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Fundamental aspects of the christological teaching of Severus of Antioch
and the Chalcedonian Definition of Faith

loannis Nikolopoulos, Th. D.
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki Department of Theology

Introduction.

Severus of Antioch (465-538AC) is the most significant theologian of the antichalcedonian
ecclesiastical tradition and also one of the most prolific authors within the entire tradition of the
ecclesiastical literature®. His works, especially his Ex Cathedra Homilies, show a significant
biblical theologian who, in some cases, such as within his 77th Ex Cathedra Homily, -his only
work which has survived intact in its original Greek text- provides beneficial hermeneutical
solutions for complex hermeneutical problems. Consequently, the loss of the Greek original text of
most of his work is a great misfortune for scholarly theological research as well as for the Greek
ecclesiastical literature.

1. Some important clarifications concerning the Christological teaching of Severus of
Antioch vis-a-vis the synousiastic? christological views of his era.

a. The cyrillian-antisynousiastic character of Severus’ christological teaching.

Despite his keen antichalcedonism, in the unfolding of his Christology Severus follows to the
letter the cyrillian Christology. Indeed, the antichalcedonian Patriarch believed that in the writings
of St. Cyril of Alexandria the orthodox christological doctrine found its most perfect formulation,
as we gather even from his enthusiastic declaration, that “every word of Cyril should become a
law of the Church” 3. Thereby, the notion of the Divine Incarnation in the christological teaching
of Severus is clearly cyrillian, as it becomes additionally evident even by the fact that he rejected
and condemned all the synousiastic christological views of his era, and especially for the same
soteriological reasons, for which Cyril had opposed to all these heretical views before him.

More specifically, Severus believed that, when the fullness of time came, the Only-Begotten
Word of God, who is begotten of the Father timelessly, eternally, passionlessly and incorporeally,
in order to save man from decay and death, was truly incarnate immutably and unconfusedly, as
he assumed, through the Holy Spirit and the Ever-Virgin Mary, a humanity complete and totally

! There are three biographies of Severus of Antioch: 1) Vie de Sévére, par Zacharie le Scholastique, (ed. M. A.
Kugener) Turnhout 1971, P.O. 2. 2) Vie de Séveére, par Jean, supérieur du monastére de Beth Aphthonia, P.O. 2, (ed.
M. A. Kugener) Turnhout 1971, P.O. 2. 3) The Conflict of Severus, Patriarch of Antioch. Ethiopian and English.With
the remains of the coptic versions, (ed. W. E. Crum- J. Goodspeed) 1909, P.O. 4. The first and the second of these
biographies were originally written in Greek. However only the Syriac translation of both biographies has survieved.
There is also another posterior biography of Severus, written by an Arab bishop named George. This biography is of a
lesser value. See, K. E. Mc Vey, George, bishop of the Arab Tribes, The Memra on the Life of Severus of Antioch.
Ph.D. Dissertation, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. 1977.

2. In the patristic texts, as “Synousiasts™ are repeatedly characterized those heretics, who confuse and merge the two
natures and essences of Christ by teaching that the hypostatic union resulted, either in the absorption of the human
nature and essence by the infinite divinity of the Word or in a new compound divine-human essence. This erroneous
view of the union of Christ’s two natures by the Synousiasts we, therefore, characterize as synousiastic.

3 . Severus of Antioch, Select Letters I. 9 (ed. Brooks), p. 45.
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co-essential with our human nature. Thus, according to Severus, the humanity of Christ had a
reasonable soul just like ours albeit without our tendency towards sin . In this vein Severus, based
on a clearly Orthodox Soteriology, rejected all Christologies of his era which assumed an
admixture of natures. Specifically, he rejected Apollinarism, stressing the serious ramifications for
the salvation of mankind caused by the absence of a human mind in the humanity of the Incarnate
Word. In this respect Severus, following the great Cappadocian Theologians, maintains that, if the
Word —according to the insanity of Apollinarius- had not assumed a human intelligent soul, by
which death has become strong and powerful, the human mind would have remained under the
enslavement of death. In reality, however, underlines Severus, the Holy Virgin brought forth God
to the world, who was immutably incarnate as a small child endowed with reason and intellect, in
order to grant us as gift a complete salvation °. It is noteworthy that Severus even added that
Apollinarius’ teaching renders the Word bound to passion in his very divinity. For instance, in his
letter 65, to Eupraxious, Severus quotes against Apollinarism Mt 26, 37-38, <He took with him
Peter and the two sons of Zebedee. Grief and anguish came over him, and he said to them. The
sorrow in my heart is so great that it almost crushes me>, commenting as follows:

<But it is plain to everyone that distress and grief happen to a rational and intellectual soul.

But, if they (i.e. the Apollinarians) say that the Godhead of the Only one took the place of

intellect, this is in truth without intellect, for us ta assign the passion of distress to the

impassible nature of God. Accordingly the Only God the Word became perfectly man, that he
might bestow upon us perfect salvation.>°.

Severus also explicitly rejected and anathematized Docetism, emphasizing that the docetic
Christology clearly contradicts the biblical data, leading inevitably to the abolition of the Divine
Economy ’. For the ver%/ same soteriological reasons Severus unreservedly rejected and
anathematized ~ Eutychianism®,  Aphthartodocetism’ and ~ Manichaeism'®.  Against all these

* See Homily 14, P.O. 38, p. 411 - Homily 20, P.O. 37, p. 61: <...celui qui par sa nature est fils de Dieu, le méme s' est
fait sans changement et sans confusion, selon la chair, fils du divin David, quand il s’ est uni la chair qui (vient) de I
Esprit Saint et de Marie Mére de Dieu, la Vierge, (chair) qui nous (est) consubstantielle, qui est animée par une ame
vivante, raisonnable et intelligente...>.

® . Homily 58, P.O. 8, p. 228: <..si le Verbe n' a pas pris une des choses pour lesquelles la mort est devenue forte et
puissante, celle-ci est demeurée sous I' esclavage de la mort: par conséquent, si I esprit n' a pas été pris, ainsi que le
prétend Apollinaire, il' n' a pas recouvré la liberté. Mais tout a été pris et ¢' est par tout cela qu' a été brisée la
puissance de la mort> - Homily 14, P.O. 38, p. 409 - Homily 22, P.O. 37, p. 103. See also J. A. Grammer, Catenae
Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, Vol. Ill, p. 143. See also, loannis Th. Nikolopoulos, H Xpioroloyia tod
Zefipov Avtioyeiog kai 6 Opog tijc Xalkndovag.(Doctoral dissertation, submitted to the Department of Theology of
the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki). Thessaloniki 2002., pp. 58-62.

6 Letter 65, To Eupraxious, P.O. 14, p. 19.

" Homily 14, P.O. 38, p. 407 - p. 409. See also Homily 42, (Catechetical), P.O. 36, p. 55.

8 Homily 21, P.O. 37, p. 81: <Par conséquent, il faut anathématiser ceux..qui nient qu' il s' est incarné (en prenant)
une chair véritable et qui nous est consubstantielle, ou congoivent celle-Ci (COmme) sans dme ou sans intelligence, et
qui par ces (opinions) rendent notre salut faux ou imparfait> - For the same point, See also Homily 109,
gCatechetlcal) P.O. 25, p. 770-771..

Letter 35, "To the Monks of the East”, P.O. 12, p. 286-287 - La polemique antijulianiste 11B. Le Advesus apologiam
Juliani, C.S.C.0. 302, Scriptores Syri 127, p. 247, where Severus ridicules the peculiar and illogical teaching of his
Aphthartodocetist opponent for "an indifferent difference” between the humanity and the divinity of Christ, as
follows: <En effet si tu (i. e. Julian of Halicarnassus) appelles la différence méme une non-différence, que le Christ,
ainsi que le veut ta stupidité, soit dit consubstantiel a nous par la divinité et consubstantiel au Pére par I' humanité, et
que d' autre part elles passent et se transforment continuellement, suivant ta fagon de voir, [I'une] dans I'autre! Et que
la chair passe dans I' essence du Verbe lui-méme et que d' autre part le Verbe se transforme dans I' essence de la chair
méme, pour que nous nous moquions de ta différence indifférente!>.

10 In his 123th Homily (his 6th Catechetical) Severus refutes Manichaeism in a systematic way. See also Homily 80,
P.O. 20, p. 329: <..Comme les Manichéens qui vont au deld de tout blasphéme inique et de (toute) impiété.> -
Catenae Graecorum Patrum in Novum Testamentum, (ed. J. A. Grammer), Vol. VIII, p. 159-160: «Tow®dtot yép Tiveg
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synousiastic christological heresies, based on biblical sources and data, Severus stressed the reality
of the Divine Incarnation, which he perceived as a true emptying (kenosis), devoid of alteration, of
the Word. For that matter, in his 4" Catechetical homily, Severus writes the following:

<All this is the richness which he poured out upon us he who emptied himself —not that he has

ceased to be full but that willingly he made himself poor- and shared our smallness, so that we

might be rich> 1%,

At the same time Severus -again for clearly soteriological reasons- stressed the full co-
essentiality of Christ’s humanity with common human nature, appealing directty to Rom. 11, 16.
According to him, the humanity of the Incarnate Word constitutes a sort of transforming yeast,
which remodels all remaining human leaven towards deification. However, this deification of
mankind according to grace, emphasizes Severus, would be impossible if the leaven, that is the
humanity of Christ, was heterogeneous as compared to the rest of the human dough, namely the
whole mankind 2. Besides, Severus categorically rejected as "a thing beyond all impiety and
profanity” the viewpoint of the Synousiasts that, after his resurrection, Christ's humanity was
assimilated and dissolved by his divinity 2.

To support this rejection he quoted the Gospel narrations on Christ's appearances after his
resurrection ** and the writings of Gregory the Theologian and of Cyril of Alexandria against
Synousiasts(Kaza Zvvovoiactdv). Indeed, it is noteworthy —and a matter of paramount importance
for the core and essence of the severan Christology- the fact that Severus unreservedly adopted the
basic ontological presupposition of Cyril of Alexandria on the essential unbridgeable ontological
chasm between created and uncreated being. He, thus, proclaimed and emphasized, on the one
hand, that it is impossible for that which is by nature uncreated to be deprived of its uncreated
being, so as to become created in its very essence and, on the flip side of the coin, that it is equally
impossible for that which is by nature created in its being to transcend its createdness and be
transformed in essence into the realm of uncreated. What gives a special value to this credal
proclamation of Severus, is the fact that it constitutes an essential part of his catechetical teaching,

dednoav, ol and Ovalevtivov kai Mapkiovog péxpt tdv dvociotdtov kol fdelvpdv Maviaiov kotoyduevot ypovov
... Kuprdmta 8¢ d0etodot piav yép 0e6mta kol xoptdomta ody 6poloyodoty apyfy eivol Tdv maviov aAL ETepov pév
VIapyew ¢ moloudg dwbNKkng Oedv, movnpdv TV Kol TOPNTIKOV Koi aipoot yaipovia: thg 8€ véag &tepov, OV &v
101 Edayyeliog xoi Amoctorolg AaAnoavta: 1§ kol V0 apydg dvtitetaypévag GAARAOIG, Tovnpav 1€ koi dyadnv
gp10TdoL TAOT| T KTiosr Kol GUEOTEPAC GyevvATouC Adyovot kol THV HéV Evovtiav eval TdV ayaddv: TV 3§ Tdv
KokdV' Omep SEapétme mepl Tovg dALOVC THG Tod Mévevtog Swavoiag andPpacua yéyove. "EE ob 10 movnpdv Guijvoc
v Maviyoiov kotdyetor. Oi obtog obv &ovteg, kai TV kupdmTo dfeTodviec, TovtéoTt, TOV &va kai pdvov Kopov
&ni maviov Odv, dvaykaing kai tag 60&ag PAacenuodow - Homily 79, P.O. 37, p. 69-71.

1 Homily 90, (Catechetical), Orhodoxia, January-March 1995, p. 69 - Homily 56, P.O. 8, p. 78.

2 Homily 10, "Sur I' Epiphanie”, P.O. 38, p. 361, par. 15: <A cela que nous dites-vous, vous qui soutenez la sottise
fantasmagorique d' Eutychés et de Manichéens athées? Si le Verbe de Dieu, en effet, ne s' est pas uni
hypostatiquement la chair, qui est de notre race et qui nous est consubstantielle, en quoi la descente de I' Esprit devait -
elle nous étre profitable, aprés étre venu sur d' autres prémices et non pas sur celles de notre race? Et comment la
grice elle-méme est-elle passée chez nous, cette grace par laquelle notre Sauveur opérait toute chose, si la pate
était étrangeére et non la méme que le reste de I' oeuvre (Rom. 11, 16), qu' il woulait précisément pétrir chez lui?>
- Homily 63, "Sur la Nativité ou I' Epiphanie”, P.O. 8, p. 298: <Celui qui a créé et formé est venu restaurer et créer de
nouveau non une autre créature, mais celle qui était tombée et avait subi la corruption du péché, par le moyen de I
incarnation divine, quand il s" est jeté lui-méme come une ferment dans toute la masse du genre humain, qu'’ il est
devenue le second Adam, qu' il nous a délivrés par sa réssurection et qu' il nous a fait repasser de I' état mortel et
terrestre a la vie incorruptible et céleste>.

13 Letter 25, "To Emesenes”, P.O. 12, p. 226-227 - See also the Greek Original excerpt of Severus’ 5th homily to
Philiccisimus in Doctrina Patrum, (ed. F. Diekamp), p. 23: «H odp& t0d Eppovoviih 6 £k yijg givon kai petd v
avaoctaoty oV petdfoie kai pereyopnoev gig 0eotnrog evowy, arl’ Epewvev éni Tig idiag ovoiagy.

14 Homily 24, "Sur ' Ascention de notre grand Dieu et Sauveur Jésus-Christ", P.O. 37, p. 137-139 - Homily 71, "Sur
' Ascension du Dieu Grand et notre Sauver Jésus-Christ", P.O. 12, p. 66.
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as we read it in three of his Catechetical homilies! To be sure, in his 90" Homily we read the
following explicit declaration:

< | understand that the Word of God, the intelligent Light, who was united to flesh endowed

with an intelligent soul, is one hypostasis from two, without the Word being changed into the

body, nor the body changing into the divine nature —for that is impossible..>*°.

In addition, one should also take into account that in his 5" catechetical homily Severus
explicitly anathematized anyone who espouses the viewpoint of the Synousiasts, that the human
flesh of the Lord was changed into, or mingled with, the divine essence, even to the point of
delivering any such person to the eternal and cruel torments of helll*® Admittedly, one could
hardly find a more explicit renunciation and condemnation of what we —the Orthodox
Chalcedonials- commonly reject and condemn as the core and essence of Monophysitism. Severus
promptly adds that the humanity of Christ maintains fully its natural createdness even after his
resurrection, despite the fact that it is not subject to deterioration and human blameless passions,
and despite its -this all based on biblical data- obvious enrichment with attributes it did not possess
before the resurrection. For instance in his Letter 96, to Solon, Severus declares the following:

<... Christ after the Resurrection from the place of the dead is made known in flesh as it is

written (Lc. 24, 39), having, as he had, that body and no other, but no longer susceptible of
hunger, or of any similar thing, nor yet one sustained by foods... the fact that he ate and drank
with the disciples as it is written and received food should be ascribed to dispensation, because
he did this same thing in order to confirm the nature of the body that had risen and cast the
supposition of phantasy> *’

According to this same line of thought Severus refuted the viewpoint of the Aphthartodocetists
that Christ's passion was only an illusion. Against any such notion Severus insisted that, before the
resurrection, the Word truly experienced in his person voluntarily -and certainly not compulsorily
as if he were a “mere Man-" the sum total of all natural blameless psychosomatic passions of his
humanity, with death itself as the culmination of these passions remaining, however, as God
perfectly impassible in his divinity 8. In his Philalethes Severus explains that Christ’s body is

5 Homily 90, (Cetechetical), Orthodoxia, June-March 1995, p. 80 - Homily 58, "Sur I' Economie de ' avénement
dans la chair du Christ notre Dieu", P.O. 8, p. 216-217: <Il n' a pas changé sa (nature) divine et entiérement et
véritablement il s' est fait homme, sans s' étre changé lui-méme en I' 4me ou en la chair, et sans awir non plus méle
I' 4me ou la chair a 1' essence de la divinité; car il est impossible, ou que la nature incréée et immuable soit
changée en une créature, ou que quelque chose de fait soit changé et passe en I' essence incréée..> - Homily
42(Catechetical), P.O. 36, p. 51: “quel est celui qui, ayant des pensées saines pourrait dire que le Verbe de Dieu incréé
a souffert un changement (en son) corps, ou encore-ce qui est différent-que le corps qui vient de la Vierge sainte et qui
nous est consubstantiel, s’ est retiré de sa propre nature et est passé a 1’ essence divine, celle qui est inaccessible et
incompréhensible pour tous les (étres) créés” - Homily 109, (Catechetical), P.O. 25, p. 771.

% Homily 109, (Catechetical), P.O. 25, p. 771: < .. et si quelqu’ un dit que la chair a été changée ou a été mélée a
I’ essence divine, qu’ il soit anatheme et qu’ il soit livré aux tourments cruels et sans fin>.

Y Letter 96, “To Solon”, P.O. 14, p. 189. See also, Homily 67, "Sur Marie, Sainte mére de Dieu et toujours Vierge",
P.O. 8, p. 360-361 - Le Philalethes, C.S.C.O. 134, p. 275: <En effet, bien que le corps fiit divin, -par I' union au Dieu
Verbe il resplendissait de la gloire qui convient a Dieu-vivifiant, incorruptible et saint, il n' a pas cependant pas
renoncé a étre palpable et véritable. C' est pour cela, en effet, qu' il le faisait toucher par I' un des disciples, Thomas,
qui avait douté> -

8. Homily 87, "Sur le caréme”, P.O. 23, p. 83: < .la créature elle-méme ne pouvait pas supporter la vue du créateur
qui en vérité est crucifié et qui souffre, et cela dans la chair; il était impossible, en effet, qu' il (souffiit) autrement; car
c' est I' impassible, mais (I' impassible) qui s' est incamé, qui est monté sur la croi, .... afin que le méme, acceptant la
souffrance dans ce qui est capable de souffrir, émoussat par I' impassibilité le pouvoir de la souffrance et de la mort qui
ne peut toucher I' impassible, bien que par ' intermédiaire de la chair il soit entré en lutte avec ce (pouvoir)..> - Homily
101, "Surla Nativité oul' Epiphanie”, P.O.268: <C' est par tous ces états qui nous sont propres, et sans en omettre (un
seul), en effet, qu' est venu le médecin et le Sauveur, ayant participé¢ de la méme maniére que nous...au sang et a la
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incorruptible not by nature, but because it is united with the Incorruptible God-Logos. He further
explains that, if Christ’s body was incorruptible in itself by nature all along from the beginning it
would then originate from the very essence of God, and not from the seed of Abraham®®. For that
matter is very informative and revealing the following passage of Severus’s 1% Letter to Sergius
the Grammarian, in which he initially explains why Sergius’ denial of accepting the real
blameless corruptibility of Christ’s flesh before the resurrection nevitably leads to the abolition of
the divine Economy. Severus finally proceeds applying correctly the fundamental orthodox
principle of communication of idioms:

< For unless we say the flesh was capable of receiving the things which belonged to it, with the
exception of sin —for this is not a parz of the ousia, but a sickness which ... occurs as a result of
inattention- he was able neither to suffer the cross on our behalf nor to endure death. But it is
well known that he was undergoing these things in that of which it was natural to suffer. And
he who was incarnate is also he who suffered in the flesh, while he remained, in that he is God,
impassible. And if we separate him from our statement that he suffered, we separate him as
well at an earlier point from the flesh in which he willingly underwent suffering> %°.

As a natural and logical consequence of all the above christological positions comes Severus’
perception of deification of reasonable creation in a clearly orthodox way, as a condition brought
on only by the action of grace, a condition which could never be according to nature and essence
21 Despite the different opinion of some contemporary orthodox critics of the severan Christology,
who accuse Severus of a heretical-synousiastic understanding of deification of mankind, withot,
however any specific quotation on their part, for supporting their viewpoint %2, Severus’ position
on the matter in hand is very clear and unnegotiable. Besides, in his 4" Catechetical Homily

chair, et ayant évité seulement la ressemblance dans le péché, afin que, dans toutes le (conditions) ou nous sommes, il
nous ménageat le salut et la guérison> -Homily 38, "Sur les Lumiéres”, P.O. 36, p. 501: <Et cette tentation de la faim,
comme aussi les autres, toutes celles contre lesquelles il n' y a aucune accusation de péché, il les a prises
volontairement sur lui; ayant accepté pour un temps les limites de la nature, celles qui surviennent par ce qui leur est
propre, et il n' etait pas porté vers ces choses par une quelconque nécessité; car ¢' est comme en modeéle et pour notre
instruction que de telles choses ont eu lieu; ceci est clair ... >.

19 Le Philalethes, C.5.C.O. 134, p. 291. See also Catenae Graecorum Patrum (ed. J. A. Gramer), Vol. Ill, p. 224-225:
«WPevdeTor yoiv 6 Afyov Oopoloyeiv 16 odpa 100 Ogod koi Totijpog Xpiotod madnTdév, 1jToL TAODY OEKTIKOV:
Kol KOTa TOUTOV AEymv avTo Kai mpo Tijg avaostdoewg dedaptov, ToutéoTy amafic kai afavarov: v yap Kotd
16 Avapdptitov apbopsiov TpddNAov d¢ eiyev &€ avtod ToD Kopod Tiic capkdcems. A koi &v £tépm Aéysl, 0V
ddoeg tov 6616V cov dEv dapbopdav (TIp. 2, 27)».

20 Letter 1, “To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. 1. Torrance), p. 158. See also Letter 65, "To Eupraxius”, P.O. 14, p.
42: <Therefore he permitted his body to suffer, while even he himself also was not alien from suffering, for he was
united to a suffering body, and, as it is his body, so also it is called his suffering; nevertheless as God he remained
without suffering, for God is not touched by suffering>. See also the excerpt of the greek original of Severus in P.G.
86, 929B: "Ku0' 6 ®ed¢ fv amabng pndevog 16 mapdmay cuvaisdavouevo T capki, dote &l kai e capkdc NV 6
o ol g Yuyfg Katd evow, GAL' Bl 10D Adyov T0D capkwBEviog TV Evyuyouévny voepdg capka TNV Kol
nepukviay tadto nadeiv Aéyetan” - The Greek original excerpt of the 42th homily of Severus (Catechetical), in Contra
Monophysitas, P.G. 86, 1849A.

21 Homily 43, "Sur Jean 1, 16", P.O. 36, p. 77: <Car nous avons vu, moi et ceux qui sont avec moi, sa gloire: gloire
comme celle de I' Unique du Peére, qui est rempli de grace et de vérité, comme celui qui dirait: ce n' est pas en tant
gue j' ai w son essence de Verbe, qui est ignorée de tous; et il ne précise pas qu' elle a été we, ni non plus qu'
elle a été comprise; je dis ce que je dis: mais a partir de ces actions et de ses paroles qui conviennent a Dieu, je
wyais sa gloire clairement et de mes yeux mémes, mais la gloire, non pas celle qui fut donnée en participation,
comme a I' un des justes du début, ni a la fagon de Moise qui recevait la loi et dont le visage fut illuminé et glorifié,
selon ce qui a été dit par Dieu: Ceux qui me glorifieut, je les glorifierai, mais la gloire comme celle de I' Unique du
Pére qui est rempli de grace et de vérité (In. 1, 14), c' est-a-dire comme ce qui convient d' étre au Fils lui-méme, I
Unique, qui en nature et en essence est en lui>.

22 See. 1. Mov1} ‘Ociov T'pnyopiov, Eivar of Avtiyalkndévior Opbédoor; Ay. Opog 1995, p. 103ff.
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Severus emphasizes that even the higher angelic dominions and powers have no access in the

divine essence 2.

b. The analogical examples used by Severus for the Divine Incarnation.

As models for the better comprehension of the Divine Incarnation Severus used the analogical
examples of the burning bush not consumed by fire 24, red-hot iron 2°, burning coal 2° and finally,
the synthesis of Man from a body and an intelligent soul 2’. Undoubtedly, any excessive
consideration and application of all these analogical examples as precise models for a thorough
understanding of the union between the two natures of Christ, would contradict the ineffable
character of the Divine Incarnation leading, inevitably, to the abolition of integrity and perfection
of both, the divinity and the humanity of the Incarnate Word. However, Severus unreservedly used
all the above mentioned analogical examples of union mainly because they had been used in the
past by respectable Ecclesiastical-Fathers and also because they have biblical origin. What has to
be emphasized is that, in all these examples of union, Severus stressed the unconfused character
and indivisibility of the constituent elements of the union, which manifest unified or synthetic
items and entities. Indicative is the way that Severus used the example of the burning coal in his
4™ Catechetical homily:

<...just as fire, when it takes hold of wood, prevails over it, and surrounds it, and penetrates
into the middle, and makes it entirely fire, yet by no means changing it from what it is as wood,
even though it has the appearance and power of fire —for (the fire) brings about in (the wood)
everything which is in it for it burns and shines- and from fire and wood, which are two
(things), there is one coul which appears, which may not again be split into those (elements)
out of which it is constructed, nor may it be divided into two, so long as the coul remains and is
not consumed and brought to an end by the fire. In the same way, so far as possible, and as by
subtle theories, | understand that the Word of God, the intelligent Light, who was united to
flesh endowed with an intelligent soul, is one hypostasis from two, without the Word being
changed into the body, nor the body changing into the divine nature —for that is impossible- nor
the one Christ being dismantled again into those (elements) from which there is the union>2,

In addition, in his effort to illustrate how the incarnate Word suffered in his flesh remaining,
however, simultaneously perfectly impassible in his Godhead, Severus used the analogical
example of red-hot iron in the following impeccable way:

<As when iron or another similar substance is abundantly warmed by fire, and is heated by

flame we know that the iron does not pass out of its own nature the iron which has passed into

a complete flame and has been made to hiss and to glow by it, it appears to be all fire, and

while it is in this state, blows are applied to it, it being smitten by a hummer or by means of

other kinds of strokes, but the iron is exposed to the blows themselves, being expanded and

23 A. Mai, Scriptorum novacollectio IX. p. 738=Homily 90 (Catechetical). P.O. 23, p. 126: «'v@cw fiyouv goviaciov
glKkev gi¢ €avtd, Kol Tavmg TH peTovsiog POl dmiAave, kol ovk avtiic §6Ene, AL’ dpowbpatog S6&éng Kupiov, pmtt
ve ovolog Oeod mdOev, moALoD ve kol d&l... . M| g 6AN B€a mposhafovta 1@ drepPfaiiovtl, kol P veykdvra, Kol
16 pétpov dmoréon TH¢ eic avTd xatovong EALGpyEnC, T Tocodtov avtoi dott Oeatdv, doov dv idelv SuvnOemy
nfécconov KOTOKOALTTOpEVOV TTEPLEWV" TODTO S€ KEVIPOV TL PMOTOS HKPOV VITOPAivel Kol ALLd pOTATOVY .

2% Homily 109 (Catechetical), P.O. 25, p. 754-755.

25 Letter 65, “To Eupraxius”, P.O. 14, p. 41 - Homily 42, (Catechetical), P.O. 36, p. 61.

26 A. Mai, Scriptorum veterum nova collectio, t. IX, p. 725ff = Homily 48, P.O. 35, p. 317 - Homily 90,(Catechetical)
- Letter 1, To Oecumenius, P.O. 12, p. 180.

21 Letter 25, “To Emesenes”, P.O. 12, p. 229-230 - Homely 44, “Sur la commémoration des justes”, P.O. 36, p. 97ff
- Homily 70 (Catechetical), P.O. 12, p. 37- Homily 23, P.O. 37, p. 117 - Homily 58, P.O. 8, p. 217-218.

28 Homely 90, (Catechetical), (Orthodoxia, June-March 1995), p. 80.
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narrowed at the same time, while the nature of fire is in no way injured by the smiter, so must
we also understand the mystery concerning Christ also, even although all the power of speech
shrinks from the glory of the fact.>*°

We deem it necessary, however, to point-out some facts, concerning the way Severus used —
particularly in his correspondence with Sergius the Grammarian®®- his favourite analogical
example; that of the human body-soul constitution, as a model for the union of the two natures in
the one Christ. What has to be underlined is that in his 2" Letter to Sergius: a. Severus utilized
the human body-soul analogy mainly because of its New-testamental (Heb. 2, 14) origin. b.
Following the precedent of st. Cyril of Alexandria in his using of the anthropological example
(particularly in his Scholia in P.G. 75, 1376C-1377A) Severus simultaneously underlined to
Sergius that the human constitution from soul and body is a natural coming together(pvoixs
ovvdpourj), which transcends the human comprehension, since no human being is able to specify
how the human intelligent soul is composed with its own body, as this coming together of two
natures is neither a mixture or mingling nor a juxtaposition. c. The understanding of
Emmanuel is particularly inexpressible and apophatic, which means that no analogy,
including the human body-soul analogy, could be used as accurate in every respect. Indeed,
although Severus frequently used the anthropological analogical example, however, he never
accepted and applied its exact consequencies in the case of the particularly inexpressible union
of Emmanuel. On the contrary, he unreservedly accepted the double perfection of Christ
according to both, his divinity and his humanity, into the one hypostasis of the pre-eternal Word.
The Word Himself in his person, according to Severus, assumed in its totality the human element
without accepting any sort of addition, and therefore without suffering any mutation, either in his
divine essence or in his divine person, which definitely becomes also the unique person of the
assumed humanity 3. In other words, the one person of the Incarnate Word is not a product of
the union 32, as it is the case of every human person, which is a perfect unconfused unity, a

29 Letter 65, To Eupraxius, P.O. 14, p. 41 - See also, Homily 42 (Catechetical), P.O. 36, p. 61.

30 The Letters Between Severus of Antioch and Sergius the Grammarian, Part Two (ed. I. Torrance), p. 172ff.

31 Homily 42, (Catechetical), P.O. 36, p. 63: <Celui-la, aprés étre ressuscité, est monté aux cieux; celui qui est
descendu sans corps est monté avec un corps. Etant I’ un de la Trinité, il n’ a pas jouté a son sujet un
quatriéme nombre, ou en fait de personne, ou en fait de nature, ou en fait d hypostase> - Philalethes, C.S.C.O.
134, p. 107: <..il s’ est uni un corps naturellement apte a étre congu et enfanté, -possedant, il s’ entend, un ame
raisonable et intelligente-, sans assumer le corps pour I’ achevement de son hypostase; il était, en effet, sans
déficience et parfait en tout, comme Dieu>.

32 Unfortunately, this erroneous conception of Christ’s person -as a new compound product of the hypostatic union-
was attributed to Severus by the antichalcedonian Prof. V. C. Samuel, who failed to understand that Severus never
attributed absolute primal importance to the anthropological example in his Christology. For this erroneous
viewpoint of Samuel, which remained unanswered for more than 30 years see, V. C. Samuel, The Christology of
Severus of Antioch, in Abba Salama, Athens 1973, p. 168 - 172-173 - Of the same, One incarnate nature of God the
Word, in G.O.Th.R 1964, p. 49. See also Samuel’ s Doctroral Dissertation, The Council of Chalcedon and the
Christology of Severus of Antioch, Yale University, May 1957, p. 444. Prof. Samuel even came to the point of
criticising the doctrine of enhypostasia as... monophysitizing and virtually docetic! According to his viewpoint :
<The theory of enhypostasia ...has to answer at least three questions. Firstly, in uniting manhood in Himself, did
God the Word assume it as an abstract reality only, without its own hypostatic or personal status? In other words,
does the theory of enhypostasia guarantee anything more than the mere presence of the human reality in Christ?
.Thirdly, since as nature manhood is incapable of existing by itself without its own person, does its subsistence in
the person of God the Word, who is in itself invisible and beyond all limitations of the space-time world, make
Jesus Christ a concrete reality in this world? Or if Jesus Christ is really what the theory of enhypostasia makes
Him out to be, could He have lived in this world at all?> ("Exxkinoiactixéc @dpog 58 (1976), p. 290ff. Evidently
prof. Samuel was, unconsciously, not only an Antichalcedonian but a Nestorian as well! For a thorough presentation
and refutation of Samuel’s unacceptable views, see loannis Th. Nikolopoulos, «H Xpioroioyia t0od Zefnpov
Avtioyeiag xai 6 ‘Opog tijc Xalknddvag (The Christology of Severus of Antioch and the Chalcedonian Definition of
Faith), Doctoral Dissertation submitted to the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Thessaloniki 2002, pp. 238-249.
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synthetic entity, consisted of two imperfect natures; a body and an intelligent soul. Besides, we
should take into consideration that in the case of every ordinary human being the soul indeed co-
suffers along with the body, not simply appropriating the bodily passions. Severus, being fully
aware of this inherent danger of the anthropological example, immediately emphasizes that the
Word being uncreated, immutable and unchangeable, remains perfectly impassible in his
divinity, simply appropriating in his person the blameless passions of his humanity 3. Evidently,
therefore, despite the different -still un%rounded- opinion of some contemporary prejudiced
orthodox critics on the matter in hand **, Severus certainly did not attribute absolute primal
importance to the anthropological example. As an additional and conclusive evidence, we have
to point out that in his Homily 23 Severus not only clarifies that the anthropological example
offers —up to a point- some help for the better comprehension of the mystery of the Difine
Incarnation, but he also condemned as blasphemous any precise application of this particular
example in Christology *°

2. The dogmatic terminology of Severus’ Christology.
a. The meaning of crucial theological-philosophical terms used by Severus.

For the dogmatic formulation of his Christology Severus used the terms “essence”, “nature”,
“hypostasis”, “existence” and ‘“person”. Through references to Holy Scripture and to earlier
ecclesiastical-Fathers, such as the Cappadocians and Cyril of Alexandria, Severus accepted that,
both terms “essence” and “nature” are synonyms on the field of Theology, expressing the
common reality of the Holy Trinity, in contrast with the term ‘“hypostasis”, which signifies the
specific characteristics proper to each of the three divine persons considered individually 3°.
However, m his view, mn therr christological application the terms “nature” and ‘“hypostasis” are
identical and signify a specific independent existence in contrast with the term “essence”. For
Severus this latest term signifies the sum total of characteristics considered common amongst the
hypostases, which make up a genus or species, including the sum total of the hypostases also. On
the matter in hand, Severus wrote in his Letter To Maron:

3 Catenae Graecorum Patrum (ed. J. A. Gramer), Vol. VIII, p. 71: «IIpodfitog Seikvuot 816 Tod Tposdiopicacdat
Koi eimelv oapki g 6 0vTog Amebng vmijpyxe OeotnTi Koi o0 cvvalcOavopevog TAV aikidv, kaBa 61 Koi
ovvaicOavesOor mEPukev 1 Tod ka0’ Mpac avlpomov yoyn. To yap Ogiov dmaBég, kai 00devi TOV Ghydvely
TEPUVKOTOV, 00O KoTd T TOV Tijg amabseiog £EioTapuevoy opdV: AL’ avtdg TV Tad®dV Tabog ywwouevov kol
approvov tod Bavatov 10 Kévipov, kv & d1d capkdc mabntig todto cvpniékoro.» -Philalethes, C.S.C.0. 134. p.
179: <Toutefois, nétre ame ressent les meurtissures de la chair awec elle et, a cause de la douleur qui en
résulte, elle subit la suffrance de la terreur, de la crainte et d’ autres sentiments semblables; et ¢’ est par
crainte de tout cela qu’ elle se soumet aux lois divines et accepte d’ accomplir ce qui lui est imposé. Or, le Dieu
Verbe, a cause du mode de I’ union naturelle, était appelé a ce qu’ il est dans I’ ordre de souffrir, s’ il y en
avait eu possibllité. Mais comme il n’ est pas sujet aux souffrances a cause du caractére incréé, immuable et
inalterable de sa nature, il s’ approprie les souffrances de la chair, mais n’ en reste pas moins dans sa propre
nature inaccesible a la souffrance>.

34 See, Elvau oi Avtiyoaixndovior épBodocor; Ayiov Opog, 1995, p. 90-92 - 94-97.

%, Homily 23, P.O. 37, p. 117: <Or, de cette comparaison de I’ enfant et de I homme que nous sommes, il faut se
servir seulement pour rendre vivante et réprésenter 1’ unité; car telle est la valeur des comparaisons que, d
une certain maniére, elles restent en dehors de la ressemblance. Car également, pour ce qui est de I’ homme que
je suis, I” me, personne ne I’ a vue venir a I’ existence en dehors d’ un corps, ni non plus un corps sans ame. Mais a
propos de I’ Emmanuel, ¢’ est un blasphéme de penser ou de dire quelque chose de pareil. Pour Dieu le
Verbe en effet, ce n’ est pas I’ Incarnation qui est pour lui la cause de son étre, car il est celui qui est avant les
siécles, au-dessus de la cause, de la raison et du temps, étant, comme le Pére et le Saint Esprit, cause pour
toutes les créatures de leur venir et leur vie..> -Homily 58, P.O. 8, p. 219.

36, Letter, “To Maron”, P.O. 12, p. 196 - Letter 65, “To Eupraxius”, P.O. 14, p. 28.
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<But when we say “one incarnate nature of God the Word” as Athanasius the prop of the

truth and the apostolic faith said in the books on the Incarnation of the Word ( P.G. 28, 28)

we use nature in place of individual designation, denoting the one hypostasis of the Word

himself, like that of Peter also or Paul, or of any other single man. Wherefore also, when we
say one nature of the Word himself clearly denote the one hypostasis>*’.

The peculiarity of the Severan theological-philosophical terminology is extensively revealed by
the fact that Severus distinguished two kinds of hypostases: a. The self-subsistent hypostases and
b. The non-selfsubsistent or dependent hypostases. Severus is convinced that only the self-
subsistent hypostases are personal. In this connection he wrote in his letter to Oecumenius,
clearly referring to the union of Christ’ s two natures:

<..the natural union was not of generalities, but of the hypostases of which Emmanuel was
composed. And do not think that hypostases in all cases have a distinct person assigned to
them, so that we should be thought, like the impious Nestorius, to speak of a union of
persons... When hypostases subsist by individual subsistence, as for instance, those of Peter
and of Paul, whom the authority of apostolship united, then there will be a union of persons
and a brotherly association, not a natural junction of (one) hypostasis made up out of two
that is free from confusion>*%,

Evidently, therefore, for Severus a self-subsistent hypostasis is a person; a concrete reality
carrying a name, such as Peter or Paul. As to the non self-subsistent or dependent hypostases,
these are simply individual though impersonal realities or entities which, however, exist as such,
only in union with a self-subsistent, that is a personal, hypostasis, forming this way synthetic
entities. For Severus hypostasis neither deny the existence and identity of the human species nor
reduce it to non-existence, but simply distinguishes and defines the subject by its hypostatic
idioms 3. Severus was certainly aware of the fact that in the past some venerable ecclesiastical-
Fathers, had used the term ‘“essence” in order to specify the individual being, designating
hypostasis by the name of essence. However, Severus rejected as unscientific and as novelty this
iterpretation, as he identified “essence” with “genus”, which comprises the sum total of all the
homogeneous hypostases of a species “°.

It is generally known that the terms “nature” and ‘“hypostasis” had been used during the 4th
century in the Patristic Literature for the exposition of the Trinitarian doctrine against the
Trinitarian herecies. In this context the Cappadocian Fathers distinguished and opposed the terms
“nature” and ‘“hypostasis”, speaking of one nature of the Holy Trinity —in the sense of one
common essence- in three hypostases, that is persons. The Christology expressed by the
Chalcedonian Definition of Faith apparently adopted this distinction between the two terms,
transfering it also to Christology *!. Hence, according to the chalcedonian Christology, the
double co-essentiality and perfection -at the same time- of the one Christ according to both, his
heavenly Father as to his divinity, and to us humans as to his humanity, can only be safeguarded
if necessarily one confesses two natures, namely essences, in one hypostasis. This is exactly
what John the Grammarian did by interpreting the dyophysite formula “in two natures” of the
Chalcedonian Definition, as meaning “in two essences”, the divine and the human. However,

37 Letter, “To Maron”, P.O. 12. P. 197. See also Letter 65, “To Eupraxius”, P.O. 14, p. 29.

38 Letter, “To Oecumenius”, P.O. 12, p. 189ff - Letter, “To Thomas the Syncelus”. P.O. 12, p. 210: <..the
hypostases are in composition and are perfect without diminution, but refuse to continue an individual existence so
as to be numbered as two, and to have its own person impressed upon each of them...>.

39 Homily 125, P.0. 29, p. 237.

0 Letter 2, “To Oecumenius”, P.O. 12, p. 192 - Contra Impium Grammaticum 2, 33, C.S.C.O. 112, p. 209.

*1 This is the view of St. Anastasius the Sinite. See “Odyyéc’, in Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi (ed.
Diekamp), p. 44.
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according to Severus, even this interpretation would never effectively exclude the danger of
Nestorianism, given that Nestorius himself in some of his texts supported the view that Christ
exists “in two natures and essences™?. Moreover for Severus, this interpretation would create
another problem, given that, according to Athanasius the great and the Cappadocians, the divine
essence is a concrete realty including the whole Trinity. Therefore, taking also into
consideration the fact that the human nature in the generic sence of essence is also inclusive of
the whole human race, Severus insisted that this interpretation of the Chalcedonian Definition
would inevitably lead to the Incarnation of the whole Trinity into the whole human race!*® For
Severus, the only solution for evading this ridiculous and impious consideration is to distinguish
“essence” from “nature” on the field of Christology, taking “essence” in the sense of the second
essence of Aristotle, and understanding “nature” as signifying the first essence of Aristotle **.
Evidently, therefore, Severus concludes that the terminology of the Cappadocian Fathers is
proper only for formulating the Trinitarian doctrine, whereas it is totally unsuitable for the proper
formulation of the orthodox christological doctrine. This philosophical basis of Severus —to say
the least- disregards the practice —already from the 4'" century- of numerous Greek and Latin
ecclesiastical-Fathers to transfer also on the field of Christology, the total of the Cappadocian
Trinitarian terminology. Indeed, Amphilochius of Iconium followed this practice in formulating
his Christology, although he was contemporary to Diodor of Tarsus, the essential forerunner of
Nestorius. His example was fallowed a few decades later by Proclus of Constantinople without
any hesitation, although the later was contemporary to Nestorius and posterior to Diodore of
Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, thus becoming the essential forerunner for the
Chalcedonian Definition. In any case, the conceptual identification of “nature” and ‘hypostasis”
in Christology is the necessary presupposition for the proper understanding of Severus’
Christology.

b. The concept of union of Christ’s natures according to Severus.
In his Christology Severus categorically rejects the Nestorian union “by conjunction” or “by

condescension®® and mamtains, as does Cyril of Alexandria, that Christ’s natures were united
“by hypostasis™®, “by nature” and “by essence™’. Thus, this union is “natural™®, “essential™°

42 Contra Grammaticum 2, 30, C.5.C.0 112, p. 180: <Quod ridiculum est id, quod dicunt isti impii, nempe se
dicere Christum in duabis naturis, ne deprehendantur dicentes, ut Nestorius, in duabus hypostases Christum esse:
nam ipse quoque Nestorius tumin duabus substantiis, tumin duabus naturis Christumsubsistere dicebat>.

83 Letter 2, “To Oecumenius”, P.O. 12, p. 192 - The Greek original text of Severus in P.G. 86, 920D.

. Lebon, “Le Monophysisme Sévérien”. p. 354 - 376 - 388.

S Letter 2, “To Sergius the Grammarian” (ed. 1. Torrance), p. 175ff: <And so how are we not cast outside of the
truth, when we treat a conjunction by relationship in honour an (in)dwelling and an equality of the name of sonship
as equal to hypostatic union, and speaking against (the words) of the holy and theological Fathers, we call the
incarnation an inhabiting... For in the case of a conjunction by relationship, the independently existing infant has its
own person and hypostasis, and similarly, the Word which dwelt in him is seen in his own hypostasis and person
and a union by relationship of the two persons takes place, which is only yoked by equality of name and by the
honour of sonship>.

4 Homily 23, P.O. 37, p. 115: «..dAX’ évdoavta £ovtd capka THv MUV OHO0VCI0V EuyuyoV 1€ Kai Evwouv évioet
Tfi x0f’ Ovmootacw» - Catenae Graecorum Patrum, (ed. J.A. Gramer), Vol 3, p. 143 - 145 - Letter 1, “To
Oecumenius” P.O. 12, p. 177 - Homily 47, P.O. 35, p. 313 - Homily 48, P.O. 35, p. 333.

7. Homily 58, P.O. 8, p. 218: <.et il y a été unien essence et en nature sans avoir éprouvé ni changement ni
confusion..>

8 A. Mai, Scriptorum veterum nova collectio, t. IX, p. 726= Homily 90, P.O. 23, p. 148: <.&A)’ 6log dv év maoy,
Kol Umép 10 MAV Amepypdntmg, OAmg koi &v chpatt yéyovey, Wyoynv €goldon voepdv: ovy ®¢ v petoyf] Twi kol
gvepyeio. povn i vmootdoel 8£ avt] Kai Evdoel tif puowd.> - Homily 23, P.O. 37, p. 117: <..et nous savons qu’ il y
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and “true™®, comprising a “natural composition™! of divinity and humanity. As such, the
“natural composition” or “synthesis” differs completely from unions “by admixture” and
“pblending”, which are rejected for two reasons: a. Because they cause the confusion of their
elements in a new self-contained product. b. Because they are comprehensible by the human
mind. In contrast, Christ’s natures exist “in synthesis”, that is, they do not have existential
independence, so as to be numbered as two, although their natural quality and otherness is
maintained intact. On the matter in hand we read in Severus’ 2" lettre to Sergius:

<Since therefore, as you have heard many times, composition possesses the (quality) of being

above reason and inexpressible, why do you resort to mixture and damaging confusion, and

openly attribute inexpressibility to that? For if the divine union of inhomination and

incarnation, and those (natures) from which there is one Christ indivisibly, suffered the same

thing as bodies which are mixed, or (if) one of them departed from its own natural qualit¥ and

ceased being that which it was, | do not see what is then remarkable and inexpressible>°%.

In conclusion, Severus confesses, once more, that comprehending the manner of the union of
Christ’s natures is an inexplicable and ineffable mystery °3.

3. The dogmatic character of Severus’ Christological formulae
a. “One Incarnate nature of God the Word”

This cyrillian formula holds a central place in Severus’ Christology. Severus always used in its
totality this “mia-physite formula”, which he interpreted strictly within the context of its cyrillian
interpretation. Thus, he declared that the term ‘“nature” signifies the one hypostasis of the pre-
eternal Word, whereas the participle “Incarnate” signifies that the humanity acquired from Mary
subsists “in composition” vis-a-vis the Word, retaining intact its natural createdness, without,
however, ever attaining existential independence, so as to become a second self-subsistent
reality(=nature in the severan theological language)®®. We have to emphasize, however, that
Severus repeatedly disapproved ironically the synousiastic viewpoint that the addition of the

a 13 une union naturelle.> -Homily 70, (Catechetical), P.O. 12, p. 37: <.mais que, par le fait de cette réunion

naturelle, des deux il résulte un seul animal..>.

49 Homely 4, P.O. 38, p. 301: <Si donc ce Verbe qui a été vu et touché est proclamé a cause de cette union

essentielle avec le corps..>

50 Homely 109, P.O. 25, p. 762: <... il se soit incarné lui-méme sans semence humain..cette qui convient a Dieu, par

I’ union hypostatique; et vraiment> - Letter 65, “To Eupraxius” P.O. 14, p. 17: <.While he remained invarible as

God, he himself assumed the whole of me by a true and hypostatic union..> - Philalethes, C.S.C.0O. 134, p. 129:<S’

ils avaient, en effet, confessé I’ union véritable et hypostatique..>.

51 Letter 2, “To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. Torrance), p. 176: <But in the case of hypostatic union and natural
composition which is proper to God as well..> - p. 191: <...natural composition or hypostatic union..>.

2 Letter 2 of Severus, To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. 1. Torrance), p. 174 - See also the Greek original text of

Severus in Contra Monophysitas, P.G. 86, 1845D: «Kai tév & GV 1 Vool HEVOVIOV GUEdT®V Kol AVoAoDTOV,

v ouvBécel 8¢ EpecTdTOV Kol 0VK &v povacty id1oovotdtolg.. Kol o¢ 14 &€ dv 6 Xpiotoc &v i cuvdécel, teleing

Kol auedtog veéommrevy - P.G. 86, 912D: «Tdv pév &€ ov gotiv 6 XpI1oTdg HEVOVIOY GUEdT®mV Kol AvoALodTaV,

&v ouvhéoel d€ VPESTOTOVY.

>3 Letter 2, “To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. Torrance), p. 172 - Homily 109(Catechetical), p. 753.

> Letter 2, “To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. |. Torrance), p. 176: <.Athanasius (who is) wise in this divine

matters, said that there is one nature of the Word, so that by means of this utterance which is utterly secure we may

acknowledge the indisseverability of the union. For the Word himself, who had existence before the ages and is

forever together with the Father, and is seen in his own hypostasis and is simple in ousia, became composite in the

economy and (that) the Word incarnate ensures that it is understood that the flesh endowed with a reasonable soul

existed in relationship to the Word himself, and was not independently completed in its own hypostasis> -

Philalethes, C.S.C.0O. 134, p. 113.
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participle “incarnate” leads to the nestorian division of Christ, indicating that the absence of this
participle leads to the negation of the flesh. On the matter in hand Severus wrote in his 2" letter
to Sergius:
<For what they say (i.e. the Synousiasts) is old and foolish and laughable in a variety of
ways, for instance, their claim that, when we say “One nature of God the Word” and add
incarnate, we are introducing the other nature. They have become many times over foul by
the denial of the flesh and the confession of the Word as simple after the union. But it is well
known that the word incarnate indicates composition, and one hypostasis from two, and
removes distinction of the hypostases and natures> >°.
To this end it is significant that Severus condemned as heresy the notion that Christ has
only one essence °°, discermning in this viewpoint the essential confusion of created and
uncreated.

b. The formulac “two natures in contemplation” and ‘“from dwo natures one Christ”

These two dyophysite christological formulae are frequently used by Severus, who through
these cyrillian expressions interpreted all dyophysite formulations of previous ecclesiastical
Fathers, which were quoted by the supporters of the chalcedonian dyophysitism, albeit in their
case to prove the Orthodoxy of the Chalcedonian Definition. According to Severus’
mterpretation, because the divinity and humanity of Christ remamned unconfused “in synthesis”,
the human mind, in its attempt to comprehend how the Incarnation came about, as it
acknowledges the natural otherness of created and uncreated within the union, it accomplishes
a logical abstraction or dissolution of the union “according to synthesis”; a division only in the
realm of imagination. Thus, given that every union presupposes the convergence towards
unification of at least two things, it imagines the divinity and the humanity of Christ as two
independent entities, that is to say, natures, which contribute towards unity in order to
constitute the “one incarnate nature of the Word” °'. This interpretation of the two
aforementioned dyophysite formulations is clearly Cyrillian, since Severus even rejected the
Eutychian mterpretation “from two natures before the union” and unreservedly accepted that
Christ is “from two natures after the union or Incarnation™®. In other words, for Severus,
the real —and not imaginary®’- otherness of Christ’s divinity and humanity within the state of

55 Letter 2, “To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. 1. Torrance), p. 190.

%6 See the Greek original text from the same letter in P.G. 86, 1848C: «..o0 ypf Aéyew oV Eppavovid pdc
ovoiog te Kol To1MTog Kol £Evog Bidpatog.. Ovk dv Tig vodv &mv emot v 0D Bgod Adyov, Kai v Euyuyov
Kol &vvouv odpka, ™V Evobeicav avtd kab vmdctocy, yeyeviiohal (g ovoiog Kol TodTNTOCY.

57 See the Greek original text in P.G. 86, 1845: «..tMv dwpopdyv de&duevol, 600 Tag PVGELS €V aVTH VooOpeY TRV
pév KteTiy, TV 8¢ dktiotov» * See also its continuation in P.G. 86, 921B: «Xvveciodoa d¢ Tf) dovoig kai 1
TG &vdoemg ddvapg, kai ™mv €€ appoiv dciaoca piov vmoéoTacty, ¢ Envoig okomnbévia dvo Tfj vmootdcel dvo
pévewy 00 OUYXOPET petd yap ™V TG évdoewmg &vvoln, AvaQOwOopEVNG HdG @Voew¢ TG ToD Adyou
oecapKOUEVIG, 1 Entvola TV eavtachegdv 800 TpochTOV i POoewV 1) YTooTdcewV VredioTaTo.

> Homily 80, P.O. 20, p. 330: <.en cela il est de la méme essence que le Pére et en ceci (il est de la méme
essence) que nous, lorsqu’ il est un de deux et cela méme aprés |’ union sans étre divisé par la dualité> - Contra
Impium Grammaticum 3, 14, C.S.C.O. 94, p. 168:<.duas naturas ante unionem nullus ex iis, qui recta
sentiunt, commentus est...Si ergo ante unionem et incarnationem simplex fuit Verbum et corporis expers, post
incarnationem \ero unum ex duobus est, ubisunt quiante unionemduae naturae cominiscuntur?>,

> Prof. I.CLARCHET after discussing the meaning of the formula “two natures in contemplation” in Severus’
Christology, comes to the erroneous conclusion that: <Ce qui est mis en cause par la théologie
antichalcédonienne...c’ est donc la réalité méme de la nature humaine du Christ> (Personne et Nature. La Trinité -
Le Christ- L” homme. Contributions aux dialogues interorthodoxe et interchrétien contemporains. p. 85). The
problem is that prof. Larchet approaches Severus’ Christology through the chalcedonian terminology, which
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synthesis is still visible through the human intellect. Nevertheless, Severus is blameworthy
because he did not want to accept that the dyophysite formula “recognized in two natures”, as
it stands in the Chalcedonian Definition means nothing different than what he himself accepted,
to wit, that the difference of Christ’s natures is comprehended (discerned) ‘“only mn
contemplation”.

C. “One synthetic energy” and “one synthetic will”.

An additional aspect of the cyrillian character of Severus’ Christology is also his teaching
on the preservation of the natural otherness of Christ’s natures “in natural quality” or “in the
particularity that belongs to their nature” °°. As manifestations of natural otherness in this
synthesis Severus considers the declaration of “one synthetic (6govdpikr) energy” and of “one
synthetic (Beavdpucod) will” in the one Christ. On this point Severus adopted the distinction
between he who acts, the energy itself or activity and those acted upon by the energy or
effected by the activity, as found in the 4th Pseudovasilian Homily Against Eunomius ®. More
specifically he accepted that the one who acts, the Incarnate Word, in using his power in one
energetic or active movement acts as God inhominate, thus rendering divine and human works
%2 Simultaneously Severus rejected the doctrine of the two hypostatic energies which, on the

Severus explicitly rejected. Evidently, for Larchet, contemporary theological research should always be
“confessionally directed and orientated”! He steadily disregards that Severus repeatedly rejected any idea of
mixture, blending and confusion of divinity and humanity within Christ, at least in his own terms, by admitting the
union in synthesis, which for him entails an internal visible duality, according to natural otherness. Actually
Severus never said that there is a new compound essence in the one Christ. We could never accept that Severus,
contrary to his ontological presuppositions, lastly intended to establish as orthodox what he actually
anathematized, even in his catechetical teaching, as the abominable heresy of the Synousiasts! Apart from his
terminological one-sidedness, which led him to a verbal miaphysitism, in our view, Severus remained essentially

Cyrillian.

0. Letter 1, “To Sergius the Grammarian”, (ed. l. Torrance), p. 152: <But now, when we say from two natures

and acknowledge one God who was immutably incarnate and inhominate and believe that there was an unconfused
union, we are oblidged to acknowledge as well the particularities of the natures from which Emmanuel is. And we
call this a particularity and name it (that is), that which (lies) in difference of natural quality, which (definition) I
will not cease repeating many times, and not that (which lies) in (independent) parts, and natures in independent
existence are implied, for to say this belongs to those who mutilate (Christ) with a duality after the inexpressible
union, and not to us, who profess him to be one from two > - See also Letter “To Eleusinius”, P.O. 12, p. 203 -
204.

81 Letter 1, “To Sergius the Grammarian,(ed. |. Torrance), p. 152: For Basil, great and wise in divine matters,
wrote, in the Treatise of refutations against Eunomius (P.G. 29, 689C), that he who acts is one thing, and activity
is another, and an other that which was enacted, and these things are quite removed from each other. For he who
acts is he who is impelled towards doing something, but the activity (is) like an active movement and impetus of
the will which is directed on and indicates doing something, and is set in motion at once. In the case of activity,
that which wills (it) remains complete and momentarily impelled to action but (activity) is not a hypostasis, but the
things which are enacted, which are brought to completion as a result of this and exist, (are hypostases)...
Therefore what has thus been clarified and made known is that he who acted is one thing, and activity is another,
and another (still) that which was acted upon, or effected. And activity is something in the middle, that is, an
active movement, between him who acted and the accomplishment of an action and it is not easy to find that which
is in the middle, when everything existes in a moment, and as in the blink of an eye, as Paul says> - See also Letter
“To Eleusinius”, P.O. 12, pp.203-204.

%2 Homily 109, (Catechetical), P.O. 25, p. 756: <.Le Verbe qui s’ est incamé et s’ est fait homme sans
changement et sans division, fait tout, ce qui convient a Dieu (Ogompeniic) et ce qui appartient & I’ homme, et
personne ne dit que le Verbe de Dieu a fait ceci et la nature hummaine cela; car ¢’ est 1a la difficulté du mystére. 1l
faut savoir avec sagesse et avec intelligence qu’ autre est celui qui opére, et autre I’ opération, et autre I’ oeuvre, et
ces choses sont bien éloignées les unes des autres. Car celui qui opere, s’ est celui qui se meut pour faire quelque
chose; I’ operation est ce movement opérant pour ainsi dire et 1’ intention impulsive qui (pousse) a cela; 1’ oeuvre
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basis of his presuppositions, is expressed by the acceptance of two natures where each acts only

within its “own domain™®. With respect to this issue Severus wrote to Sergius:
<For if each form or nature does those things which are its own, those things are of a
bastard partnership of friendship, such as a master’s taking on himself the things which are
performed by a servant, or vice versa, a servant’s being glorified with the outstanding
possessions of a master, while those things which are not properties of human nature are
ascribed to him out of a loving friendship. For he is a man clad with God, who in this way
makes use of a power which is not his own, and is impelled by one who acts, like an
inanimate instrument, perhaps a saw or an axe, which is used by a craftsman>°%*.

Severus does not consider the natures -which he sees as two independent entities externally
connected “by condescension™ as the center of energetic action, but rather the Incarnate Word,
who acts simultancously “according to his divinity and according to his humanity”, manifesting
“one synthetic (Bcovdpucr-theandric) energy™®®, adjusted according to his salvific intention.

Certainly this teaching is strongly reminiscent of Apollinarism and therefore is subject to
serious criticism from an orthodox stance, as it lacks dogmatic precision in relation to the
teaching of the two natural(=essential) energies of the Word. However, Severus’ mia-energetic
teaching does not imply that the humanity of the Word was empty or devoid of human energy,
for he accepted that the Incarnate Word experienced “the energy of the (blameless) passions in
reality®®, thus accomplishing human works through his humanity. Besides, for Severus it is
indeed a soteriological necessity the active participation of Christ’s humanity to the
salvific -for mankind- work of human renovation, through its natural cooperation. It is
very characteristic the viewpoint of Severus on the crucial matter of Christ’s victory over
Satan. In his 66" homily, the antichalcedonian Patriarch, using in actual fact the concept of the
incarnate Word’s emptying, asserts that the dismissal and defeat of the Devil by Christ in the
desert was accomplished by way of the befitting humble and human words, in a human
fashion, as the Lord put aside and in a manner deserted his divine power, in order to

est ce qui est accompli grace a cette (derni€re).> * p. 758: <Que si nous confessons le Christ un de deux je veux
dire de la divinité et de I’ humanité, et une personne, et une hypostase, et une seule nature incarné du Verbe,
conséquemment, un sera celui qui opére et un sera son movement qui le (pousse) a opérer, quoique differentes
soient les oeuvres, je veux dire les (faits) complétement terminés qui (viennent) de I’ operation. Car les unes
conviennent a Dieu(0eompeni|c), et les autres appartiennent a I’ homme sans changement>,

63 See the Greek original text of Severus from his Letter “To Prisdocious the physician in Doctrina Patrum de
Incarnatione Verbi (ed. F. Diekamp), p. 310: «H octvodog Xarkndovog kai 6 Aéwv 0 1@V Popaiov fynoduevog
gkkAnoiog, 6vo @voelg &ni Xpiotod kol V0 ToVT®V évepyeing Opioduevol HETE TV APPOcTOV EVOGTY, OKaimg
avadeponlécbdwoov @g tOv &va Xpotov eic 800 mpoocwTo Katapepicavies: o yap évepyel moté @UOoIg ovY
VPESTACO, TPOCAOTIKADSY.

84 Letter 1, “To Sergius the Grtammarian”, (ed. 1. Torrance), p. 154.

%5 Philalethes, C.5.C.0. 134, p. 286: <..Le Verbe étant devenu chair pour nous, sans changer, ¢’ est lui qui agissait
et parlait comme il convient a Dieu et d’ une maniére humaine, étant entendu que la cause de ces maniéres d’
agir et de parler qui conviennent a Dieu, ¢’ est la divinité, mais que I’ humanité étant (la cause de) ces
maniéres d’ agir et de parler conformes a I’ humanite> - Mansi 11, 444: «Miig yGap VROGTACEWG
opoAroyovpévng tod Eppovouni, dkéiovbov piov @bow oporoyeiv 10D Bgod Adyov cecapk@pévny, Kol avtiv
évepyodoav 1 Oeompeni) kol té avOpomva. Kai od katd t6v Aéovtog TOHOV, €vepyodcas 600 GUGE Kol Loppag
vmotBéchon Kowmvovoag GAMIANG KT cuvdgewy oxetiknv. Todto yap adt® Povretor 6 PAdcENUOV EKEvo
gvepyel petd Thg BATEPOV KOWMVING EKOTEPD LLOPOT».

% See the Greek original text of Severus in P.G. 86, 929B: «Qomnep 6 Bdvatog avtod Boviopévov cuvéPawve
QLOWK®G, Ennroloviel 8¢ vmép @uowv 0 Beompenés Badpa TG AvaoTAcE®S, OVT® Koi PETA TV EKTVELOWY, MG O
evayyediomgs Todvvng onoci, euowdg Tpmbeiong i Adyyn Tijs mhevpdc idwov yap cdparog, i kai $pyovyov,
TépvecBon, Ociov 6¢ Evépynpa kai tdv Ogoonuedv 10 péyiotov cvovnrreto Pooig Tophdo&og tob Oeiov aipatog,
Dot Lwomo® cuppyng... T1dod mavrayod mepi TV cdpka v aicOavopévny kai drhyodcav, Ac TEPUVKEY cdpo.
Euyoyov aicOavecor kai diyeiv OV TaOdv 1 Evépysro kotd aAn0e1oy.
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indicate to us, humans, the science and model of a human victory. Severus even addet that
if Christ’s dominion and victory over the Devil was an achievement exclusively of his
divine power, then the imitation of this achievement by humans would be by far beyoned
our human capability. For this reason, he further explains, Christ permitted to be himself
tempted in a similar way to Adam, in order to be able to heal through the befitting remedies the
ancient wound of sin °”. Severus’ mia-energetic teaching, also, does not imply that Christ had
“a blended or mixed energy”, for, according to him, synthetic does not mean blended or mixed.
In our opinion, Severus’ “synthetic energy” does not differ essentially from the “new
Ozovopikn-theandric energy” of the author of the “Areopagite” works. This “theandric energy”
was accepted by, both, st. Maximus the Confessor and st. John of Damascus as being
dogmatically identical with the doctrine of the two natural energies of the Word ©8.
Nevertheless, the 6"  Ecumenical Council condemned Severus as a forerunner of mono-
energism and mono-theletism, in all probability because Severus associated his afore-
mentioned dogmatic position with his categorical rejection of the doctrine of the two natural —
for the Chalcedonians essential and not hypostatic- energies and wills, even anathematizing the
supporters of this doctrine!

The difference Dbetween the orthodox chalcedonian and the antichalcedonian severan
approach is that the former, contrary to the severan viewpoint, identifies the eneréqu with its
effect, accepting therefore, that two energies necessarily entail two sets of effects °°. For the
neochalcedonian Fathers the severan distinction between energy and its effects —which in actual
fact was introduced by Didymus the Blind and not Basil the Great as Severus believed- is
clearly an inconsistency and contradiction. For instance, the neochalcedonian Eustathius the
Monk expresses the viewpoint that Severus by recognizing simultaneously two sets of
attributes, actions and effects performed by Christ, while anathematizing the doctrine of the
two energies in Christ, in actual fact at times anathematizes and at other times admits and
confesses the doctrine of the two united energies in Christ! "© Moreover Severus overlooked or

87 Homily 66, “Sur I’ Epiphanie”, P.O. 8, p. 346: <Mais le Christ, abandonnant la puissance qui convient a Dieu,
le chasse et le repousse par des paroles convenables, d’ une maniére humain, douce et humble, afin de nous
montrer & nous, pour lesquels il agissait conformément a I’ économie, la science et 1’ exemple (tdmoc) d’ une
victoire humain. Si en effet il 1’ avait chassé, aprés I’ avoir blamé comme Dieu, I’ imitation serait elle-méme loin
de notre pouvoir. C’ est pourquoi ¢’ est encore par des choses semblables a celles par lequelles (Satan) tenta Adam
qu’ il permettait que la tentation lui fit présentée, afin de guérir par des remédes convenables 1’ ulcére ancien du
péché>.

%8 lwdvvov Aapocknvod, "Exdoaic dxpifiic tiic Opbodoéov ITiotsws, I, 107, P.G. 94, 1080-1081: «Todde ovdv
dnroi 1 Beavopum) évépyew, 6Tl AvopmBéviog BOeol, fyouv évavlponioavtog kai 1 AvOpdmTvn avtod évépyeln
Ogio M, Tyouv TeBewpévn, Kkai odk Epotpoc Tiig Oeing avtod évepyeiog, kai 1) Oeio avTod &vépyetn ovK GHOPOC THC
avOporivng adtod évepyeiog, AAL’Exatépa GOV T £Tépa Bewpovpévny.

89 See, Anastasius of Sinai, Odyysc, in Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi, xiii, p. 78: «Oti tairov évépysia
Koi Evépynpa mopd Tl koi Tl évépyew kol mooay®dc M &vépyeln kol mepi Tod dElv ekatépag Hoews yvmpilew Td
B &v @ 61 kol TG mEON TG Puokd ivipysin Kupimg korobvrar, koi 6Tt T6 ToTtacBon koi ku0ilecOm koi
neputoTelv Evépyewm gioy, kai OTL petd v avactocw M THG AvBporivng @doewg &vépyeln odletal &v T
Xpwotd» - xvi, p. 103: «IIpdg Todg Aéyovrag OTL TG AvOpdTIVe TOD KVpiov oVK &vepyeiog Oel KoAelv GALG
7101, 014 10916 1€ MApOLTOLPEVOVS TO dVO Afyery émi XproTod Evepysiogy.

70 See, Eustathius the Monk, Letter, “To Timothy the Scholastic, about the two natures against Severus, P.G. 86,
913B: «Ilepi 8¢ &vepyer@dv kai idLoTNTOV...0mmg dPmvel, mote pév avodepotilov todg Aéyovrag, méte 0¢
OpolOY®V aOTAS 6 0VTOG TOAMOpPOPPOg XLeEPTjPOg, YIVAOOKOVGIY oi PLAuAN0&S dvayivackovteg Td avtod». We
are convinced that Severus would have no difficulty to endorse the orthodoxy of the following text of st. Maximus
the Confessor: «Evfipyer yap G pév Beia ocapkikdg, 6T 810 copkdg @uowiig &vepysiog odk dpoipovong: té
&’ avBpanva Ogikdg, 6Tt katd BEAnow E£0VoI00TIKAG, AAL’ 0D KaTd mepicTooy TV TAV AvOpoTivov Tadnudtov
npocieto mepav. Obte yap td Bl Ogikdg, 611 pun yopvog Vmijpye o olte ¢ AvOpoOTIVEL GOPKIKDG, OTL U
yvog &vlpwmoc Mv».(Ilpéc IToppov v daidratov mpeafitepov kol fyoduevov, P.G. 91, 593A). Besides, for
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was silent about a whole plethora of patristic dyo-energetic and dyo-theletic references, similar
to the dyo-energetic expressions of st. Leo’s Tome, apparently based on the extreme notion that
the appearance of Nestorianism had rendered these expressions dangerous for the proper
emphasis on the unity of actions or energies of the Incarnate Word™:. Severus’ theological
inflexibility on this point is certainly culpable and issues from his insistence to consider the two
natural energies of the Chalcedonians as being two hypostatic energies. However, this stance
led also to his wholesale rejection and condemnation of the entire dyo-energetic and dyo-
theletic patristic tradition as Nestorian! Thus, ultimately, the 6™ Ecumenical Council, by
proclaiming boldly the directly opposite analogous approach “paid him the same dues”. For it
considered that the one synthetic energy, which Severus referred to, could not be other than the
single essential or blended energy of Apollinarius, from which, besides, as was proved in time,
orignated the formula “one energy and wil”’?> and it refused to accept that Severus’
“synthetic” means unalterably and unconfusedly one. Had he taken a more conciliatory
approach on the dyo-energetic and dyo-theletic terminology, admitting positively that earlier
ecclesiastical Fathers had spoken infallibly on two energies and wills in Christ then, we believe,
the 6" Ecumenical Council would have recognized in Severus’ “one synthetic energy and will”
the essentials of its own doctrine on the “two natural energies and wills” of Christ. Besides, this
precisely is what major ecclesiastical Fathers had done with the “new 6Osavdpixi-theandric
energy” of the “Areopagite” writings. Furthermore, with his teaching on the “one synthetic
(6eovd pucd-theandric)will” Severus does not mean that the humanity of Christ was empty —or
devoid of- of its human volitional attribute, given that he explicitly accepted the existence of a
human volitional soul in Christ, through which the Incarnate Word expressed judgments
and choices of ethical content "®. Severus also accepted the existence of indivisible wills of
the Word, which, based on his presuppositions, he refused to attribute to two natures '*, that is
to say, to two autonomous or self-subsistent entities connected ‘“by condescension”. Therefore,
Severus in reality rejected the two hypostatic wills and not the existence also of one
enhypostatic human will in the incarnate Word, fully harmonized with his divine will.

Severus it is ridiculous for anyone to speak of only two properties or energies in Christ, since each one of Christ’s
natures has many attributes, such as -for Christ’s humanity- being tangible, visible, corruptible, susceptible of
hunger and thirst. As for Christ’s divinity, being invisible, untangible, preeternal, indescribable. Similarly for the
effects: there are as many and different, as one could name every human and divine act of Christ. See the greek
original excerpt from Severus in P.G. 86, 909A.

"1 See the Greek excerpt from the Letter of Severus “To Prosdocius the Physician” in Doctrina Patrum, (ed. F.
Diekamp) 41, XXVII, p.310: «Ei 8¢ 1| oikeiog dwpéoewc moodviat Tpdpacty To0g Gyiovg Tatépug, 800 QUGEIG
éni Xpotod koi 300 ToVTOV QPUOIKAG Evepyeing eipnidtag koi dvado Beinudtov, Tolunpdg NUiv oplécdwoay,
¢nel kai 100710 Qavepdg cipfkacy oi matépes. 'Exeivol yap mpog v Apegiov KTicpatoratpeiav dpapevor THy
paymv, molhoic E&xpioavio @vaig, dg o0 del mpogépesOor viv g drvorterels Toig TO pvoTiiplov
Swwyopvaiovol Tilg amoppiTov capkdosmg £Q° o0 T6 Svikéy SoyportilecBar oi peTd TAVTA TAVTEADG
annyépevoay, £KAOTO VONUATL TPOSOOPMG ENVO G ot POVAS Ekd10GEAVTES.

"2 See, Apollinarius’ excerpt from his Treatise against Diodor of Tarsus, in Doctrina Patrum, p. 77: «Opyavov
koi 10 Kvodv piov mépukey Gmotelel v évépyewav. Qv & pia 1 évépyew, pia koi 1 ovoio. Mia &po yéyovey
ovoia T00 Adyov kai thg copkdg». See also , Lietzman, Apollinaris, p. 247

3 Homily 83, P.O. 20, p. 416 , where Severus commenting on Is. 7,15, pointed out that : <Ces (mots): “il a
méprisé” et “il’ n’ a pas obei” et cet (autre): “il a choisi” nous montrent que le Verbe de Dieu s’ est uni
hypostatiguement non seulement la chair, mais encore 1’ 4me douée de volonté et de raison, afin de faire
pencher vers le choix du bien et vers 1’ aversion du mal nos Ames pencheés vers la méchanceté; car Dieu, en ce
qu’ il est Dieu, ne choisir pas le bien, attendu qu’ il est bon par essence (ovsin); mais, lorsque a cause de nous
il a participé a la chair et a I’ ame intelligente, ¢’ est pour nous qu’ il faisait ce redressement>.

4 Contra Grammaticum 3, 33, C.5.C.0. 101, p. 132: <..proptereaquod duas in salvifica passione wluntates
exhibuit, unam quidem deprecantem, alterum autem promptam et unam quidem humanam, alteram autem
divinam.> - p. 134.
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4. The antichalcedonian argumentation of Severus.

. The exoneration and restoration of Theodoret of Cyrus and Hiba of Edessa to their bishoprics
by the 4th Ecumenical Council.

This is the first accusation launched by Severus against the Council of Chalcedon. Severus
considered the afore-mentioned antiochian bishops as outspoken Nestorians for the following
reasons: a. Their sheer dyophysitism. b. Their shared belief in the orthodoxy of Theodore of
Mopsuestia's Christology. c. Their anti-Cyrillian past °.

The Rev. professor John Romanides has expressed the view that Theodoret of Cyrus up to 451
was a Crypto-nestorian, capable to concealing skilfully his pro-nestorian convictions ®. The
intense dyophysitism of the Tome of Leo of Rome, in combination with his unilateral initiative
to accept and exonerate Theodoret of Cyrus '’, although the later was universally defrocked by
the 2" council of Ephesos in 449, rendered the Pope Leo particularly detestable and suspicious
for Nestorianism in the eyes of Severus. According to professor Vlassios Feidas, the
Christology of Leo’s Tome effected a blow not only to Eutychianism, as it intended, but also to
the alexandrian Christology in general, which had a liking for the terminology of one
(incarnate) nature of Christ after the union’®. Evidently, although Leo’s Tome was suitable for
refuting the synousiastic and docetic doctrine, however it could hardly be considered equally
suitable —at least by any conservative Alexandrian- for refuting Nestorianism. Severus was,
undoubtedly, totally incapable to detect underneath the expressed dyophysite wording of Leo’s
Tome the very same christological faith of Cyril of Alexandria. Nevertheless, Severus was
silent on the condemnation by default of the two antiochian bishops by the Robber Council of
449 as Nestorians, which constituted a violation of the holy canons. Therefore, the
reconsideration of their condemnation by the Council of Chalcedon was a restoration of the
canonical order of the Church. Subsequently, as shown by the Council’s minutes, the
reinstatement of both bishops by the 4th Ecumenical Council was absolutely justified, for both
of them conformed fully with the express demand of the Council that Nestorius and his
teaching be unequivocally anathematized by them’®, showing this way in practice that they both
considered Nestorianism as utterly incompatible with the Chalcedonian Definition of Faith.
Consequently, the condemnation of Severus against the Council of Chalcedon, due to this
decision, is totally unfair and unjustified, albeit we acknowledge that the logic of the papal
legates on the orthodox belief of Hiba of Edessa, despite his derogatory comments on Cyril of
Alexandria and his admiration of Theodore of Mopsuestia, were rash and excessive 2°. We are

> See, Letter 31, "To Sergius the Physician”, P.O. 12, p. 265.

76 See, John Romanides, Sz. Cyril’s one Physis or hypostasis of God the Logos incarnate and Chalcedon, in
G.0.Th.R. 10, 1964-1965, p. 91

'’ Mansi 6, 589BC - 592

8 See, Exxinoroorixy Totopio, Top. 1. ABfvar2002. p. 634.

"9 For the condemnation of Nestorius by Theodoret of Cyrus, see Mansi 7, 189BC: «®goddpnroc...cimev: Gvadepo
Neotopio, kai @ pun Aéyovtt tiv ayiav mapbévov Mapiav Ogotdkov, kol T@ €ig 300 viovg pepilovt TOV Eva VidV
tov povoyeviy. For the similar condemnation of Nestorius by Hiba of Edessa, see Mansi 7, 268C-269A: «ITavteg
ol ebloféotatol €mickomor Roncav: mavteg T avtd Aéyopev. Neotoplov kai Evtuyéa davabepation. "Ifog o
gOhaPéototog émickomog eime kol HOM &yypdoog dvedepdrica Neotdpov, xai @ do6ypo ovtod, kol viv
avabepatilo avtov popakg. To yap Gmag petd mAnpogopiog yevouevov, kiv popdkig yeyévnrot o Avrel. Kol
avabepo koi avtd Neotopie, kai Evtuyel, kol t@ Aéyovtt piav @uow. Kai mdvto §¢ tOv ufi @povodvia dg @povel
1 ayio ovvodog abtn, avadepotiCmy.

8 Mansi 7, 261B: «Ilacyooivog kai Aovknivolog ol evhaféotator €mickomor, kai Bovipdtiog mpesfitepog,
EméyovTeC TOV TOMOV 10D AmocTtolkod 0pdvov, 18 Tooyucivov emov: avayvachévimy Tdv xaptdv, Eyvousy S16
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convinced that the motivation behind this logic of the papal legates was nothing else than
reasons of ecclesiastical policy. What we mean to say is that the papal legates, by proclaiming
Hiba, both, innocent from the accusation of Nestorianism and Orthodox, despite of his rejection
of the twelve anathemas of Cyril -and the cyrillian christological terminology in general- as
Apollinarian and Synousiastic, they intended to introduce and stress the superiority of the papal
theological authenticity of Leo to the Cyrillian! This policy became for them indispensable
after the raising of doubts on the orthodoxy of some excerpts of Leo’s Tome by the bishops of
Eastern lllyricum under the leadership of Atticos of Nikopolis, an incident which was a serious
blow for the authenticity and the supposed christological supremacy of Leo. In any case, this
logic expressed by the mouth of Pascasinus offered quite a plausible argument in Severus'
favour, based upon which the latter seriously questioned the genuinity of the cyrillian
convictions of the chalcedonian Fathers, and consequently their christological orthodoxy. In his
letter to Sergius the Physician Severus quotes unaltered from the Councils’ minutes the logic of
the papal legates for the exoneration of Hiba, taking as an indisputable proof of the
“anticyrillian” and cryptonestorian” convictions of the chalcedonian Fathers the fact that,
unfortunately, none of them objected against this logic, neither demanded from Hiba to
renounce, both, his derogatory comments on Cyril and his admiration of Theodore of
Mopsuestia —the actual forerunner of Nestorius- as an Orthodox and ecumenical teacher of the
Church! In the exact words of Severus:

< ..what will anyone say about those who assembled at Chalcedon, who received Theodoret

and Hiba, who not merely hid the foul heresy of Nestorius in the heart, but actually

displayed it with open face. When the contents of the minutes on account of which Hiba’s
deprivation took place had been read, and his letter to Mari the Persian, which was full of
blasphemies the representatives of Leo, who had become prelate of the church of Rome,
pronounced him blameless, making the following declaration: Pascasinus and Lucentius the
reverend bishops and Boniface the presbyter representing the apostolic throne said by the
mouth of Pascasinus: from the reading of the documents, and from the statement of the
reverend bishops we know that the reverend Hiba has been shown to be innocent. For, when
his letter was read, we recognised that it is orthodox, and therefore our decision is that the
episcopal rank, also and the church from which was wrongfullly ejected in his absence be
restored (Mansi 7, 261B). And to these things the whole synod assented and they

promulgated the same decision> .

This argument of Severus was so convincing for many, particularly in the Eastern and South-
eastern provinces of the Roman empire, that even Anthimos of Constantinople was converted
by Severus to the antichalcedonian camp, although he had been a distinguished member of the
pro-chalcedonians at the colloquy of Constantinople in 533 between Chalcedonians and
Antichalcedonians. Evidently this unfortunate event significantly contributed to Justinian’s
decision to seek and finally attain the synodal condemnation of the, so called, Three Chapters,
namely the person and the theological works of Theodore of Mopsuestia, as well as the
anticyrilian works of Theodoret of Cyrus and of Hiba of Edessa, by the 5™ Ecumenical
Council in 553.

Severus would also adduce the fact that, unfortunately, none of the council’s bishops
demanded from Theodoret to explicitly renounce not only his anticyrillian past but also his
convictions about the assumed orthodoxy of Theodore of Mopsuestias’ Christology. However,

pév anopdcens TV evhafectdtov Enokémmv, "Ifav tov edhaféotatov avevbuvov dnodeybfjvar avayvoedegiong
vap Tijg €mMoToM|g aVTOD, Eméyvopev avTév Vmapysy 0pB6docov. Kol d1d todto doypatilopev, kol v v
10D émiokdmov, kol TV ékkinoiav, de’ Ng adikng &EePAnOn, dvavemdfiva.

81 In his Letter 31, "To Sergius the Physician™in P.O. 12, p. 265. .
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we have to emphasize that the non-condemnation of Theodore by the chalcedonian Fathers
certainly should not be considered, in any way, as an acceptance or endorsement of his
Christology by them, as the chalcedonian Fathers expressly condemned the virtually identical
christological teaching of Nestorius, and composed a Definition of Faith which -as
contemporary scientific research has proven- adopted the core and essence of the cyrillian
Christology. In reality, in avoiding to condemn by name the deceased Theodore of Mopsuestia
the chalcedonian Fathers simply followed the wise example of the moderate ecclesiastical-
policy of Cyril himself, when in 433 the later did not impose to the Antiochians, as an
indispensable condition for ecclesiastical communion between the two Patriarchates, their
condemnation of the deceased Theodore as heretic, but only insisted that they endorse the
condemnation of Nestorius and his teaching.

b) The substitution of the cyrillian "from two natures” with the formula "in two natures” within
the Chalcedonian Definition.

The second serious accusation of Severus against the 4th Ecumenical Council, is that
cyrillian Christology was ignored in the Chalcedonian Definition, as long as the final version of
the Definition had none of the most typical cyrillian expressions, namely: “from two natures",
“union by hypostasis”, "natural convergence”, “one incarnate nature of God the Word"®2. The
fact that, from these cyrillian expressions, the only-one which existed in the original Definition,
namely the formula “from two natures”, was replaced in the final Definition by the formula "in
two natures"-which, incidentally, Nestorius himself used in some of his works- was for Severus
an indisputable proof that the chalcedonian bishops, on the pretext of Eutychianism not only
abandoned the cyrillian Christology as "monophysitizing”, but also adopted the core of the
nestorian Christology 8. Moreover, the fact that none of the chalcedonian bishops objected to

82 see, the excerpt in the Greek original from a work of Severus quoted by Leontius of Byzantium in his Contra
Monophysitas, P.G. 86, 1841BC: "Avo 14g ¢ioeg &v 1@ Xpiotd vooduev, THV pév kuotv, v 8¢ dxtotov, GAA'
ovoeig éypayato v €&v Xahkndovi covodov, Ty dAoyov tadtny ypoenv: ti dnmote Vo PUoES MVOLAGOY TTepl
¢ t0o0 Eppoavound évdcemg dwdappdavovieg; Ovdeig tovty €otnoato TV Katnyopiov, GAL Ekeivnv pila
dwaing T dimote R dKxohovdcavTEG T ayim Kvupilo ék 800 @oocwv &pacov sivar TV Xpiotév: ov
novodpeda Aéyovieg toivuv, ¢ deikotdo Tig ™v &v XoAkndovi cdvodov, §| OV tOpOoV Afovtog, TNV KaO'
vA6oTAcIY VoY Opoloynoaviog, 1] ovvedov @uotkny, 1| £§ apgoiv éva Xpietov, i pio @oowv 100 OLod
Abyov cecapkopéviv: kol 101 yvooouedo mdg katd tov copdtatov Kopidov Oempia povn dvakpivovieg v
0vo1DON dPopdv TOV cuveverbéviov anoppntog &g &v icaot kai mg £tépa 1 10D Adyov VoS Kai £tépa 1 TG
oapkog, kol g 600 Ta dhMhorg cvvevnveypéva kKaBopdol TM v duotdor 6 0Vdapds".

8 Contra Grammaticum 2, 30, C.S.C.O. 112, p. 181: <...in oratione cui inscribitur: Expositio fidei...in capitulo
quinto decimo dicit: Itaque, in duabus naturis unum Filium et iudicem omnium nostrum expectamus, visibilem
simul eundem et invisibilem; sed visibilem quatenus nostram visibilem substantia accepit eamque in saecula
inseparabilem a se fieri dignatus est, invisibilem vero secundum divinam substantiam, secundum quam eum
nullus hominum vidit, sed nec videre potest, ut divus Apostolus dixit. Manifeste eim vides Nestorium in duabus
nauris, sicut synodus Chalcedonensis dixit, dixisse unum Filium, et nomen naturae, sicut ipse facis, ad
"substantiae" appellatione adduxisse. Illas autem naturas, in quibus Christum esse dicitis, etiam hypostases
vocari a iudaica turma eorum, qui eadem ac Nestorius sentiunt..> (Loofs, Nestoriana p. 330) - Contra
Grammaticum 3, C.S.C.0. 94, | 3, p. 19: <Hac wocula ¢& sanavit sagacissimus Cyrillus confessionem patrum
accuratam Orientalium; illam autem impugnavit Nestorius, ut audivimus; impugnavit autem illam cum ipso
etiam synodus Chalcedonensis, quae se armavit adwersus hanc woculem, reiecit definitonem ex ipsa
efformatam quae éx 8%0 @ovoswv oportere ut confiteamur Christum asserit, et eius loco alteram induxit,
quae legitimam statuit formulam xkat' davrmapd®sow oppositam, nempe oportere ut confiteamur &v %o
@Yvegowy proclamandum esse Christum, cum \eneranda adiunctione é@dwupétog kai dyopictog ita ut
videantur et proferre et confiteri eadem cum ipso Nestorio, qui eodem modo ac illi scripsit de Christo, sicut
ostendi: (Fr. Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 330): ...sed unus et idem qui videtur in natura increata et creata.>- Contra
Grammaticum 3, C.S.C.0. 94, p. 113: <Ipsi autem Nestorio adhaesit synodus Chalcedonensis, quae formulam "ex
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Hiba’s opinion about the "assumed orthodoxy of Theodore of Mopsuestia", was for Severus an
indisputable proof that the Council interpreted the formula "in two natures” in the light of
Theodore’s Christology! Hence, the condemnation of Nestorius by the Council of Chalcedon
was, for Severus, simply hypocritic. At this point Severus in order to prove his accusation that
the chalcedonian bishops understood the one hypostasis of Christ not in its ontological sense,
but in the sense of the “nestorian person”, he even adduced in his Philalethes the explanation of
Theodoret to John of Aegi, that the Council of Chalcedon understood the one hypostasis as the
one person®.

Even professor John Meyendorff maintained in a substantiate manner that up to the year 518
in Syria and in Constantinople there had prevailed a theological tendency with the sleepless
monks at its centre which, while supporting the Council of Chalcedon, however essentialy
professed the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, although they rejected Nestorianism.
According to Meyendorff, the antichalcedonians considered this theological tendency as
Nestorian, and as they connected its members with the Council of Chalcedon, they would
erroneously identify the Council itself with Nestorianism, despite the Council’s condemnation
against Nestorius®®.

However, we have to emphasize that in the preamble of the Chalcedonian Definition as well
as in its main text, there are all elements, based upon which contemporary theological research
has proven, beyond the shadow of a doubt, its absolutely cyrillian character 6. More
specifically, as proven by the careful study of the Council’s minutes, the cyrillian expression
"from two natures” of the original Definition was not replaced for doctrinal reasons -as
insufficient and monophysitizing- but rather clearly due to reasons of ecclesiastical policy, in
order to avoid a nonsensical and painful schism with the Western Church. The reaction of the
papal legates to the strong refusal of the vast majority of the Council’s bishops against any
modification of the original Definition with the formula “from two natures” is very revealing
87 However, it is clear that the dyophysite formula “in two natures”, which replaced it, was
rooted in the dyophysite confession of Basil of Seleuceia at the Home Synod of 448%, who
made it clear to all in the Council that not only he legitimately produced this christological
formula from Cyril, but also that he understood it within the context of the cyrillian teaching on
recognizing the essential difference of Christ’s natures "only in contemplation". Obviously the

duobus" removit atque reiecit, id autem quod in duabus naturis non separatis definiatur Christus, recepit atque
elegit>.

8 Philalethes, C.5.C.O. 134, p. 146: <.Theodoret montre que le synode a compris I’ unique hypostase pour la
personne, suivant les vains énoncés de Nestorius que nous venons de citer: On reconnait donc que ceux qui ont
mentionné les deux natures et |’ union sans confusion, comprennent aussi que |’ unique hypostase n’ est pas I’
essence ni la nature, mais la personne. C’ est pourquoi le saint synode a posé une unique hypostase, non pas en
comprenant, comme je I’ ai dit, que |’ hypostase est la nature, mais bien la personne. C’ est, en effet, ce que le
symbole lui-méme fait comprendre: a la personne est joint I’ hypostase! (unknown excerpt of Theodoret). See also
the view of J. Meyendorff, in Christ in Eastern Christian Thought, Washington and Cleveland 1969, p. 20.

85 J. Meyedorff, Christ in Easter Christian Thought, Washington and Cleveland 1969, p. 22-23.

8 See, T. Moptlédov, TEveon xai mnyés ot Opov tijc Xoikndovag. ZouPoin otnv iotopiko-doyuatiky diepedbvyon
700 Opov tijc A’ oikovuevikijc ovvédov. Becoarovikn 1986.

87 See Mansi7, 101 - A.C.O. 2, 1,2, 123 [319]

8 See, R. V. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon. A historical and doctrinal survey. London 1961, p. 121 - Th. Sagi
Buni¢, "Duo perfecta' et duae naturae in definitione dogmatica chalcedonensi" in Laurentianum 5 (1964), p.
325ff. Of the self-same, "Deus perfectus et homo perfectus” a Concilio Ephesino (a 431) ad Chalcedonense (a
451), Romae-Friburgi Brisg.-Barcinone 1965, p. 219ff - M. van Parys, "L' evolution de la doctrine christologique
de Basile de Séleucie” in Irénikon 44 (1971), p. 405ff - A de Halleux, "La définition christologique a Chalcédoine"
in RTh.L. 7 (1976), p. 160ff - Geo. Martzelos, Iévean kai mnyés tod Opov tijc XoAxndovog. XouPolrs oty
iotopixodoyuatiy dipevvnon 100 Opov tijg¢ A° Oikovuevikilc Xvvédov, Oegolvikn 1986 - Of the same, H
Xpioroloyio tod Baoileiov Zelevkeiog kai if oikovueviky onuaoio g, Osolvikn 1990, p. 235ff.
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chalcedonian Fathers concluded to replace the cyrillian "from two natures™ of the original
Definition with the basilian "in two natures”, not because they intended to justify Nestorius
indirectly, as Severus believed, but because from the whole synodal activity of Basil of
Seleuceia they were convinced for his absolutely cyrillian convictions. It is exactly because
Basil’s cyrillian convictions were widely known to the Alexandrians, that this antiochian
bishop was selected to be one of Dioscoros’ five close collaborators at the Robber Council of
Ephesos in 449. Justifiably, then, the Fathers of the revisionary commity for the Definition
judged that this specific formula perfectly served the delicate ecclesiastical-political goals of
the Final Definition, without harming its essentially cyrillian character. Besides this holds even
more, considering that Cyril himself in two instances talked of Christ "in both" (¢v dpeoiv)®®,
proving this way that he regarded both formulae “from two” and “in two” as compatible and
virtually equivalent.

Furthermore, the christological formula "in two natures" reflected a common -in East and
West- patristic tradidion *°, and we see it as very significant that Proclus of Constantinople
used, along with Nestorius, this particular formula from an orthodox stance without any
hesitation, although the divisive Christologies of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of
Mopsuestia had preceded®. This fact in itself was enough to refute in the best way the Severus'
exaggerated and, in any case, unacceptable argument that, although some previous
ecclesiastical Fathers used the formula "in two natures”, nevertheless, the appearance of
Nestorianism had rendered it dangerous and unsuitable for the accurate wording of the
christological doctrine 2. According to this logic Severus should have also abandoned as
dangerous even the cyrilian mia-physite formula %%, for Eutyches and antichalcedonian

89 See Cyrill's  Letter 41, "To Accacius bishop of Scythopolis, in P.G. 77, 220D: "..xdv & 800 ywapovg
Tapekdoey 1 ypeio mpdg mapddatv tod katd Xpotdv puostnpiov, kv & dvég dpvidmv My, GAL" gig fy 6 &v
apooiv, xoi ©g év nébe kol Ew ndbovg, xai év Oavity, kai drép Odvartov...". See also Cyril's Letter "To Xystus
bishop of Rome, in P.G. 77, 288A: "..x8v tij Tflg dvOpordtnTog @Vogl, koi Eva &v aueoiv kai £& apgoiv Tov
Xprotov".

% Ambros of Mediolanum frequenly used this christological formula in certain variations. See, Mansi 7, 468B=
De fide 2, 9. 77, P.L. 16, 576: <Servemus distinctionem divinitatis et carnis. Unus in utraque loquitur Dei Filius,
quia in eodem utraque natura est et si idem loquitur, non uno semper loquitur modo. Intende in eo nunc gloriam
Dei, nunc hominis passiones> For the Christological formula "unus in utroque" in the latin theology and especially
in Ambros of Mediolanum see, R. V. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon. A historical and doctrinal survey.
London 1961, p. 116 - G. Bardy, "Sur une citation de Saint Ambroise dans les controverses christologiques",
R.H.E. 40, 1944-1945, p. 171-176.

%1 C. Martin, Une florilége grec d' homélies christologiques du IVe et Ve siécles sur la Nativité (Paris Gr. 1491),
in Le Muséon 54 (1941), p. 43 : "...&va oOv voodpev Tév Xpiotov &v 600 @vocoty oporoyeiv petd T Evooty,
fedmrog koi avBpomomrog." - P.G. 65, 846A: <Igitur dicamus.. Christum in duabus naturis subsistere
divinitatis atque humanitatis, unum esse Jesum Christum, unicum filium dominum Jesum Christum. Etenim
duarum naturarum unio in unica filiatione perata est. Unio fuit non confusio, unio non immutatio, unio, inquam,
non permistio>. Leontius the Byzantian also quotes the following excerpts from Gregory of Nyssa with the same
formula: P.G. 86, 1828B: "Kdv yap appite koi appdot® &vidcel 16 cuvaueodtepa &v, dAL' o0 Tf @vosl, 314 0
aoOyyvtév onui- €repov yap 10 O€lov mapd 10 odpa, Encicaktov yap © 6 Toivov Xpiotog 0v0 Vap eV PUcElg
Kol &v avTaig aAn0@s yvopilopevog, povadikdv mpécwmov, dovyyvtov duwc" - P.G. 86, 1828B=Mansi 7, 829:
"Ei yap kai év 00 @pvoeot voeiton kai £otv 6 Xprotds, GAL' Eva Topev Yiov".

92 See the relative declarations of Severus in his Greek original, quoted by Leontius the Byzantian in his treatise
Contra Monophysitas, P.G. 86, 1841D-1844A. See also P.G. 86, 904D-905A - P.G. 89, 104D - 109D-112A.
According to this logic of Severus, as the Neochalcedonian Leontius points out, even the Scriptural passages that
Nestorius misinterpreted should also be abandoned. See, P.G. 86, 1852D: "TIpdtov pév ovv eineiv: Neotdpiog,
Qaci, katgypiicato T v dVo @Voenv eovi éni Xpiotod, 1 kol Duec. Adyopev obv 8t xai Ipagikoic emvoic
ToALdiG &xpyicato’ und' adtat obv dvopalécdwoay Npiv, & cuvopdte”.

% See the answer of Leontius the Byzantian in P.G. 86, 1852D-1853A: "..4AMG kai TV £Tépav G@VAYV THV
Aéyovoav piov @Howv 10D Oegod Adyov ceocapkouévny, 0Tl KoTd ApEoV, OC 0V TAVTN ATPERTOV PVOEMS OVTOG
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Synousiasts such as Sergius the Grammarian and Julian of Halicarnassus, whom Severus
himself had repeatedly confronted in the past, misinterpreted this formula. In this instance,
however, Severus considered its cyrillian interpretation as sufficient, thus employing a double
standard, and he did not correctly evaluate that the "one and the same Christ, Son and Lord,
Only-begotten, who is recognized in two natures..." as it is explicitly emphasized in the final
Definition, is no other than the God-Logos ®*. Nestorius would never accept such an explicit
identification between God the Logos and Christ, since, according to his presuppositions, the
name ‘“Logos” was strictly indicative of the divine essence, and would never indicate the
person of a created nature, such as the humanity of Jesus. The only concession that Nestorius
could allow, as an alternative to any exchange of properties of the two natures on the Person of
the Word, was an exchange of names between two hypostatic entities, that is, the Logos and
Christ. In this context Nestorius admitted the name “Christ” for the God-Logos, because of the
perpetual conjunction of the God-Logos with Christ! °°.

Furthermore, Severus degraded as misleading and deceitful the numerous anti-Nestorian
elements within the full text of the Chalcedonian Definition, despite the fact that Nestorius was
characterized as "mentally deranged" (ppevoBiafic) by the authors of the Definition .
Obviously such a severe characterization for Nestorius could only demonstrate the great extent
of aversion of the chalcedonian Fathers for Nestorius and his Christology. Therefore, we cannot
accept Severus’ argument that the chalcedonian Fathers deceitfully condemned Nestorius by
this name in their doctrinal Definition.

Severus also ignored and considered as being deceptive the beatitudes in Cyril of
Alexandria’ s favour, as well as the honourable reference of Cyril's synodal epistles to Nestorius
and John of Antioch in the preamble of the Chalcedonian Definition °’. This fact clearly
demonstrates that the Fathers of the 4th Ecumenical Council approved and adopted the content
of those epistles with all their typical cyrillian expressions

All of these elements prove in our opinion blatantly the extent to which Severus'
antichalcedonian rhetoric was, in the last analysis, unfounded and unjustified, for he thus

0D YioD vogiv' kal kot AToAwdpov, ¢ adtod tod Adyov dvti vod yuyikoD yevopévov, tij Euyuymbeion aloy®
capki LoyilecOar xai kord Edtuyxéa d¢ avtod oD Adyov &ic ohpka petamombéviog ékdéyesar Edv odv pr td
VONUOTO GVOKpiVOEY T®V OpoAoyoOviov kol Tadtv Kakeiviyy ovk dAlwg mpociuedo v eoviv" - See also,
Anastasius of Sinai, P.G. 89, 120B, where this Neochalcedonian Church-Father underscores that according to
Severus' logic: "TIaAw tg, 81 Edtuyga ...anodokipacOnoetar 1 eovy i piov evow gdaokovoa tiig Bedtrog koi Tiig
avOpond™TOG 0vTOD koi otanl Aouwmdv Kevov TO KNAPLYHO, Koi potoio 1 miotlg, kai oiynoetor 1 evoéfew,
evopévn maviartoie’”.

* . See, Mansi 7, 112D-113A: «..odk €ig 8vo TpdomTa pepllopEVoV 1 d101poVUEVOV, GAL’ Eva Kai TOV avToV vidy
povoyeviy @eév Adyov koprov Incotiv Xpiotov..».

% See, Fr. Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 275: "Aw todto kai Xpiotés 6 Ocdg Adyog dvopdleron, &meimep Exer Ty
ovvdgelay ™V wP6s TOV Xprotév dmvekil. Kai ovx ot t6v Bedv Adyov dvev Tilg avOpordmrog mpaai Tu
Amnkpifotor yap gig dxpov cuvaeelo, o0k &g arodéwo KaTd T00G GoPOVS TOV SOYUATICTOV TV VEOTEPOV".
See also, 1. ®. NioAomoviov, H Xpiotoloyio 100 Zefijpov Avtioyeiog kai 6 ‘Opog tijic Xaikndovag. p. 440.

% Mansi 7, 113, where the Chalcedonian Fathers explicitly declare that they accept the synodal epistles of the
blessed Cyril to Nestorius "eig &ieyxov pév tilg Neotopiov @pevofrufeiog, épunveiov 8¢ 100 cwtnpiov
Zopfoérov mobovviwv v Evvowy ...".

°7 Mansi 7, 113BC.

% See, Leontius the Byzantinian, Contra Monophysitas, P.G. 86, 1844B, where this Neochalcedonian Father, after
repeating Severus' rejection of the Council of Chalcedon "..31t pf xoi ék dvo Aéyel, koi v kb’ dmécTOCY
gvoow Xpotod", he then carries on to answer in the following words: Ot 8¢ Aéye (i. e. the Council) t6d¢, tig
apeparie;, Ei yap 1 obvodog ynowopévn onoiv obtwg, tdg tod pakapiov Kvpiddov tod tfig Ale&ovdpémg
‘ExiAnoiog yevopévov moyévog cuvodikdg €miotoddg mpodg Neotdpov koi mpdg tovg Tig Avotoliis dexdueda
appodiog oboag &ig &ieyxov tiic Neotopiov @pevoPlapeiog, oig émoctoroig kai v @uouhv koi v kad'
wmoctacw Evooty £pn 6 Iatip, TS 0Vl TG avTd OHOAOYEL, ® GuUEmVEL, Kol &V damodéyetal &v T0iods;".
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ignored the patristic tradition widely established in East and West, and stubbornly insisted on
judging the Chalcedonian Definition based on pre-chalcedonian alexandrian presuppositions,
preferring these to be universally accepted, at the expense of the doctrinal Definition of an
Ecumenical Councill Subsequently, from an ecclesiological point of view, it was logical,
legitimate and to be expected that the neochalcedonian Fathers of the 6th and 7th centuries
would judge negatively and condemn the doctrinal formulations of Severus, based on the
universally established -by the 4th Ecumenical Council, also for Christology- terminology of
the Cappadocian Fathers, "repaying Severus his just deserts”". In our opinion, the inclusion of
Severus of Antioch amongst the Apollinarians and the Synousiasts in the Orthodox dyophysite
tradition has to be interpreted within this context. Consequently, we believe that the true reason
for the synodal condemnation of Severus as heretic was not due to his christological
formulations per se -which in any case are essentially Cyrillian and therefore acceptable within
the prism of the alexandrian conceptual identification of nature and hypostasis in Christology-
but rather his acute, caustic and obstinate antichalcedonism, which made him one of the
foundational forerunners for the perpetuation of the first great schism in the life of the one,
unified Church of Christ.

Conclusions

An objective and thorough study and analysis of Severus' theological works demonstrates
that, despite his caustic and obstinate criticism against the 4th Ecumenical Council, Severus in
reality did not go away from the essence and core of the cyrillian Christology. As we have
seen, Severus explicitly rejected and anathematized all Christologies of his era which assumed
an admixture of natures, based on a clearly Orthodox Soteriology. It is very significant that
Severus in his catechetical Homilies —and not only- fully adopted the basic ontological
presuppositions of Cyril of Alexandria on the essential unbridgeable ontological chasm
between created and uncreated, renouncing this way the core and essence of Monophysitism.
Nevertheless, despite the essentially cyrillian character of his Christology, his antichalcedonian
interpretation of Cyril's Christology is erronecous and also his criticism against the 4™
Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon and its Doctrinal Definition is totally unacceptable.

In fact Severus denied to the chalcedonian Fathers the right to convey the terminology of the
cappadocian Fathers from the field of Triadology on the field of Christology. The fact that even
after 433 Cyril of Alexandria continued to use his famous miaphysite formula in its classical
form, speaking of "one incarnate nature of God the Word after the union”, instead of "two
united and undivided natures”, was assumed by Severus as proof that Cyril rejected as
inappropriate the use of the cappadocian terminology also on the field of Christology.
However, it is also undeniable that Cyril never sought to impose to the Antiochians his own
miaphysite christological terminology as the only proper and Orthodox for Christology.
Otherwise Cyril would have rejected the Formulary of Reunion of the Antiochians as
insufficient and Nestorianizing, particularly since none of his own most-typical christological
expressions existed in its text. Besides, contrary to Severus, Cyril of Alexandria never set the
point of abandoning the dyophysite confessions of the anterior ecclesiastical Fathers, with a
view to the unrealistic argument that the appearance of Nestorianism had rendered these
expressions dangerous for a sound and Orthodox Christology. It is also a fact that Cyril in two
instances talked of one Christ "in both"(¢v aueoiv), a formula which is virtually identical to the
formula "in two"(év 600) of the Chalcedonian Definition.

Nevertheless, we wish to express our complete disagreement to any attempt of
contemporary orthodox critics to dissociate essentially the Christology of Severus from the

179



180

Christology of Cyril, by claiming that Severus distorted in a synousiastic way the authentic
cyrillian meaning of the afore-mentioned cyrillian formulae. We do not overlook the negative
criticism and the anathemas of the neochalcedonian Fathers against Severus, as well as his
synodal condemnation by the 6th and the 7th Ecumenical Councils. However, we should
always have in mind that the Orthodox Fathers do not really care, as Academics, to give an
accurate account of Severus' Christology, as they rejected (justifiably) as appolinarizing his
alternative christological terminology °°. For them what really matters is that the 4th
Ecumenical Council in the most official way has endorsed the use of the cappadosian
terminology also on the field of Christology, as anterior Fathers -such as Proclus of
Constantinople and Amphilochius of Iconium- had already done. Severus rejected this
terminology, breaking in this way the catholic unity of the Church. Therefore, he should be
branded as a traitor of the catholic unity and the Orthodoxy of the Church. Besides, we should
never forget that the ecclesiastical Fathers were most of all pastors of human souls,
commissioned for keeping the Catholicity of the Church. At any rate, Severus’
antichalcedonian interpretation of Cyril’s Christology was for them utterly unacceptable,
overshadowing the fact that he essentially followed the letter of this Christology. In addition,
the neochalcedonian Fathers —justifiably- could never tolerate Severus’ restrictive theory
concerning the use of number and enumeration, not merely as an indication of differentiation
and otherness but of division as well.

In our view, the only essential difference of Cyril of Alexandria from Severus of Antioch is
that Cyril, being an ecumenical teacher and Father of the Church, was capable to discern the
essence of Orthodoxy -whenever Orthodoxy existed- underneath a different wording of the
Church's faith. This is precisely what Cyril did by accepting the Orthodoxy of the Formulary of
Reunion in 433, despite the fact that the Antiochians had used in it a wording different from his
own, as Cyril himself admitted in his Epistle 40, "To Accacius of Meletene. In this way, Cyril
was able to avoid empty dogmatisms and sterile conflicts. However, we would never be able to
say the same for Severus, since the later was self-imprisoned in his prechalcedonian
alexandrian  presuppositions -mainly the conceptual identification between nature and
hypostasis in Christology- to the effect that he essentially denied the ecumenical spirit, which
Cyril had displayed especially after 433, by endorsing the Orthodoxy of the Formulary of
Reunion. In other words, Severus was, if we may say so, an implacable Cyril, a tragic leading
figure in the history of the 5™ and 6th century Christianity, who, in the end, failed in his
objective to become the "new Cyril after Cyril", and he ended up as being considered a
controversial theologian.

If then, as we believe, the Christology of Severus in itself preserved the essence of the
cyrillian Christology, this is a fact of great importance for the contemporary theological
dialogue between the Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches and the non-Chalcedonian Oriental
Churches, in the sense that there is indeed common ground for a blessed ecclesiastical unity
between both families of Churches, providing that our non-chalcedonian brothers would admit
and accept unequivocally the Orthodoxy of the Chalcedonian Definition of Faith and the seven
Ecumenical Councils. Any other attempt of contemporary theological dialogue to get-around
such an explicit acceptance, on the part of our Non-chalcedonian brothers, by means of

% Although we are convinced that the monophysitism of Severus is more terminological and verbal than real,
however, we couldn’t disagree with the following supposition and conclusion of prof. Larchet: <a supposer méme
que le vocabulaire des monophysites puisse étre utilisé dans un sens acceptable orthodox (comme chez Cyrile), le
vocabulaire chalcedonien et néochalcedonien devrait lui étre préféré, tandis que le vocabulaire précédent s’ est
prété au contraire & une utilisation par diverse hérésies manifestes (comme par exemple le monoénergisme et le
monothélisme, et plus tard I’ iconoclasme)>(Personne et nature... p. 132).
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common declarations and ambiguous interpretations most probably will collide with orthodox
consciousness, leading to further discord and divisions.
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