest as illustrating the presence, and the power, of the
supporters of the “one nature” at Antioch at this time. See above, p. 107.

SAC I6
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recalled from exile,! but he did not appear at the Council of
Chalcedon as a teacher of repute. Rather did he take his seat
in that assembly amid cries of ““'T'o receive Theodoret is to con-
demn Cyril”,? and the bishops were not satisfied until he had
anathematized Nestorius®—to accept the Definitio Fidei and the
Tome of Leo of Rome was not enough. A similar demand was
made of Ibas of Edessa: his letter to Maris, despite its un-
fortunate references to Cyril, was deemed orthodox—though
only after he had pronounced the required anathema.* Re-
instated these were, but they were still under a cloud as men
who had been friends of the blasphemer, and so they continued to
the end of their days.

When Theodoret of Cyrus left Chalcedon for the seclusion of
Nicerte, and there “blocked the door of the monastery and de-
clined to have intercourse with his friends’® the school of
Diodore and Theodore, it may be said, had come to an end.
Henceforward the memory of its heroes was kept alive in certain
of the monasteries—notably that of the Akoimetoi at Con-
stantinople®—where their writings were surreptitiously pre-
served. Outside the Empire, in Persia, through the work of
Barsumas, Archbishop of Nisibis (1 492), the pupil of Ibas, there
arose the “Nestorian” church:7 there it survived because it
revered one who was an abomination to the Greeks. These had
indeed won the day, and the Hellenic-Syrian conflict, which had
continued from the time of Paul of Samosata, had at last been
brought to an end. But the price which had to be paid for this
conclusive victory of the Hellenists was not merely the rise of

1 Cf. Theodoret, Epp. cxxxviii-cxl; Leo, Ep. Ixxvii.

2 Mansi, vi. 589.

3 What Theodoret said was: “ Anathema to Nestorius, and to everyone
who denies that the holy Virgin Mary is Theotokos, and divides the one Son
into two. I have subscribed the Definition of the Faith and the Letter of Leo,
and thus I think; now, fare ye well”” (Mansi, vii. 189). As Duchesne (op. czt.
IIL. p. 309) says, “ His anathema carries with it, I think, a certain admixture of
irony ”—the Bishop knew that Nestorius had never “censured absolutely”
the “ Theotokos”’, nor had taught “two Sons”.

4 Mansi, vii. 261.

5 Cf. Theodoret, Ep. cxlvi (init.).

6 The ““Sleepless Monks” revered the name of Theodore, and every year
used to celebrate the memory of Nestorius (see Chronicle of Zachariah of
Mitylene, vii. 7, trans. Hamilton and Brooks, p. 168).

? One of Barsumas’ important acts, it may be noted, was to set up at
Nisibis the school which Zeno (in 489) had destroyed at Edessa.
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a “separated” Church: the Church as a whole was impoverished
through the departure of the Syrians. For now was she deprived
of the presence of a school of thought which could make worthy
contributions not only in the fields of history and Biblical
exegesis, but also, as this study is meant to show, in the field
of Christian doctrine. Its representatives may have been un-
fortunate in the choice of some of their expressions, but, it
would seem, these, approaching the Christological problem in
their own particular way, were as sound in the faith as were those
!)rought up in the doctrine of the Greeks; indeed, they could
include in their system the very truth concerning the indi-
viduality of the Lord’s manhood which these last could never
fully appreciate. Had they remained, and if, instead of discord, -
harmony and the desire to understand a different point of view
had prevailed among the ancients, the upholders of the Syrian
tradition could have supplied what was lacking in the Christo-
logical thought of the Alexandrine theologians—and that to the
benefit of the Church in future ages.

II. THE VALUE OF THE ALEXANDRINE AND
THE ANTIOCHENE CHRISTOLOGIES

So, at the conclusion of our study, we naturally ask: What is the
value of these two ancient Christologies to-day? In attempting
to answer this question, it will perhaps be best if we take in turn
those ideas which can be grouped under the first and those which
can be grouped under the second of the two foundation principles
which, as we would contend, are common to both systems.

We will begin with those ideas which fall under the principle
that—In Yesus Christ, the Logos, while remaining what He was,
has, for our salvation, united manhood to Himself, thereby making
it His own; He is not, therefore, two Persons, but one Person, the
Logos Himself in His incarnate state.

We have tried to show that this principle is itself based on that
conception of God in His relations with man which has its roots
in Hebraic Theism. It seems clear that both the Alexandrine
and the Antiochene teachers uphold a position which amounts
to a direct denial of the conception that God is so utterly tran-
scendent that He cannot come into direct contact with the world.

16-2
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Rather is He an ethical God who cares for His creation and seeks
to bring men into communion with Himself, in order that His
will may be done on earth as it is in heaven. That the repre-
sentatives of both schools of thought should use terms with
which the Greek world was familiar is altogether understand-
able, but this does not mean that, when they use “ousia”
or “nature”, they must be thinking of God as an “unethical
substance”.* Nor if, when they speak of man’s redemption,
they use such terms as “incorruptibility ”, “immutability”” and
“immortality”’, does this mean that theirs must be a quasi-
physical view of the redemption: it would seem that if we are to
be just to these ancient theologians we should give first place to
the thought which they would bring out—namely, that, out of
His love for a race which, created that it might know Him, had
so far succumbed to the forces of evil that it was in a state of
decay, God Himself has ““condescended”’, and become man, in
order to effect man’s salvation and to bring him to the perfect
knowledge of the Divine. And, as it seems, these teachers would
be ready to say that, man being what he is—a creature so made
that he can enjoy communion with his Creator—such an in-
carnation is possible, and that possible, too, is perfect divine
knowledge. The Antiochenes may lay stress on the moral re-
lationship between God and man, but it can hardly be doubted
that all the while these are not unmindful of the conception that
sound morality has its source in spiritual intercourse between a
man and his God; and by the Alexandrines the idea that man
possesses the seeds of the Logos, and so can appreciate the divine
light, which appears so clearly in Clement and Origen, has place
in the teaching of Athanasius and Cyril. Neither school—
though, at first sight, we might be led to suppose that the
Antiochene system is built upon a dualistic foundation>—is, ap-
parently, so influenced by the thought and religion of Hellenism
that it starts from the conception that God and man are opposites.
Surely, had it been so, neither would have been so intent upon
maintaining the truth of the Incarnation.

Again, it stands to the credit of the Alexandrines and—if we

* See Mackintosh’s criticism of the use of “ousia” and “nature” by the
Greek Fathers (The Person of Jesus Christ, p. 421), and Gore’s answer (The
Holy Spirit and the Church, pp. 228 fI.). * See above, pp. 109 ff.

(Bazaar, p. 233).
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are right in our conclusion—the Antiochenes that, though they
approach these subjects from different angles, they see the vital
connection between the doctrine of Christ’s Person and that
of His redemptive work, and establish their Christology upon
definite soteriological principles. From Athanasius onwards, the
former maintain that He who comes to save must be ‘‘very God
of very God”, and that this very God must unite to Himself ‘“our
nature’’. The Antiochenes, as we have tried to show, have the
same two conceptions, only in their case the emphasis is laid on
the individuality of the manhood which was “taken” : the world

could not have been re-established in obedience to the divine -

will had not God Himself become man, and had not *that which
was assumed ”’ been ““The Man”’, who, of His own free will, was
utterly obedient to the will of Him who assumed Him. Both in
that of the Alexandrines and in that of the Antiochenes, we
venture to think, we have a Christology which is indeed ‘‘soterio-
logically determined”.

We pass to the Christological thought of the two schools.
Here, first of all, it is particularly noteworthy that both the
Alexandrine and the Antiochene theologians uphold the doctrine
of the cosmic Christ—a doctrine which, as will be granted, must
be upheld if Christianity is not to die. Both uphold the idea of
personal continuity, and say that the Logos, while incarnate,
“remains all that He was”’; moreover, the thought so clearly ex-
pressed by Origen, Athanasius, and Apollinarius,! that while in
the body the Logos, as Logos, was quickening all things, else
“the universe would have been made void”’, is also to be found
among the Antiochenes,? even if it does not appear to be so fully
developed. At first sight, it may seem absurd to say that even in
the manger the Babe of Bethlehem was at the same time sus-
taining all things, but it is apparent that this must be said if the
truth of the Incarnation is to be maintained—and, in effect, both
Alexandrines and Antiochenes say it. Mary’s Child is God, say
the former; the Child and the Lord of the Child are “one and
the same Person”, says Nestorius.?

! See above, pp. 20, 34 f., 50 f. 2 See above, pp. 143f.
26 aiTds fiv Ppépos kal Tol Ppégous olkAtwp (Sermo xv, Loofs, Nestoriana,
P. 292)—0 aUtds, says Nestorius, signifies “one and the same prosopon”’

’

! .
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But how can the Logos continue His creative and sustaining
activity and still be incarnate? Is there anything in the writings
of these teachers which can be of use to us in attempting to
answer this question? Seemingly, most of them, whether
Alexandrines or Antiochenes, are content with the statement that
“while remaining all that He was” the Logos became man—a
statement which, while it is perfectly sound, does not carry us
very far. Cyril, however, as will have been noticed (though, pre-
sumably, without feeling the problem before us), says that “in
addition to” His being in the form of God, the Logos took to
Himself the form of a servant; and he considers that one may
regard the Togos as thus possessing a “two-fold activity”—
suffering as man, and energizing as God.! Surely, this is a
workable suggestion; in fact, it is most significant that this
idea has been brought forward by certain modern theologians.
Adopting it, we can think of the incarnate existence of the Logos
as an “‘addition to” His eternal existence, and can say that the
Logos “‘stands in a dual relationship to us at one and the same

: moment”’.2 He is at once the Lord of life and the Lord incarnate.

In the same connection there is this point: if, “in addition to”’
His eternal existence, the Logos is also incarnate, it necessarily
follows that, if the incarnation is to be real, there is involved a
voluntary limitation in respect of His divine powers. How far,

. then, do these teachers help us to answer the problem of the
“divine self-emptying? What Loofs? says concerning the Alex-

‘andrine theologians is also true of the theologians of Antioch:

‘neither the one side nor the other has any ‘“theory” of the
tkenosis. The most we can say, as it seems to us, is that both the

|

.Alexandrines and the Antiochenes are aware that their doctrinal

1 See above, pp. 84 f.

* So Weston, The One Christ, pp. xxxviii, 160 ff., 181. See also Arch-
bishop Temple’s Christus Veritas, pp. 140, 153, and Quick, Doctrines of the
Creed, pp. 136 ff. Especially noteworthy in this connection is Quick’s
remark (op. cit. p. 138). Speaking of the supposition that He who is both
creative Word and the Infant in the cradle is “at that time the subject of two
distinct consciousnesses and experiences at once”, he adds: “This may be
the best way of thinking about the matter, provided we do not allow it to
suggest to us that the Word was only partially incarnate; but it obliges us still
to assume a kenosis, in so far as the consciousness of the Word made flesh is
concerned. Grantedthat theWord, without ceasing His creative and sustaining
work, added something to it, what He added is precisely that experience in
which His divine consciousness was limited and His divine state surrendered.”

8 Leitfaden, p. 269 n. 4.
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position demands the recognition of the principle that in the
Incarnation the Logos accommodated Himself to human con- '
ditions. At the same time, there are statements, notably those of
Nestorius and Cyril, which can be of help to us to-day. As we
have seen, the former says that in the Incarnation nothing is the
“own” of the Logos ‘“apart from the human humiliation”,* and
Cyril puts forward the valuable thought that, when made man,
the Logos ‘‘permitted the measures of the manhood to prevail
over Himself’.2 Both are striking expressions, offering us, as we
think, direction as to the manner in which we should approach
the problem. Following these statements, then, our first ques-
tion should not be, In respect of what aspects of His divine
power did the Logos limit Himself in order to become man?,
but, What are ‘‘the measures of His manhood”’, and what do we
mean by ‘““the human humiliation”? It may be right that we
should at times “play the immortal”’, but we should play it only
“‘so far as we can’’3—and to set up the theory that, on becoming
incarnate, the Logos emptied Himself of His omnipotence, omni-
presence, and omniscience does seem like an attempt to relate
the divine self-emptying to what lies beyond the possibilities of
human understanding. We can still safeguard the complete reality
of Christ’s manhood (holding that His was a knowledge and
consciousness which was thoroughly human), and still uphold
the majesty of the divine condescension, considerations which
loomed large before the Kenoticists of the nineteenth century, if
we take as our starting-point in this connection the human rather
than the divine in Christ—only (and to this point we shall return)
we must not hesitate to adopt to the fullest extent the principle
which is contained in the statements of Nestorius and Cyril.
Moreover, it would seem that the teachers of both schools
make an important contribution to doctrinal thought in dif-
ferentiating between what belongs to the Logos in His eternal
being and what is His in His incarnate state.* Here especially

1 See above, pp. 149 ff.

3 See Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 1177b.

* Severus of Antioch, it may be noted, alludes to this distinction as a
temporalis distinctio: it is a distinction between the Logos (Verbum) * exinani-
tum” and the Logos “ nondum exinanitum ”—between the una et eadem persona
“ prius simplex et incorporea’, and that persona “‘ postea compostta et incarnata’.
The Monophysite adduces passages from Basil and Cyril to show that
they “distinguished the times” (see ¢. Gramm. 11 i. 7, ed. Lebon, op. cit.

pp- 74 L, g2).

2 See above, p. 86.
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noteworthy is what they say concerning the Lord’s passibility.
The Logos, the Alexandrines teach, has so entered into human
experiences that the Passion has real meaning for Him as Logos :
He has become 8eds mofntés.! And, as we have attempted to
demonstrate, though the Antiochenes—insisting that it was
“Christ” and not “the Logos” who suffered—are fearful lest
passibility should be attributed to the Logos in His divine nature,
these do not question that it is right to assert that ** God suffered ”’ ;
in fact, Nestorius’ theory that in the Incarnation the Logos took
the Man’s prosopon as His prosopon can hardly mean anything
less than that in the Incarnation the Logos made human ex-
periences His own. But, like the Antiochenes, the Alexandrines
—differentiating between 6 Adyos &oapkos and & Adyos v oapKi—
insist that in His eternal being the Logos cannot but be im-
passible. Have we not here, then, teaching which we can accept
as a contribution to the solution of the problem of the divine
impassibility? It is, of course, outside the scope of this study to
consider this problem in all its implications,? but perhaps, in this
connection, we shall be allowed to say that if we are to uphold the
Christian conception of God, a God who s first transcendent and
then, and only then, immanent in His creation, it seems essential
that we should make a distinction between God as He 1s, in all His
perfection, and God as He exists in relation to the world—and it
is just such a distinction as this that the ancient theologians make
when they treat of the subject of the passibility of Jesus Christ.

We turn to the doctrine of the unity of Christ’s Person as it is
upheld by these teachers. Here it is particularly noteworthy that
both the Alexandrines and the Antiochenes maintain that all the
actions and sayings reported of Jesus Christ in Scripture are
those of the one Person, the Logos as He has become man. The
Alexandrines say that these proceed € &vés—from “the whole 73
and the Antiochenes insist that to the one prosopon of Jesus
Christ belong both divine and human properties. The criticism—
a criticism often brought against the Chalcedonian transactions®

! See above, p. 75.

* On this su_bject, see Mozley, The Impassibility of God, esp. his “Six
necessary questions”’, pp. 177 ff., and Quick, op. cit. pp. 184 ff.

* Cf. Macl::intosh, op. cit. pp. 214, 204 f.; Harnack, op. cit. v. pp. 222 f.;
Raven, op. cit. esp. p. 207; Creed, in Mysterium Christi, p. 132. It is clear
that there are passages in Leo’s Tome which leave us with the impression that
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—that Jesus Christ is regarded as performing what is divine in
His divine, and what is human in His human, nature, does not
hold, we venture to think, in respect of the teaching of these
theologians. For a true appreciation of their point of view, it
seems important that we should distinguish between the two

the Pope is thinking on the lines of an alternate action, as if the Logos did
this in His divine, and that in His human, nature. Thus, to quote the passages
to which exception was taken by certain Illyrian and Palestinian bishops
(supporters of the Cyrilline orthodoxy) at Chalcedon, who in the light of these
passages were inclined to take the view that I.eo was not teaching with Cyril,
but was expressing “the dividing of the Godhead and manhood of Christ” -
(Mansi, vi. 972 f.; vii. 27 ff., 31 ff.)—and, as will be understood, the modern
criticism of Chalcedon is in line with that of these bishops—we have: (1) “In
order to pay our debt the inviolable nature was united to a passible nature, so
that as our salvation required, one and the same ‘ Mediator between God and
man, the man Jesus Christ’ might be capable of death in the one and in-
capable of it in the other” (Tome, 3); (2) “Each nature performs what is
proper to it in common with the other [Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius
communione quod proprium est]; the Logos, that is, performing what is proper
to the Logos, and the flesh carrying out what is proper to the flesh. The one
flashes forth in miracles, the other succumbs to injuries” (ibid. 4); (3)
“ Although in the one Lord Jesus Christ there is one Person of God and man,
yet that whence the suffering is common to both is one thing, and that whence
the glory is common to both is another; for from us He has the manhood
inferior to the Father, while from the Father He has equal Godhead with the
Father” (ibid.). But to appreciate what LLeo says in the Tome we must tumn
to his explanatory letter to the Palestinian monks. There we find that, after
asserting that the Person of the incarnate Logos is one, he goes on to say that
the natures must be distinguished according to “the character of the actions”’
(operum qualitates). To quote the passage: ““ Although in our one Lord Jesus
Christ, true Son of God and of Man, the, Person of the Logos and the flesh is
one, and both substances have their actions in common; yet we must under-
stand the character of the acts themselves, and by the contemplation of
sincere faith distinguish [sincerae fidei contemplatione cernendum est] those to
which the humility of His weakness is brought from those to which His
sublime power is inclined, and what it is that the flesh without the Logos or
the Logos without the flesh does not do”” (Ep. cxxiv. 5). In the next section
of his letter Leo’s position comes out even clearer: “ No sort of division ever
arose between the divine and the human substance, and through all the
growth and changes of His body, the actions were of one Person the whole
time [unius Personae fuerint totius temporis actiones]; yet we do not by any
mixture confound these very acts which were done inseparably, and from the
character of the acts we perceive what belonged to either form [sed quid cujus
formae sit, ex operum qualitate sentimus). . .” [ibid. 6]. Thus it would seem that
in the Tome the Pope is simply “recognizing the difference of the natures”,
and that he is, in effect, upholding against Eutychianism the very principle
which Cyril upholds. So we venture to suggest that this criticism would not
have been made (though Leo’s language can hardly be called fortunate,
especially in the second passage) if a distinction had been made between what
the Pope says under this (the anti-Eutychian) principle, and what he says
under the principle relating to the “one Person”, for here he explicitly
affirms that “the actions were of one Person the whole time”.
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principles which lie at the root of their Christology, and realize
that it is the doctrine of the unity of Christ’s Person which is to
the fore in the first, and that what is to the fore in the second
principle is that of the reality of the two natures—it being laid
down here that Jesus Christ must be “recognized” as possessing
two natures, else there is the danger of Eutychianism. Once we
connect with the first what really belongs to the second (and,
apparently, the criticism to which we have just referred is arrived
at through not distinguishing between the two principles) and
*do not sufficiently appreciate the importance of the place which
the word “‘recognized” (yvwpizdpevos)t holds in the second
. principle, it would seem that we are being unjust to teachers who
would say, not that Christ is to be “recognized” as doing this in
His divine, or that in His human, nature, but that He is one
Person, the Logos incarnate, who does all that is said of Him as
one Person—though this Person is to be * recognized”’ as having
the two elements of Godhead and manhood, since these have not
be(?n swallowed up the one by the other, but remain real in their
union in this Person.

So then, as we confine our attention to what we are calling
their first Christological principle, it becomes clear that, in their
teaching on the oneness of Christ’s Person, what the theologians
of the Alexandrine school maintain, and, if our conclusions are
right, what those of the school of Antioch mean to say,? is that in

* Christ the Logos has so taken man’s nature to Himself that there
is set up, not a ““parallelism”, but a “composition” of Godhead
and manhood in His Person. Cyril speaks of the “hypostatic”
union, of a “concurrence into a unity” (eis & 1), and of a
ouvbeots which rules out the idea of a wapdBeots.? On their side,
the Antiochenes teach a “personal” union, holding that the
Logos has united real manhood to Himself, and emphatically
deny that theirs is the doctrine of “two Sons ”’, maintaining that
for them the manhood is not ““that of another beside the Logos™ .4
Surely, in this there is no “parallelism”’ of two natures, but the

! Thus, as it seems to us, it is important that we should emphasize the
presence gf this word in the celebrated passage in the Definitio, in which the
two principles appear together: “ We confess One and the Same, Christ, Son,
Lozrd, Only-begotten—v 5Uo guceot, . - yvepizopevoy”’ (Bindley, op. cit. p. 233).

: See above, pp. 162 1. * See above, pp. 89f., 207 1.

See above, pp. 153 1., 162 1T,
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conception of a unitas—a unitas in the Person of the Logos which
makes altogether impossible the Nestorian notion that in Jesus
Christ there are two natures, each with its own prosopon, set
side by side.

But when the Alexandrines use the term ““composition”, they
do not mean that the natures are composite but that the Person,
in whom the natures are united, is composite. When they use
their celebrated formula, they understand that the Logos, a
divine Person (puots), is now ‘“made flesh” (ceoapkeopéun )—that
is, that, through the agency of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin
Mary, manhood is now His as well as the Godhead which was
His from eternity. In fact, as we have noticed, some of
the Alexandrine teachers—Apollinarius and his followers, the
Synousiasts—explicitly affirm that Jesus Christ is “one com-
posite Person”’’: He is pia puots (or Umdotaois or ovoia) odvletos;
He is &v mpdowtov olvletov.l And, though the Antiochenes are
opposed to the word “‘composition”, believing that, as it was
being used by the opposing party, it represented the confession
that the natures were ““confused”’ in the union, these, as it seems,
are in reality upholding this same truth. Again and again do they
say that their teaching is that Jesus Christ is one Person (one
prosopon), at once divine and human; and in this connection it
will be remembered that Nestorius himself alludes to Him as the
“Man-God”.2 It is true that they do not possess the clear-cut
expressions of their opponents, but it seems evident that they are,
in effect, saying what these say: namely, that Jesus Christ has so
taken to Himself the form of a servant that He is ““ one composite
Person”’—that He is “one theandric Person”. The expression
“one theandric Person” (uic Uois Te kad UmdoTaos GeavBpikn)
only appears with the Monophysites, and is used by Severus of
Antioch, who declares his indebtedness for it to ‘Dionysius
the Areopagite, the Wise”,3 but it can hardly be disputed that

1 See above, p. 54. % See above, p. 164.

3 Severus, Ep. #i ad Foann. Hegum.—quoted by Diekamp, Doctrina
Patrum, pp. 309 f. In this letter Severus declares that, following the state-
ment of the Areopagite that through the humanification of God there arises
a new theandric activity (&wdpwévtos feol kawvriv Twa THy Secwdpikiy vépyeiay
Ry memoAiTeuptvos), he and those with him speak of uwiav gUow e kal UméoTaoy
BeavBpikiy, Gamep kad TRV piow Tol 8eol Adyou oeoopkwpévny, and confess—Christ
being els—upiav &g fvds ool TAV T gUow kod THY UMéoTaoW Kl THY dvipyeiow
oUvBetov,
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it sums up the truth which both the Alexandrines and the
Antiochenes were standing for in the pre-Chalcedonian era.
We can go farther. May we not say that another phrase which
Severus adopts from the same source is expressive of what both
the Alexandrine and the Antiochene teachers are meaning to say?
Severus speaks of “one composite activity”’ (ula &vépysia ouv-
fetos). The Antiochenes, it is true, donot develop the conception
that the Logos incarnate is one Agent, possessing one—that is, a
composite—activity, but in their assertions that Jesus Christ is one
prosopon at once divine and human, and that His are properties
both divine and human, it is implied that they would acknow-
ledge that He who speaks and acts is one, and that His activity is
not now a solely divine, now a solely human, activity, but that it
1s an activity which is at once divine and human. The Alex-
andrines, as we have shown, have more to say on this subject.
The Synousiasts pay attention to it, and say that in Christ there
is “one operative motion” (Wa &vepynTikd kivnois), but they
spoil what might have been a notable contribution to pre-
Chalcedonian Christological thought through rejecting the
doctrine of the totus homo2 Cyril, however, upholding this
doctrine, and maintaining that all the actions and sayings of Jesus
Christ are those of one Person,® holds that this one Person
“operates at once both divinely and humanly ”.* Thus would this
teacher say that Christ’s is ““one composite activity”’; nay more,
the Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch, again dependent on the
Areopagite, is but summing up Cyril’s idea when he speaks of
“a new theandric activity” (ke Tig BeavBpixs) Evépyeixr)® in
respect of the Incarnate. Clearly, in all this there is no thought
of any alternate action, as if the Lord did this as God, and that
as man. On the contrary, the Alexandrine, and, as may be in-
ferred, the Antiochene, standpoint is that in Christ—though, as
He is constituted, it is something altogether unique in the world’s
history—there is a single personal life: the Logos incarnate is
one Person, one Agent, at once divine and human, whose

: See above, p. 251 n. 3. 2 See above, p. 57.
: See above, p. go. * See above, p. 95.

See .above, P- 251 n. 3, and, for an explanation of the words of the
Areopagite set out there, Diekamp, op. cit. p. 97, where we have this state-
ment of his: SeavBpixéds fiyouv Geikids dua Ko dvdptrdds T& Te O Kal dwbpemve
8pdoas, i cagéaTepov eimeiv eikiy & TaUTd Kal dvBpikiy dvépyeiay TeToAITEUEVOS,
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activity, proceeding from ‘‘one composite Person”, is, as must
be, composite, it being ““‘a new theandric activity”.

From the teaching of the Alexandrine and the Antiochene
theologians concerning the Lord’s “Person”, we turn to that
concerning His ‘““‘natures”. Now our basis is the second Christo-
logical principle which, as we think, is also common to the two
schools of thought. We have summarized it as follows: In Jesus
Christ, the two elements, each with its properties, are to be recog-
nized; therefore, since these remain in their union in His Person,
any idea of confusion or of change in respect of these elements must
be eliminated.

The fundamental value of this principle is seen when it is
called to mind that Christianity maintains that, while God and
man are akin, they are certainly distinct: they may not be
“wholly other”, but, as Creator and creature, they are in a real
sense “‘other”. As it has been put: “ Unless we are prepared to
say that the divine is human and the human is divine, we must
admit a distinction between the two in the Person of Christ, and
discover a relationship between them which is dependent upon
the fact that each of the terms ‘divinity’, “humanity’, expresses
a real truth about the one whole Person”; and, as the same
writer so pointedly remarks, the Christological problem would
still remain even if we were to try to avoid the terms ““‘nature”’
and ‘“‘ousia”.! So it is that in upholding the truth of the
8Uo mpdyuaTa, and insisting that Christ’s Godhead and manhood
are real and genuine—that they are indeed UmooTdosss (sub-
stantiae)—each retaining its own properties in the union, and
that, since this is the case, it is necessary to “recognize their
difference” in the union, the Alexandrines, and especially the
Antiochenes, whose, as we have said, is a definitely anti-
Eutychian interest, are in reality maintaining what is funda-
mental to the Christian faith; for without the “two natures”
there is the danger of a drift towards the doctrine of the una
substantia, which represents a surrender to the pantheistic point
of view.

But, when we assert that in Christ there are two natures,
each with its properties, there is involved the question of the

! So Mozley, art. “The Incarnation”, Essays Catholic and Critical,
p- 191.
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relationship between them in His one Person. Here we encounter
difficulty, for in the coming of Jesus Christ we have something
altogether novel, and, because of its novelty, we are bound to
acknowledge that the psychology of the God-Man lies beyond
human comprehension. Nevertheless, we must not shirk the
problem. So we ask what help is forthcoming from the ancients
in this direction.

The Alexandrines, it has to be confessed, do not give us a
satisfactory answer to the problem. As was pointed out when
we were considering their Christology, they hold that the man-
hood which in the Incarnation the Logos has united to Himself
is homoousios with ours, consisting of a body, an animal soul,
and a human rational soul; for, starting from the point of view
that “what is not taken is not redeemed”, they—with the excep-
tion, of course, of Apollinarius and his disciples—uphold the
“totus homo”. Andin this connection it should be remarked that
these theologians do not teach that Christ’s manhood is “im-
personal” in the sense that it is devoid of the faculty of self-
determination: what they would say is that it is “anhypostatic’
in the sense that, since it has its existence in the Person of the
Logos who has taken it to Himself, it has not a hypostasis as the
Logos has a hypostasis—else one is positing the Nestorian doc-
trine of two parallel hypostases; but they do not deny that, as it
exists in the Person of the Logos, the manhood has its vois; in
fact, they are utterly opposed to the Apollinarian doctrine. Thus,
in effect, they are saying that the manhood has and retains its
“peculiar principle of existence’’,! the human soul being moved
of its own free will.2 But, as we have said, it is only in principle
that the Alexandrines teach the individuality of the Lord’s man-

| hood; in practice, as their exegesis plainly reveals, they teach that
I Christ developed physically but not mentally and spiritually—
in the latter respects His manhood is perfect from the beginning.
It is just because of this weakness in what otherwise can be re-
garded as a most admirable Christological system that it is vain to
expect help from these theologians on the point under discussion.

{

1 odzer Tov {Biov Tis UmdpEecos Adyov—the principle upheld by Leontius
of Byzantium (c. Nestor. et Eutych., P.G. Ixxxvi. 1304 B), and carried forward
by the Dyothelites of the seventh century.

? Cf. John of Damascus, de Fid. Orth. iii. 18.
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But the Antiochenes are more helpful. These are fully de-
termined to resist any thought which may seem to involve a
denial of the reality of the two natures, or of the reality of their
properties. Moreover, in regard to Christ’s manhood, the repre-
sentatives of the Syrian doctrinal tradition from Paul of Samosata
onwards uphold that it was real manhood which the Logos
“took ”—and by ‘“‘real manhood” they mean a manhood pos-
sessing the power of self-determination. By this doctrine they
stand firm; for, as we have tried to explain, it lies at the root of
their soteriological and their Christological thought. “The Man
assumed’, they say, experienced a full human development:
like us He passed through all the stages of human life, but, un-
like us, though tried to the uttermost, He remained perfect in
His obedience to the divine will. It is here, it appears, that these
theologians can help us to answer the problem of the relationship
between the two natures in the one Person of Jesus Christ.
Nestorius teaches that “He who was assumed”, possessing
the divine prosopon from the start, ever preserved it, and
asserts that “to have the prosopon of God is to will what God
wills”.1 Seemingly, then, it is the idea of fellowship which this
Antiochene has in mind when he makes this statement: the
Man, ever willing what God wills, was in perfect union with
Him. And it is interesting to find that this idea has a place in the
thought of the earliest representatives of the school. Eustathius
of Antioch speaks of the soul of Christ as ““dwelling together
with” (cuwBicnTeopévn)? the Logos and God, and before him Paul
of Samosata had spoken of the conjunction of the human Jesus
with the Logos “according to communion” (kar& uetousiow).?
The conception is never treated scientifically by the Antiochene
teachers, but, it would seem, they show us how we should ap-
proach the problem if we would do justice to the truth that the
manhood which in Jesus Christ the Logos has united to Himself
is real manhood.

So then we would say that the representatives of the Greek
and those of the Syrian doctrinal tradition are, though from
different points of view, seeking to answer the question “What
think ye of Christ?”, and that, if we are right in concluding that

1 See above, p. 148. 2 De Anima, P.G. xviii. 689D.
3 See above, p. 135.
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both Greeks and Syrians maintain the same basic ideas, it is not
that these are to be rejected and those accepted, but that both are
to be accepted as having gifts which they can offer to later
generations of Christian thinkers as they in their turn are brou ght
face to face with the same question. Thus, it is clear that the con-
tribution of the former lies in their teaching on the unity of
Christ’s Person, and that that of the latter is to be found in their
teaching on the reality of His human nature. And, it would
seem, we appreciate the value of what each school has to offer
as we develop what these did not develop, namely, the doctrine
of the divine self-emptying,! and, following the teaching of the
Antiochenes, do not hesitate to think of Christ’s manhood as
real manhood. After all, we are better equipped than were the
ancients to deal with these subjects: having passed through an
age when thought has had a strong psychological bias, there
is ours to-day a deeper realization of the meaning of Christ’s
human knowledge and consciousness, and, as seems fully
evident, if we are not to lose what has been gained in this
way, we must make full use of the conception that the Logos
limited Himself in order that He might truly become man. Thus
we must be prepared to say with Nestorius that in the Incarna-
tion the Logos possesses nothing of His own “apart from the
human humiliation”, and to say with Cyril that the Logos “per-
mitted the measures of the manhood to prevail over Himself” :
in the Incarnation the Logos has condescended to be bound by
human laws, and never to pass beyond those laws; He is God,
but God as He has chosen to act under conditions specifically
human ; He has so limited Himself that not only His knowledge,
but also His divine will and self-consciousness are conditioned
by a human knowledge, a2 human will, and a human self-
consciousness. Certainly, we are saying that in reality there are
two wills and two self-consciousnesses in Jesus Christ, and it is
true that a “theoretic duality of mental life” is “incongruous
with an intelligible psychology”.2 But we would appeal to the
second Christological principle of the ancient Christologians,

! Cf. Bethune-Baker’s remark: “If we are to work with the orthodox
theory qf the Incarnation, I am sure we can only do so by making use of the
conception of kenosis to the full extent” (The Way of Modernism, p. 98).

? Cf. Mackintosh, op. cit. Pp. 470, 482.
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and say that in this we are but ““ recognizing the difference of the
natures”’, for we must posit the “two natures” if we are not to
surrender the truth concerning the difference between God and
man for which it stands. Yet while we *“recognize”” two wills and
two self-consciousnesses, we say that, since in Jesus Christ the
Logos has so “emptied”” Himself that His will and self-con-
sciousness are the same as that human will and self-consciousness
which He has taken to Himself—a conception which, it is in-
teresting to note, is apparently already implicit in the teaching
of Nestorius on the ‘“‘taking’” and “giving” of the prosopa in
the Incarnation—to Him belong one will and one self-conscious-
ness, which are, accordingly, at once divine and human. At any
rate, working on these lines, we can make use of the Alexandrine
teaching on ‘‘the one incarnate Person”’, who, the God-Man, is
a ““composite” or ‘“theandric Person”, possessing one will and
one self-consciousness, which are in like manner *“ composite’” or
“theandric”’; and at the same time we can make use of the con-
tribution of the Antiochenes as these uphold the reality of Christ’s
human soul, and teach that, ever in communion with ‘“ Him who
assumed”, ““that which was assumed ” ever willed that which He
willed. As we say, it would seem that both these ancient Christo-
logies are necessary in any attempt to answer the problem of the
Lord’s Person; for the one is the complement of the other.
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Cyril’s motives in attacking

Nestorius, 220f.; his relations
with Celestine of Rome, 223f.;

his view of Nestorius accepted at
Roman Synod (430), 225; his
position of authority at Council of
Ephesus (431), 229 ff.; his agree-
ment with party of John of An-
tioch in 433, 235 f.; his attempt
to reconcile the ardent anti-Nes-
torians, 101

Damasus of Rome (} 384), 65 n. 2,

224
Definitio Fidei, The (of Chalcedon),
92, 242, 250 n. I
Demetrian of Antioch (c. 253), 202
Didymus the Blind (t c¢. 398), his
Christology, 45 n. 1, 74 n. 6
Diekamp, F., 80 n. 1, 137 n. 2, 251

n. 3

Diodore of Tarsus (t before 394),
36 n. 4, 45 n. 1, 61, 108, 113 n. 7,
121 n. 4, 133 n. 3, 166 £., 174

Dionysius the Areopagite, Pseudo-
Dionysius, 251 f.

Dioscorus of Alexandria (1 454), 220,
238, 239 ff.

Domnus [I] of Antioch (1 274), 202

Domnus [II] of Antioch (T 451), 241

Dorner, J. A, 63, 69 n. 1, 95, 116 f.

Dorotheus of Marcianopolis (exiled
435), 222, 224, 236

Driver, G. R. and Hodgson, L.,
111 n. 1, 157 nn. 1, 5, 159 n. 3,
191 n. 3, 198 n. 2, 215 n. 3

Duchesne, L., 223 n. 4, 238 n. 6

Ephesus, Council of (431), 101,
227 f., 233 ff.

Epictetus of Corinth, letter of
Athanasius to, 36 n. 4,203,234 n.2

Epiphanius of Constantia (1 403),
32n.3,7I 0. 4,73 0.2, IIg n. 5,
120 n. 7

Eudoxius of Constantinople (1 370),
32 1n0. 3,49 n. 1, 203 n. I

Eunomius of Beroea (the Polemian-
ist), 53 n. 2, 54 n. 1

Eusebius of Caesarea (t c¢. 340),
6n. 1,31 n. 3, 122

Eusebius of Dorylacum (c. 448-451),
222,239 0. 3

Eusebius of Nicomedia (1 342), 9n.2,
122, 202

Eustathius of Antioch (deposed
¢.330),32n.3,36n. 4,45n. 1; his
doctrine of the Logos, 122 f.; his,
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Eustathius of Antioch (continued)
seemingly, the doctrine that the
Logos became man for man’s
salvation, 123 ff.; his teaching on
“the Man of Christ”, 132 f.; on
the Man’s perfect obedience, 135;
his the doctrine that, while in-
carnate, the Logos continues His
creative activity, 143 f.; histeaching
onthe completereality of the Lord’s
manhood, with its prosopon, 185,
187, 255

Eutherius of Tyana (exiled 435), 212
n. 4, 236

Eutyches, archimandrite of Con-
stantinople (t 4537), 239 nn. 3, 4,
24110, 2

Felix of Rome, Apollinarian writings
published under name of, 55 n. 1,
9o n. 2

Flavian of Antioch (t 404), 108, 144,
145 f., 204

Flavian of Constantinople (1 449),

239
Formulary of Reunion, The (433), 101,
174 n. 1, 235, 239, 240

Gore, C., 70 n. 1, 244 n. 1
Gregory of Nazianzus (+ 390), his
answer to Apollinarius, 64; his not
the Deus philosophorum, 66 n. 1;
his doctrine of man, 67; his the
doctrine that the Logos, formerly
simplex, is, through the Incarna-
tion, compositus, 69; his thought
concerning a divine self-emptying
undeveloped, 70 f.; his condemna-
tion of Nestorianism, 72 f.; his
language at times unsatisfactory,
72 n. 3; his insistence on unity of
Christ’s Person, 73f.; his rejection
of the Eutychian position, 75f.; his
the doctrine of the complete reality
of the Loord’s manhood, but his also
the failure to apply the principle
that it is self-determinating, 79
Statements of his read at
Ephesus (431), 229, 231
Gregory of Nyssa ( ¢. 394), his
answer to Apollinarius, 64; his
not the Deus philosophorum, 66;
his doctrine of man, 67 f.; his
thought concerning a divine self-
emptying, 69 f.; his condemnation

of the Nestorian position, 72; his
teaching on the reality of the Lord’s
manhood not completely satis-
factory, 77 f.
Statements of his read at
Ephesus (431), 229, 231
Gwatkin, H. M., 32 n. 3

Harnack, A., 48 n. 5, 96, 132 n. 1,
137 n. 2,248 n. 3

Hefele, C. J., 212 n. 2, 220 n. 2

Helladius of Tarsus (exiled 435), 236

Hilary of Poitiers (f 366), 36, 120
n. 8, 224

Himerius of Nicomedia (exiled 433),
236

Hippolytus (1 236), 46

Hodgson, L., 156 n. 7

Homonius (the Apollinarian), 53 n. 2

Hymenaeus of Jerusalem (an Ori-
genist), 5, 28 n. 1

Ibas of Edessa (t 457), 188 n. 4,
212 n. 2, 236 n. 1, 237, 238, 240,
241, 242

Irenaeus of Liyons, 15, 51, 71 n. 4, 146

Irenaeus of Tyre, the friend of
Nestorius (exiled 435, deposed
449), 230, 239, 240

Job (the Polemianist), 53 n. 2, 54 n. 2

John of Antioch (1 441), 212 n. 2,
225, 227 n. 3, 228 ff,, 234, 236, 238

John, Count, 235

John of Damascus, 75 n. 2, 254 n. 2

John the Grammarian of Caesarea
(a leader of the Chalcedonians
opposed by Severus of Antioch
c. 518), 100

Julian of Eclanum, 223

Julian of Halicarnassus (1 after 527),
48 n. 3

Julian (the Polemianist), 53 n. 2,
54 n.2, 56, 57 n. 3

Justin Martyr, 2 n. 2

Juvenal of Jerusalem (+ 458),225, 228

Latrocinium, The (Second Council of
Ephesus, 449), 240 1.

Lebon, J., 89 n. 2, 96, 99 n. 3, 100
n. 2, 198 nn. 4, 5, 215 n. 3

Leo of Rome (f 461), 71 n. 4, 239
n. 2, 242, 248 n. 3

Leontius of Byzantium (+ ¢. 543),
99 n. 2, 174 0. 2, 254 N, I
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Libanius, 108

Lietzmann, H., 49 n. 2

ASyor pds ZaPivov (attributed to Paul
of Samosata), 132 n. 1, 137 f.

Loofs, F., 95, 119, 137 n. 2, 147 n. 1,
157 nn. 1, 2, 158, 246

Lucian of Antioch (+ 311), 32 n. 3,
107, 202

Lucianists, The, 8, 107, 122, 203

Lucius of Alexandria (c. 374), 32 n. 3

Mackintosh, H. R., 244 n. 1, 248 n. 3,
256 n. 2

Malchion the Sophist, 18, 27 ff., 36
n. 4, 48, 53 n. 2, 107, 121 n. 3,
202, 204

Marius Mercator (fl. 418-460), 225 f.

Mason, A. J., 72 n. 3,76 n. 6

Maximian of Constantinople (431
434), 236

Maximus, Athanasius’ letter to, 37

Maximus of Antioch (449—455), 241

Maximus, a Syrian monk, 241 n. 6

Melito of Sardis, 15 n. 2

Memnon of Ephesus (1 440), 228,
230

Methodius of Olympus, 15

Mingana, A., 110 n. 1

Mozley, J. K., 248 n. 2, 253

Nau, F., 150, 231

Nemesius of Emesa, 1091. 3, 112n. 2,
113 nn. 2, 7, 114 n. 5

Neo-Platonism, 1, 7

Nestorius (Bp. of Constantinople,
428-431), his teaching on differ-
ence between God and man, 111;
on man, 113f.; on redemptive
purpose of Incarnation, 128 f.,
184 f.; holds that Man assumed
has ‘““image’ (or prosopon) of
God, 133 f.; insists on the perfect
obedience of the Man, 138ff.;
teaches that Logos becomes man
without change, 145; that in the
Incarnation there has been a real
self-limitation of the divine powers
of the Logos, 147 fI.; and that the
union of Godhead and manhood in
Jesus Christ is “voluntary” and
“personal”’, 151 f.; asserts that the
one prosopon is the result of the
union, 155 f.; his use of the term
“prosopon”, 156 ff., 159, 161; in-
sists that his not the doctrine of

1

“two Sons”, 163 ff., 232 n. 2, 245
n. 3; has the conception of a
“‘composition” in the Person of
the Logos, 166 n. 1; his use, and
explanation of the working, of the
principle of the communicatio idio-
matum, 167 fl.; does not reject
“Theotokos™, 172 f.; nor ascrip-
tion of “two births” to Logos,
174 f.; nor expressions “God
suffered”, “ God died ”, 175 f., 221
n. 4; his interpretation of #&yévero
in St n. i. 14, 182 n. 2; insists that
Logos in His divine nature is
impassible, 183, 232 n. 3; that the
Lord’s manhood is complete with
its prosopon, 185f., 187 f.; “di-
vides” the natures (and the
sayings), 191 f.; but “divides” in
the sense that he “recognizes the
difference” of the natures, 193,
197 ff.; appeals to the order in
which clauses of Nicene Creed are
placed, 206; his view of Cyril’s
Anathematisms, 211 f.; his criti-
cism of Cyrilline terms for the
union, and of Cyril’s “ out of two 7,
212 f.; his criticism of Cyril’s
“natural quality”, 213 n. 2; of
Cyril's “One, after the union”,
214; of the formula pic gUols ToU
8ol Adyou ogeoopkwpévn, 2143 of
Cyril’s “natural” union, 216; of
Cyril’s “hypostatic” union, 218 ff.

Nestorius’ vigour against the
“heretics”, 221 f.; his attitude to
Pelagianism, 223 n. 2, 226 n. 7;
his complaint against decision of
Council of Ephesus (431), 230 fI.;
his removal, 237

duoovaios, how understood by Alex-
andrine theologians in Christo-
logical discussion, 36 n. 4, 53
n. 2, 55 n. 3

How used by Paul of Samosata,

120

Origen, his doctrine of God, 4 f.,
6 n. 2; of the Logos, 8; of man,
11 f.; his Christology, 19 ff., 58
n. 3; his use of “ousia”, and
“hypostasis™, 48 n. 1

Origenists, The, their doctrine of
God, s5f.; of Logos, 8; their
Christology, 28 ff.
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otola, meaning of, as used by the
Alexandrine teachers, 28, 36 n. 4,
48, 50 n. 1; as used by the Antio-
chene teachers, 120, 180 f.

Paul of Samosata (Bp. of Antioch,
¢. 260-270), 34 n. 4; his doctrine
of the Logos, 118 £.; of “the Son ™,
121; the possibility that his teach-
ing has a soteriological foundation,
122; his not the doctrine that Jesus
Christ was a “mere man”, 130 ff.;
his insistence on complete reality of
Lord’s humanity, 131; his teaching
on the perfect obedience of the
human Jesus, 134 f.

Paulinus of Antioch, 202 n. 2

Paulinus of Tyre, 203

Perry, F., 188 n. 4

Peter, priest of Alexandria (c. 431),
232n. 6

Philo, 3

Philogonius of Antioch, 20z n. 2

Quols, meaning of, as used by the
Alexandrine teachers, 48 f., 5on. 1;
as used by the Antiochene teachers,
180 f.

Pierius, head of catechetical school of
Alexandria, 3

Plato, 2, 3n. 1, 6, 7

Polemianists, The, 36 n. 4, 53 n. 2

Polemon, 53 n. 2, 57

Prestige, G. L., 7, 47, 120 n. g

Proclus of Constantinople (+ 446),
his sermon on “Theotokos”, 221
n. 4

Tpdowmov, meaning of, as used by
the Alexandrine teachers, 46 £.;
as used by the Antiochene teachers,
156 ff.

Quick, O. C., 246 n. 2, 248 n. 2

Rabbila of Edessa (t 435), 153 n.1,
237 f.

Raven, C.E., 42n. 1,62 f.,, 120 n. 9,
132n.1,137n.2,172n. 1,248 n. 3

Robertson, A., 7

Rome, Synod at (430), which con-
demned Nestorius, 224 ff,

Sabellianism, 7, 122, 203

Sanda, A., 100 n. 2

Severian of Gabala (t c. 408), 182
n. 2 .

Severus, Monophysite Patriarch of
Antioch (expelled 518), 48 n. s,
50 n. 1, 99 £, 101, 105 Nn. 5, 153
n. I, 247 n. 4, 251 n. 3

Sixtus III of Rome (} 440), 236

Srawley, J. H., 117 n. 3

Subordinationism, 7

Succensus of Diocaesarea, letters of
Cyril to, 98

Synousiasts (see Polemianists)

Temple, W., 246 n. 2

Tertullian, 46, 71 n. 4

Theodore of Mopsuestia (+ 428), on
difference between God and man,
110; on divine indwelling, 111 f.;
on man, 113f.; on redemptive
purpose of Incarnation, 125ff.;
appeals to the order in which
clauses’ of Nicene Creed are
placed, 126; his “as in a Son”,
133; on the Man’s perfect obedi-
ence, 135ff.; on “the second
katastasis, 140 ff.; his interpreta-
tion of éytveto in St Jn. i. 14, 144,
182, 205 1. 3; his ideas concerning
a divine self-emptying, 146; up-
holds the “voluntary” and “per-
sonal” character of the union of
Godhead and manhood in Jesus
Christ, 151 f.; teaches that the one
prosopon is the result of the union,
155; his use of “prosopon”, 156,
160 £.; denies that he teaches “two
Sons”, 162f.; his use of the
principle of the communicatio idio-
matum, 167; does not reject
“Theotokos”, 171 f.; insists that
Logos impassible in His divine
nature, 183; holds that Lord’s
manhood is complete with its
prosopon, 183, 187; “divides ” the
natures (and the sayings), 190 f.;
but “divides” in the sense that he
“recognizes the difference” of the
natures, 195 ff.

Theodore, venerated by his
successors in the Antiochene
school, 108, 240 n. 4, 242 n. 6; his
attack on the teaching of the
Alexandrines, 205; condemned at
Council of Constantinople (553),
220 n. 1

Theodoret of Cyrus (1 c. 457), 108,
125 n. 3, 154 n. 2; on difference
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Theodoret of Cyrus (continued)
between God and man, 111; on
man, 113 f.; on redemptive pur-
pose of Incarnation, 129 f.; his
teaching concerning man’s restora-
tion, 142 f.; Insists that in Jesus
Christ Logos becomes man with-
out change, 145; his ideas con-
cerning a divine self-emptying,
146; teaches that union of Godhead
and manhood in Jesus Christ is
“voluntary” and “personal”’, 151,
153; his use of “ prosopon”’, 157 ff.,
161 f.; denies that he teaches ‘ two
Sons”, 165 f.; his use of “Theo-
tokos ”, 173 f.; does not reject ex-
pressions ‘“God suffered”, “ God
died”, 176; his explanation of the
meaning of the name “Christ”,
177 f.; his use of “ousia”, “hy-
postasis”, “nature”, 180 n. 2,
181 n. 1; rejects notion of “mix-
ture’’, 181; his interpretation of
gytveto in St Jn. 1. 14, 182 n. 2; in-
sists that L.ogos impassible in His
divine nature, 183 f.; upholds
complete reality of Lord’s man-
hood, 186, 188 n. 4; “divides” the
natures (and the sayings), 192 f.;
but “divides’ in the sense that he
“recognizes the difference” of the
natures, 195, 199 f.; appeals to the
order in which clauses of Nicene
Creed are placed, 207; denies that
in Christ there is amere indwelling,
208 n. 6; his view of Cyril’s
Anathematisms, 212 n. 2; his
criticism of Cyril’s “One, after
the union”, 213, 214 n. 3; of
Cyril’s ‘“natural” and ‘hypo-

static” union, 216 f.; his attitude
to Nestorius’ teaching, 235
Theodoret, enters into com-

munion with Cyril (433), 235; is
attacked by Dioscorus of Alex-
andria, 240 ; deposed at Latrocinium
(449), 241 ; and reinstated at Chal-
cedon (451), 242

Theodosius 11, Imp. (1 450), sum-
mons Council of Ephesus (431),
227 f.; his plan for restoring peace,
234; summons Latrocinium (449),
240

Theodotus of Ancyra (1 before 446),
101, 198 n. 3, 231, 231 N, 2

Theognostus, head of catechetical
school of Alexandria, 5

Theophilus of Alexandria (385—
+ 412), 220, 227 n. 3, 229; his
Christology, 8o n. 1

Theophilus of Antioch (c. 180), 119

Timothy Aelurus, Monophysite
Patriarch of Alexandria (T 477),
48 n. 5

Timothy of Berytus (the Polemian~
ist), 36 n. 4, 53 n. 2, 65 n. 2

Tixeront, J., 49 n. 2, 96 n. 1

Uméotaots, meaning of, as used by
the Alexandrine teachers, 47,
50 n. 1; as used by the Antiochene
teachers, 180 f.

Valentinus (the Apollinarian), 53 n. 2
Weigl, E., 45 n. 1, 8o n. 1, 95 n. 5,
101 n. 1, 125 1. 3

Weston, F., 246 n. 2

Zeno, Imp. (474~491), 238 f.
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