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Abstract

This thesis is focused upon the double treatise of Theodoret of Cyrus written before the
Council of Ephesus (431) entitled On the Holy and Vivifying Trinity [Ilept g aylog kol
Lwornotov Tpuadog] and On the Incarnation/Inhumanation of the Lord [Ilept tfig T00
Kvpiov évav8pwnnoswc]. After a brief presentation of Theodoret’s life and the place of
this work in his oeuvre (Ch. 1), Ch. 2 is concerned with the textual tradition, including the
time of writing, the handing down through history in various manuscripts, the ascription to

Cyril of Alexandria, the editions and the restoration to the author by modern scholarship.

Chapters 3 and 4 are concerned with the doctrinal analysis of the first and the second half
respectively. Apart from the presentation of the theological issues discussed by the author,
during which various Trinitarian and Christological concepts and expressions as well as
some soteriological and pastoral emphases (including their effect upon Theodoret's
Christology) are analysed, the thesis is also an attempt to vindicate the author from some
one-time and modern charges concerning his alleged crypto-Nestorianism. During the
exegesis and historical-theological commentary it will be argued that some of the main
accusations brought against him (i.e. the absence of a genuine communicatio idiomatum, a
two-subject Christology, the non-application of a Aypostatic union in Christ around 431 etc.)
— when compared to the valid theological standards of his own time (The Formula of
Reunion, Leo’s Tome and the Chalcedonense) — are largely unwarranted or anachronistic.
Although some — verbal — defects of Theodoret’s way of expressing his concept of the union
in Christ remain (defects which he himself corrected in his later works), nevertheless his

basic concept and model of the Word Incarnate is theologically sound.

The final conclusion of the work is that the understanding of Chalcedonian orthodoxy
according to either of the two ancient parallel traditions is admissible. The key figures of the
two schools — Cyril and Theodoret — are to be seen as presenting two aspects of the same
truth. Although their emphases are different, the Alexandrian and Antiochene Christological
systems represent rather complementary than opposing views and the rejection of either

would result in a partial but significant loss of our common Chalcedonian heritage.

Since no critical edition is yet available, all the quotations found by modern scholars are
listed in the Appendix, including my own textual discovery of a few longer excerpts from the
virtually unquoted first tract. Thus, among the purposes of the thesis is also the intention to
contribute towards the first critical edition of this double treatise. The Appendix also contains

the first English translation of both halves.
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Prooemium

'Every writing requires time and tranquillity, together with a mind free of worries'.
(Theodoret of Cyrus: On the Holy and Vivifying Trinity)

Exactly ten years ago, on a warm August afternoon in 1992, being on a trip in Hungary
with some of my fellow colleagues from the Theological Institute in Kolozsvar, I entered
an antiquarian book-seller — at the time I thought — merely by chance. I happened to pick
up a two-volume publication entitled On the divine and human nature containing selected
works of Greek Church Fathers. That evening I began to read the Bishop of Cyrus for the
very first time. A week later I found myself hunting for every other available book written
by him. He simply rhymed too well to what I had been brought up with. It almost seemed

too good to be true.

This enthusiasm did not fade away throughout my undergraduate years. It rather
strengthened and during my two-year middle-school teaching in my home town it almost
became a returning obsession. With the possibility having been offered to study in
Scotland in 1998 initially for a master's degree, my life took a new turn. I left with bitterest
heart a wife and a two-and-a-half week old daughter back home and started the adventure

which is now slowly coming to its conclusion.

It has been a long, exciting but spiritually demanding time during which I had to learn to
detach from my theme and from my hero emotionally in order to be able to reflect upon his
lifework with some objectivity. Whether 1 was successful or not in this attempt, the
following work will bear witness. Nevertheless, 1 do not intend to begin and carry out the
analysis of Theodoret's early theology around the unsettled times of the Third Ecumenical
Council with the assumption that every ambiguous or defective point of his (or in fact
anyone else's) theology and/or mode of its expression can be explained away by a skilfully
chosen method of interpretation. On the contrary, I am convinced that in this sense there is
no 'perfect’ theology even less a 'perfect’ and timeless theological model of Christ — simply
because it cannot exist, for we all 'see through a mirror, dimly [BAeémopev yap dpti 81’
goontpov €v aiviypati]' (1Corinthians 13:12). As a consequence, both theology in
general and the model of Christ in particular have to be continually reformulated, often
even within the oeuvre of one theologian. If this does not happen naturally, theology itself

ceases to be the very expression of God's ever-actual message in the Church, in the society
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and in history. Consequently, it also is my belief — perhaps not without the influence of

Theodoret — that a so-called 'l'art pour l'art' theology has no legitimacy in itself.

To a certain extent all theologians are bound to their historical period, yet even if they were
not, they are certainly confined by the inevitable analogies which they build upon and
apply to their own anthropological, soteriological, pastoral and other concerns. Hence,
analogies by their very nature are approximate and not absolute. Different theologians do

not necessarily ask the same questions: therefore, their answers may differ accordingly.

Without spending time to illustrate how often one's heterodoxy or defective formula
provoked as it were the orthodoxy of the other' I would merely assess that one's
involvement in Christian theology means to respond to a challenge (or to several
challenges) and to bring new ones into the debate at the same time — yet in most cases the
latter is bound to be addressed and answered by someone else. Nevertheless, this is the
natural way of theological development — at least for those who believe that the message of
the divinely inspired Scripture is eternally actual and consequently has to be reformulated
and retranslated for every generation. Thus, Verbum Dei manet in aeternum — not our

however best formulae and interpretations.

It is perhaps needless to say that this cannot mean at all an introduction of relativism into
the doctrine about the Person of our Saviour — ur yévoito. Concerning Him there are
indeed some utterly fundamental elements, which derive from Scripture itself, and ignoring
these is beyond any doubt contrary to Christian teaching. Such elements are the
unequivocal recognition of His full divinity and full humanity, the unreserved reception of
all His teachings and deeds including the entire work of salvation as well as the exclusive
recognition of Him being the One and only Creator, Saviour, Teacher, High Priest, Master
and King of the visible and invisible world, the Word Incarnate, unmatched by any other
teacher, prophet or religious figure who had lived before or is yet to come. My intention
therefore is not to challenge any of these indispensable elements of the Christian doctrine
concerning Jesus Christ, but rather to show that within these outlined premises the manner
of conceiving the 'why'-s and the 'how'-s by the representative of a particular theological

school of thought is more likely to be bound to a certain historical period or to personal

' For the sake of illustration only: without the Arian challenge Origen's equation between yevntdg and
yevvntog could have prevailed perhaps for many centuries after Nicaea or the term dpoovoiog might be
missing from the Creed. Apollinaris challenged the views of his own master by taking them one step further,
thus making Athanasius aware that the significance of the rational soul in Christ should be more emphasised
than he had done before — having been chiefly engaged against Arianism. Without the Nestorian and
Eutychian challenges and the response given to them by Cyril and Theodoret we might not possess such an
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theological concepts, which are not necessarily for that reason opposed to Scripture. They
are mostly continual and imperfect human attempts to rephrase again and again for the all-

time contemporary Christian community an inexpressible — or as Theodoret said: an
'ineffable’ divine miracle.
With these preliminary thoughts I invite the reader to take a journey into the theological

world of two little treatises written by one of the most interesting ecclesiastical figures of

the fifth century coming from the Antiochene tradition: Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus.

accurately formulated Chalcedonense; without Brunner's challenge in Natur und Gnade Barth may have
never written his famous Nein! in reaction to a modern 'semi-Pelagianism' etc.



Chapter 1: Theodoret as Theologian and Churchman

The life and literary production of the Bishop of Cyrus has been researched in some
detail by venerable scholarly authorities. Since the main goal of my thesis is not the
presentation of Theodoret's exhaustive biography or of the chronology of his works, I
shall summarise here the main events of his life and characterise his theological,
ecclesiastical and human personality, whilst referring the reader to the relevant
modern scholarship.! A few observations, however, will be made concerning the

significance of some turning points in his career.

1.1 Birth, education and consecration for bishopric in Cyrus

The circumstances of Theodoret's conception and birth at the end of the fourth
century in Antioch remind us of the biblical stories of Samson and Samuel. His
mother — married at the age of seventeen — had been barren and although her
diseased eye was healed by the hermit Peter of Galata, according to the admonition
of whom she embraced a more ascetic life than she had lived before,” it took a further
seven years until another holy man, Macedonius, finally promised the birth of a son.
The condition put before the future parents was to dedicate the one to be born for the
service of God.> This being accepted, the mother conceived and after a threatened
pregnancy aided by the holy man's prayers a son was born in the year 393. His
parents named him Theodoret, i.e. 'the gift of God', and together with the monks he

frequently met they instructed him to regard and live his life as the fulfilment of this

' John Henry Newman, 'Trials of Theodoret' in Historical Sketches (London: Basil Montagu
Pickering, 1873), 307-62; E. Venables, "Theodoretus' in 4 Dictionary of Christian Biography, ed. by
William Smith and Henry Wace, 4 vols (London: John Murray, 1877-1887), 1V, 904-19; Blomfield
Jackson, The Ecclesiastical History, Dialogues, and Letters of Theodoret, NPNF 111, 1-23; Johannes
Quasten, Patrology, 4 vols (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1950-86), III, 536-54; Paul Bauchman Clayton, Jr.,
"Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, and the Mystery of the Incarnation in Late Antiochene Christology'
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Union Theological Seminary, New York, 1985), 4-61; Theodoret
of Cyrrhus, A History of the Monks of Syria, trans. by R. M. Price, Cistercian Studies, 88 (Oxford:
Mowbray, 1985) — esp. the Introduction. Most of the material presented in this chapter is to be found
in these works, therefore I shall quote them very sparingly.

? See Theodoret, HR 9 in SC 234, 415-22.

P HR 13 (SC 234, 503-9).

* A date accepted by most scholars based on Theodoret's own testimony in HR 9 (SC 234, 422).
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parental offering.’ As he himself writes in Letter 88 to Taurus the Patrician, 'for 1
received the apostolic nourishment from my mother's breast and the creed laid down
at Nicaea by the holy and blessed Fathers' (SC 98, 234).

Being determined to live a life dedicated to God, he acquired a vast biblical
knowledge and a close familiarity with the teachings of earlier theologians. Although
the details of his education are not known to us, his works reveal a vast erudition.
Apart from his mother tongue, Syriac, he mastered Greek® and Hebrew. His secular

education was peculiarly impressive.’

We are unaware of the details or the time of his baptism.8 His correspondence does
not reveal anything concerning its circumstances. On one hand, the sequence by
which he presents the events in Letter 143 is perhaps too weak a ground to conclude
that he was not baptised in infancy, but only after 'having believed'.” On the other
hand, the fact that Theodoret was a child offered to God before his conception did

not automatically involve his infant baptism.'’

Until the age of six he could have listened to the sermons of his great fellow-
townsman, John Chrysostom, who continued to influence by his writings not only the
similarly eloquent preaching of Theodoret but his theological formation also. By the
age of 23 (416 AD) he had lost both of his parents and distributed his entire (not
small) heritage to the poor (Letter 113), dedicating himself to a monastic life in

Nicerte, 3 miles from Apamea and about 75 miles from Antioch (ZLetter 119). There

* HR 13 in SC 234, 506-8.

® The purity of his Attic is praised by Photius in Bibliothéque, ed. by René Henry, Collection
Byzantine, 8 vols (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1959-77), 111, 102-3.

7 For example, in the Graecarum affectionum curatio alone he quotes more than one hundred pagan
philosophers, poets and historians in about 340 passages (Quasten, Patrology, 111, 544). See also Y.
Azéma, 'Citations d'auteurs et allusions profanes dans la Correspondance de Théodoret', TU, 125
(1981), 5-13.

¥ For a more detailed discussion of the question of infant baptism in early Christianity see David F.
Wright, 'At What Ages Were People Baptized in the Early Centuries?', SP, 30 (1997), 189-94.

? obtw yop EE apxfig Epatevdnuev, obtwg Emictevoapev, odtwg EBarnticOnuev ete. (SC
111, 156-58). Cf. Letter to the Eastern monks (SC 429, 102).

' David F. Wright holds the same opinion over against the not documented assumption of P. Canivet.
See D. F. Wright, 'Infant Dedication in the Early Church', in Baptism, the New Testament and the
Church: Historical and Contemporary Studies in Honour of R. E. O. White, ed. by Stanley E. Porter
and Anthony R. Cross, Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series, 171
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 352-78 (p. 373). Cf. Pierre Canivet, Le monachisme
Syrien selon Théodoret de Cyr, Théologie Historique, 42 (Paris: Beauchesne, 1977), 44.
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he lived between 416 and 423, until his consecration against his will (Letters 80 and

81) as bishop of Cyrus, 'a solitary town' (Letter 138) in the province of Euphratensis.

The seven years spent in the monastery before his ordination and the following seven
until the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy were arguably the most peaceful ones
of his life. His unwavering pastoral care bore abundant fruits on both the
ecclesiastical and the social levels. The inhabitants of the 800 parishes of his diocese
were not particularly well educated: the vast area had always been 'swarming with
heretics'.'" Driven by a deep commitment and often facing imminent threats to his
life, Theodoret brought thousands of various schismatics back into the body of the
Church. This was again untypical for contemporary churchmen (including e.g. Cyril
and Nestorius),'> who rather preferred to use military force in order to obliterate
physically the heresies together with the heretics. Perhaps his only action reproached
by some modern researchers of Tatian was the gathering and destruction of 200

copies of the Diatessaron in order to introduce the four gospels in his diocese."

From the revenues of his see he beautified the city, built an aqueduct, public bridges,
baths and porticos. He also introduced skilled craftsmen and medical personnel to
look after the people. The Cyrrhestica was a fertile territory and its inhabitants were
unbearably overtaxed. Apart from his vast literary production he still found time to
entreat those in charge to lessen such burdens (see e.g. Letter 43 to Pulcheria, Letter
45 to Anatolius the patrician). His fame as an orator competed with Chrysostom's
and his sermons were often applauded also in Antioch where he was invited regularly
for preaching visits (Letters 83, 147). One of the best summaries of this lifelong
exemplary concern for his flock is to be found in Letter 81 to the consul Nomus:

My accusers compel me to speak. Even before my conception my parents

promised to devote me to God; from my swaddling-bands they devoted

me according to their promise and educated me accordingly; the time

before my episcopate I spent in a monastery and then was unwillingly

consecrated bishop. Twenty-five years 1 so lived that I was never

summoned to trial by any one nor ever brought accusation against any.

Not one of the pious clergy who were under me ever frequented a court.
In so many years I never took an obol nor a garment from any one. Not

" Newman, 'Trials of Theodoret', 321.
"2 See e.g. Socrates Scholasticus, HE 7.
" See Haereticarum fabularum compendium 1, 20 in PG 83, 372A.
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one of my domestics ever received a loaf or an egg. I could not endure
the thought of possessing anything save the rags I wore. From the
revenues of my see I erected public porticoes; I built two large bridges; I
looked after the public baths. On finding that the city was not watered by
the river running by it, I built the conduit, and supplied the dry town with
water. But not to mention these matters I led eight villages ot Marcionites
with their neighbourhood into the way of truth; another full of
Eunomians and another of Arians I brought to the light of divine
knowledge, and, by God's grace, not a tare of heresy was left among us.
All this I did not effect with impunity; many a time I shed my blood;
many a time was I stoned by them and brought to the very gates of death.
But I am a fool in my boasting, yet my words are spoken of necessity, not
of consent."*

Although Cyrus was an insignificant and reasonably desolate city and its cultural
level was undoubtedly much lower than the learned shepherd would have deserved,
his grateful flock clung to him with ardent love. In fact, his affection for the
community he was assigned to was also his vulnerable point during the later

development of events.

1.2 The Nestorian controversy

Theodore of Mopsuestia, the great interpreter of the Antiochene school, died in 428.
In the same year, Theodoret's friend Nestorius became patriarch of Constantinople.'
Cyril had already been patriarch of Alexandria since 412. The clash between the two
equally passionate and not very diplomatic churchmen brought about a stormy
dispute within the Eastern Church, which continued for decades after their deaths,

causing most of the unfortunate changes in Theodoret's life.

Theodoret’s direct involvement in the debate started in 430, when John of Antioch
received the letters of Pope Celestine and Cyril concerning the condemnation of
Nestorius by the West and by Cyril’s party. When these letters reached Antioch,
Theodoret was also there with other bishops of the province for the ordination of
Macarius, the new bishop of Laodicea. Theodoret was the author of the often

forgotten letter written in the name of John and his party to Nestorius, which in mild

' SC 98, 196-97, trans. by B. Jackson in NPNF 111, 277.
"> We do not know for sure whether Theodoret and Nestorius were disciples in Theodore's school,
nevertheless, the influence of Diodore, Theodore and Chrysostom is visibly present in their thinking.
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and tender style tried to persuade the patriarch not to throw the whole of

Christendom into confusion for the sake of a word (i.e. f}aoréxog).w

Theodoret's most famous act before the Council of Ephesus, however, was his
Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas, for which he is still criticised. When
referring to this episode we should remember some often neglected circumstances in
order to have a clearer picture. He wrote these counter-statements at the request of
John of Antioch and not from his own initiative (see his Letter to John in SC 429, 62-
71). Further, Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas, as an extreme Alexandrian disapproval of
Nestorius' teaching — especially without their author's later Apology addressed to the
Oriental bishops — as E. Venables rightly points out, 'hardly escaped falling into the
opposite error.'” Their language and terminology — certainly without Cyril’s
intention — was strongly Apollinarian.'® Cyril had in fact used quite a few
Apollinarian forgeries, holding them as written by Athanasius.'” The best one could
say about these Anathemas as a whole is that they were far from being a peerless
summary of Cyrilline orthodoxy and required further explanation in order to be
accepted. Theodoret, being a learned scholar, had found a number of — mostly verbal

— inconsistencies, making in his answers several legitimate points against them.

Paradoxically, without Theodoret’s counter-statements being written, Cyril would
probably have never been concerned with defending or re-interpreting these
anathemas, and indeed without his own explanation the charge of 'verbal .
Apollinarianism' could hardly be dismissed. Thus, by his replies, Theodoret willy-
nilly helped Cyril to elucidate his own position. That is why the Bishop of Cyrus
could sign the Formula of Reunion in 434, considering that the Alexandrian patriarch
no longer held to the extreme position of his earlier Anathemas, which did not

become recognised theological standards until 553.%°

Apart from the above points there is another question to be raised, which is important

in our pursuit to describe and evaluate Theodoret’s pre-Ephesian activity. Here we

' DCB 1V, 908.

" DCB1V, 908.

'8 See section 4.5.6 Terminology in Ch. 4 of the present work.

¥ See e.g. Newman, "Trials of Theodoret', 351.

0 See also section 4.5.3 The subject of predication in Ch. 4 of the present work.
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arrive at the double treatise, the very object of our research, written — as we shall
argue — shortly after the Refutation of Cyril's Anathemas and before the Council of
Ephesus. In these two tracts Theodoret lays down the basic Antiochene Trinitarian,
Christological, soteriological and anthropological concepts. Our investigation is
focused upon these two tracts, which represent Theodoret's positive contribution
towards the formation of Chalcedonian Christology. These tracts were overshadowed
by the Refutation, which is Theodoret's negative contribution only, and their
theological significance was often interpreted in the light of the latter. This is due
partly to the fact that both De Trinitate and De incarnatione were preserved under
the name of Cyril21 and were restored to their author only in 1888.”> Consequently,
this important positive contribution of Theodoret to Christology during the most
controversial time of his life was practically unknown to theologians for more than
14 centuries. It seems possible that if some later analysts had had knowledge about
Theodoret's De Trinitate and De incarnatione, they would not have portrayed him as
an inconvertible crypto-Nestorian. Without this double treatise the pre-Ephesian
Theodoret could be seen as a mere controversialist who did not produce anything
positive to the theological question at stake, but merely rejected Cyril’s Alexandrian
statements.” Such an attitude could not be characterised as a true care for the unity

of the Church, even less an example worthy of being followed.

In the main part of this thesis I intend to analyse closely this two-part treatise and
will seek to show, inter alia, that the main charge of crypto-Nestorianism brought
against Theodoret is largely unwarranted. This is not only because the accusations
brought against his teaching are largely anachronistic — as I shall argue — but also
because we encounter examples where some modern analysts fail to differentiate

between what is said and who is saying it.**

* See PG 75, 1147-1190 (Tlepi tAg dylog kai Lwomoiov Tpuddog = De sancta et vivifica
Trinitate) and PG 75, 1419-1478 (Ilepi tfig 100 Kvupiov Evav8pwnnoswg = De
incarnatione/inhumanatione Domini).

“ Concerning the details of their handing down, restoration etc. see Ch. 2 of the present work.
 Another pre-Ephesian work of Theodoret, Expositio rectae fidei, preserved under the name of Justin
Martyr was restored to him by J. Lebon in the second part of his study 'Restitutions a Théodoret de
Cyr', RHE, 26 (1930), 523-50 (pp. 536-50).

** The best example for this is the twofold evaluation of a passage from Ch. 32 of De incarnatione
(PG 75,1473B: v xpdolv kataAimovieg — T OUWnAf kai peyadn kai mavio vodv
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At the Council of Ephesus in 431, Theodoret, together with 68 bishops (including
Alexander of Hierapolis) and the imperial representative vainly protested against the
opening of the sessions before the arrival of John of Antioch and of the papal
legates.” Nestorius refused to appear in the front of the incomplete and thus
illegitimately constituted council, which was presided over by Cyril, who, as the
main accuser, should have been denied this role.?® Nestorius was labelled 'the new
Judas', banned and deposed by Cyril's council in his absence, without a trial. After
John's arrival Theodoret joined the Antiochene 'conciliabulum' and adhered to the
deposition of Cyril and Memnon. Without entering into the details, which we can
find in the extensive relevant scholarship, it can be concluded that the ecclesiastical
gathering later known as the 'Third Ecumenical Council of Ephesus' in fact never
took place. There were two separate priestly meetings — both of them justifiable from
a certain canonical viewpoint — the decisions of which were at first simultaneously
validated by the emperor (since all the deposed bishops were imprisoned). Later, one
of the two was given political support, the church being cornpc:lled to regard it as the
sole legitimate one. Perhaps Friedrich Loofs summarised most befittingly the two
councils held at Ephesus: 'das Konzil konstatierte nur die Unvereinbarkeit der

Gegensitze'.”’

vnepPaivovon avatiBévieg BedTL. See also Fragment no. 11 in Lebon in Towards a critical
edition of De Trinitate and De incarnatione in Appendix 1). The first who spoke against it — knowing
that Theodoret was the author — was the Monophysite Severus of Antioch (J. Lebon, 'Restitutions a
Théodoret de Cyr', RHE, 26, 1930, 531). Angelo Mai, who first published the treatise in 1833,
believing that it was a genuine work of Cyril, takes the same fragment of Ch. 32 and praises 'the
author' for clearly distinguishing the natures and removing Monophysitism (see Mai’s footnotes No.
1-3 in PG 75, 1473). Recently, P. B. Clayton, whilst analysing the passage in his doctoral thesis again
condemns Theodoret — now proven to be the real author — for exactly the same thing (Clayton,
'"Theodoret', 241-43). According to this hardly acceptable approach, the very same statement can be
considered orthodox if coming from the pen of Cyril and regarded as being a heresy if written by
Theodoret. It is one of the main aims of the present thesis to produce a more balanced picture of the
re-Ephesian Theodoret.

® Charles Joseph Hefele, A History of the Councils of the Church, trans. by William R. Clark, 5 vols
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1894-96), I11, 46.
% According to the ancient juridical axiom 'nemo esse iudex in sua causa potest'. One has to remember
also that the Council was summoned upon the request of Nestorius. See also section 2.1./ External
and internal evidence in Ch. 2 of the present work.
* Fr. Loofs, Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmengeschichte (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1906), 295. Cf.
Martin Parmentier, 'A Letter from Theodoret of Cyrus to the Exiled Nestorius (CPG 6270) in a Syriac
Version', Bijdragen, 51 (1990), 234-45 (p. 234).
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1.3 Between Ephesus and Chalcedon

The famous Formula of Reunion between the two parties — accepted by Cyril and
John in 433 — had been drawn up by the Bishop of Cyrus in Ephesus already. This
was the Antiochene Formula, which the Eastern commissioners (including
Theodoret) presented to the emperor after the end of both Ephesian councils in
September 431.2° I shall point out its similarities with Theodoret's other writings and
letters of the period in the second and fourth chapter of this work. Theodoret also
took part in the synods of Tarsus and Antioch held in the same year by the Eastern
party and composed his — now lost — Pentalogus (the five books against Cyril), a

work banned by the Fifth Ecumenical Council of Constantinople in 553.

Entangled between the two Antiochene parties of John of Antioch and of Alexander
of Hierapolis respectively (the former pursued and achieved peace with Cyril in the
end even at the cost of accepting Nestorius' deposition, the latter remained a resolute
defender of his former patriarch, refusing any kind of reconciliation with Cyril),
Theodoret sought for an agreement by detaching theological matters from personal
antipathies. The acceptance of the Formula by everyone without anathematising
Nestorius could theoretically be the most peaceful solution, although this had the
smallest chances especially from Cyril's side, who would not accede to withdraw his
disputable Anathemas. Although both parties began to regard the controversy as a
matter of prestige and apart from Theodoret’s ever decreasing group virtually nobody
could separate the theological debate from church-political interests, the Formula

was signed in 433 and Theodoret formally adhered to it in the following year.

His differentiation between the signing of the Formula (with which as its author he
fully agreed theologically) and the condemnation of Nestorius deserves some
attention, especially because this aspect has often been either neglected or
oversimplified. On one hand it is perhaps true that he credited his friend with having
taught the same doctrine he himself held. On the other hand, however, canonically he

was justified in rejecting the deposition of Nestorius. He was to suffer the same

%% See e.g. William Bright, The Age of the Fathers (London: Longmans, 1903), 11, 338. Cf. DCB 1V,
910 and also Laszl6 Vanyo, Az dkeresztény egyhdz és irodalma (The Early Church and Its Literature)
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maltreatment of being deposed without a trial eighteen years later. Parmentier's
brilliant analysis of the Syriac version of Theodoret's Letter 172 to the exiled
Nestorius® — written in 434 after he had signed the Formula — and of its polemical
interpolations (inserted by the Monophysite translator) is conclusive. Theodoret
explains here that he signed the Formula because he was indeed convinced of Cyril's
orthodoxy, but at the same time he refuses to subscribe to the canonically

unjustifiable deposition of his friend:

Let no one therefore persuade your holiness that I have accepted the
Egyptian writings [Cyril’s letter to the Easterns] as orthodox, with my
eyes shut, because I covet any see. For really, to speak the truth, after
frequently reading and carefully examining them, I have discovered that
they are free from all heretical taint, and I have hesitated to put any stress
upon them, though I certainly have no love for their author, who was the
originator of the disturbances which have agitated the world. For this I
hope to escape punishment in the day of Judgement, since the just Judge
examines motives. But to what has been done unjustly and illegally
against your holiness, not even if one were to cut off both my hands
would I ever assent,’”® God's grace helping me and supporting my
infirmity. This I have stated in writing to those who require it. I have sent
to your holiness my reply to what you wrote to me, that you may know
that, by God's grace, no time has changed me like the centipedes and
chameleons who imitate by their colour the stones and leaves among
which they live. I and all with me salute all the brotherhood who are with
you in the Lord (trans. by B. Jackson in NPNF 111, 345).

Thus, the Bishop of Cyrus overcame his personal hostility towards Cyril upon
realising that his opponent was not heterodox and agreed with the Alexandrian
patriarch in doctrinal matters despite his friendship with Nestorius, who in his turn
did not approve the Formula.’' This distinction of the two (doctrinal and canon-law)
issues was therefore neither a betrayal of his friend nor a compromise in doctrinal
matters. It rather shows Theodoret's wisdom and longing for peace, the more so since
he turns towards Nestorius in two subsequent letters — only one of them extant — in

order to ask for his help (!) in convincing the unyielding Alexander of Hierapolis to

(Budapest: Szent Istvan Térsulat, 1988), 689. Cf. Marijan Mandac, 'L' union christologique dans les
oeuvres de Théodoret antérieures au Concile d' Ephése', ETL, 47 (1971), 64-96.

% The letter is extant in three Latin translations and in one Syriac version. See SC 429, 250-59 and
Parmentier, 'A Letter from Theodoret'.

*® These famous lines written to Nestorius are quoted by Pope Pelagius II in his Letter 3 to the bishops
of Histria in ACO 1V, 2, 129, lines 16-17; Cf. SC 429, pp. 252, 256 and 258.

3! See Nestorius's reply (CPG 5676) and Parmentier, 'A Letter of Theodoret', 239.
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accept the Formula.*® This was in fact a last attempt to bring the matter of accepting
the Formula once again before Nestorius himself. Theodoret was late in adhering

> and to avoid being

also because he hoped to convince his own patriarch to accept i
exiled. It did not happen so: Alexander was deposed. Theodoret, however, accepted
the Formula rightly from a theological perspective, whilst considering the

condemnation of Nestorius as being a separate issue.>

In order to settle things and be able to focus on his duties in Cyrus, Theodoret
entered into friendly correspondence with Cyril — or at least this is what he tells us in
his letter to Dioscorus.”® Their relationship was perhaps not too cordial, and it is
certain that Cyril did not seem to have in his mind at any time the possibility of a true
reconciliation with Antiochene theology, regardless of the Formula. In his Letter 69
to Acacius of Melitene®® Cyril writes, 'Having studied the books of Theodore and
Diodore, which they wrote, not indeed about the Incarnation of the Only-begotten,
but against the Incarnation, I selected some chapters' (PG 77, 340C). Thus, as Paul
Parvis observed, 'at least six years before the writing of his books against Diodore
and Theodore, Cyril was already gathering supplies for the next phase of his

campaign against the theology and the theologians of Antioch'.”’

The Alexandrian patriarch knew that the Formula of Reunion was not a full victory
for the Alexandrian school, and, being attacked by some of his own radical followers
for having signed it, he began a harsh theological campaign against Theodoret’s
masters. Both of them had died in peace with the Church, and Diodore, moreover,
was one of the chairmen of the Council of Constantinople in 381, having been

considered by his contemporaries as the pillar of orthodoxy against Apollinarianism.

> See CPG 6271 and Parmentier, 'A Letter of Theodoret', 241. The letter is in SC 429, 318-21.

3 Alexander did not fully agree to the wording of the Antiochene Formula in September 431 either.
See section 2.1.2 4 possible post-Ephesian retouching in Chapter 2 of the present work.

3 One largely neglected reference in Theodoret's Letter 83 to Dioscorus (448), however, suggests that
a formal adherence of the Bishop of Cyrus to the condemnation of Nestorius indeed happened well
before Chalcedon: 'Our own hands bear witness that we subscribed twice the writings of John of
blessed memory concerning Nestorius, yet these things are whispered about us by those who try to
conceal their own unsoundness by calumniating us' (SC 98, 218). For a full account of this see Marcel
Richard, 'Théodoret, Jean d'Antioche et les moines d'Orient', MSR, 3 (1946), 147-56 (153-54).

35 See SC 98, 216. Cf. M. Richard, 'Théodoret, Jean d'Antioche et les moines', 154-55.

*® CPG 5369. The Latin version of this passage is in ACO 1, 4, 227. Cf. with ACO1V, 1, 108.

7 Paul M. Parvis, 'Theodoret’ s Commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul: Historical Setting and
Exegetical Practice' (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Oxford, 1975), 232.
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Even if we regard Cyril’s action concretised in his work Against Diodore and
Theodore a mere act of self-compensation, Theodoret’s reaction to defend them in
his Apology for Diodore and Theodore®® was theologically legitimate. In fact, Cyril
was attacking one of the key figures of the Second Council, and implicitly the
Council itself, which according to this reasoning permitted 'a heretic' to be its

chairman.

In 438 Cyril wanted to compel all bishops to reject Nestorian doctrine in express
terms. John was outraged at this request and besought Proclus of Constantinople to
intervene with the emperor in order to put an end to such demands. Cyril also wrote
an indignant letter to John upon learning that Theodoret had not expressly

anathematised Nestorius whilst signing the Formula.*

The controversy seemed to be arising again when Cyril passed away in 444,
Nevertheless, the hardships of Theodoret did not reach their end with the death of his
opponent. His reaction to the Monophysite heresy in the Eranistes (447) (despite its
references to Athanasius, Cyril and other Alexandrian theologians) brought about a
condemnation by the Latrocinium in 449 — without a trial. Seeing the theological
disaster produced by Eutyches and Dioscorus, he wrote to Pope Leo, thus giving him
the chance to solve the doctrinal problem. In his Letter 113 to Leo, after all the
humiliation of being first restricted to his diocese by the imperial decree (30 March
449) and then condemned and deposed in his absence (August 449), he writes:

I lament the disturbance of the church, and long for peace. Twenty-six

years have I ruled the church entrusted to me by the God of all, aided by

your prayers. [...] [But] if you bid me abide by the sentence of

condemnation, I abide; and henceforth I will trouble no man, and will

wait for the righteous tribunal of our God and Saviour. God is my

witness, my lord, that I care not for honour and glory (SC 111, 62-65;
NPNF 111, 294).

Theodoret suffered the same treatment as Nestorius: he was charged, convicted and

deposed without a trial, without any chance to defend himself.*” The death of

% See Luise Abramowski, 'Reste von Theodorets Apologie fiir Diodor und Theodor bei Facundus',
SP, 1(1957), 61-69.

3% See DCB IV, 911. Cyril's letter to John is No. 63 in PG 77, 328BD.

9 See e.g. his Epistle 80 to the Prefect Eutrechius: 'And those were unquestionably wrong who gave
both their ears to my calumniators and would not keep one for me. Even to murderers, and to them
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Theodosius II (29 July 450) and the accession of Pulcheria and Marcian created a
more favourable political atmosphere for the orthodox party. Nevertheless,
Theodoret's last and ultimate humiliation was to happen at the eighth session of the
Council of Chalcedon. The cost of his acceptance as an orthodox teacher was the
personal anathema against Nestorius. He stated it in the midst of such riotous,
unprincipled enemies as Juvenal, who had with equal readiness voted for his
deposition in his absence two years before and now had pronounced for his
restoration refusing to hear any theological statement, just his anathema against
Nestorius. The pious Bishop of Cyrus made the right decision. He agreed to
anathematise his friend, thus being able to do his historical duty, i.e. to save the
church once again from a hardly explainable dogma, which would have needed
continual reparation or re-interpretation. The Chalcedonense is largely founded upon
his Formula of Reunion, whilst its other passages were also effectively anticipated by

Theodoret in his letters and works, including De incarnatione.

A last important point ought to be raised concerning the relationship between
Theodoret and Pope Leo. It is often suggested that the latter was largely unaware of
the theological and church-political depths of the Eastern disputes and in his ZTomus
ad Flavianum approved by Chalcedon merely repeated in a servile manner the
Western formulae without having fully understood the issues at stake. This seems to
be a comfortable explanation as to why some passages of this letter were denounced
by the Illyrian and Palestinian bishops at Chalcedon as being 'Nestorian'. This
question cannot be neglected — and not merely from a church-political or canonical

perspective, but also concerning our assessment of Leo's doctrinal authority.

Based on the available evidence I think that to depict Leo as either being
unacquainted with the true nature of the doctrinal issues or having insufficient
information about the other aspects of the Eastern disputes is erroneous. On the

contrary, he was not only aware of the questions involved and formulated his 7ome

that despoil other men's beds, an opportunity is given of defending themselves, and they do not
receive sentence till they have been convicted in their own presence, or have made confession of the
truth of the charges on which they are indicted. But a high priest who has held the office of bishop for
25 years after passing his previous life in a monastery, who has never troubled a tribunal, nor yet on
any single occasion been prosecuted by any man, is treated as a mere plaything of calumny, without



Chaprer 1: Theodoret as Theologian and Churchman 19

accordingly, but knew also the people who were worthy of his confidence.
According to the testimony of his correspondence, Leo could well distinguish e.g.
between Juvenal's unscrupulous opportunism and Theodoret's firm theological
position and reliable character. For the sake of illustration I shall summarise Leo's

attitude towards Juvenal and Theodoret respectively before and after Chalcedon.

After Theodosius's death Leo wrote to Anatolius of Constantinople that the names of
Dioscorus, Juvenal and Eustathius were not to be read aloud at the holy altar (Letter
80 in NPNF XIlI, 66). According to Leo Dioscorus displayed his bad feeling and
Juvenal his ignorance 'in the synod undeserving to be called a synod'. They may be
accepted into communion upon anathematising the Eutychian heresy in unambiguous
terms. Nonetheless, Leo reserves their case 'for the maturer deliberations of the
Apostolic See, that when all things have been sifted and weighed, the right
conclusion may be arrived at about their real actions' (Letter 85 in NPNF XII, 68).

Leo wrote to Bishop Julian in 452 in similar terms whilst warning him to be
circumspect in receiving the lapsed. Although he laments Juvenal's injuries, he
nonetheless states that 'the very food he [Juvenal] had supplied them [i.e. the
Monophysite party, which after Chalcedon turned against him] was turned to his own
ruin' (Letter 109 in NPNF XII, 82). Leo was also aware of Juvenal's other
opportunistic move in Ephesus 431 when he sided with Cyril merely in the hope of
obtaining the ecclesiastical presidency over the province of Palestine, about which
Cyril informed Leo (then archdeacon of Rome) in a letter.*' Finally, in his Letter 139
addressed to Juvenal himself, together with saluting him for returning to orthodoxy,
Leo reproaches his former conduct in quite harsh terms:

I grieved to think you had been yourself the source of your adversities by

failing in persistency of opposition to the heretics: for men can but think

you were not bold enough to refute those with whom when in error you

professed yourself satisfied. For the condemnation of Flavian of blessed

memory and the acceptance of the most unholy Eutyches what was it but

the denial of our Lord Jesus Christ according to the flesh? [...] And

therefore, because in the tithe of long-suffering, you have chosen the
return to wisdom rather than persistency in folly, I rejoice that you have

being allowed even the common privilege of grave-robbers of being questioned as to the truth of the
accusations brought against them' (SC 98, 190 and trans. in NPNF 111, 276).
! See Leo's Letter 119 to Maximus, Bishop of Antioch in NPNF X1, 86.
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so sought the heavenly remedies as at last to have become a defender of
the Faith which is assailed by heretics (NPNF XII, 97).

One needs to take only a glance at Leo's Letter 120 addressed to Theodoret (11 June
453) in order to see just how well informed he was about the situation in the East and
how accurately he had chosen his partners. Apart from congratulating the Bishop of
Cyrus on their joint victory in Chalcedon and his reassurance that the Apostolic See
held and constantly holds Theodoret as being free from all taint of heresy, Leo asks

for his further co-operation by the writing of periodic reports:

We exhort you to continue your co-operation with the Apostolic See,
because we have learnt that some remnants of the Eutychian and
Nestorian error still linger amongst you. [...] We wish to be assisted in
this also by your watchful care that you hasten to inform the Apostolic
See by your periodic reports what progress the Lord's teaching makes in
those regions; to the end that we may assist the priests of that district in
whatever way experience suggests (NVPNF XII, 89-90).*

It is superfluous to add that such a service was not required from Juvenal after his
swaying back to the orthodox side. Leo knew exactly which source he could trust.
Upon assessing his theological authority in Chalcedon, one has to see that the Tome
was not only the measure of orthodoxy because of its reconcilability with Cyril's
writings, but in its own right as well, the more so since most of those who cried out
Aéwv ginev ta Kopiddov in Chalcedon® had condemned the very same letter as
heretical two years before. Thus, after Chalcedon Leo chose to depend upon the
assistance of those churchmen who had proven to be reliable concerning both their

theological maturity and their personal commitment to the cause they were serving.

1.4 Theodoret's death and condemnation in 553

We hardly know anything about Theodoret's life after Chalcedon. He explained his
subscription to the Definition in a letter to John of Aegea,* in which he identified

Chalcedon's plo Oroctoolg with his €v npocwnov. This terminological attitude

2 Leo's letter is to be found also in ACO 11, 4, 78-81.
“ See ACO1I, 1,2, 124. .
** Marcel Richard, 'La Lettre de Théodoret & Jean d'Egées', SPT, 2 (1941-42), 415-23.
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has been assessed negatively by some modern scholars.*’ He probably composed
Haereticarum fabularum compendium in 452-53 partly as the last defence of his
orthodoxy.*® Even the year of his death is still a matter of dispute. Tillemont says he
did not survive the year 453; Gennadius suggests 457-58, whereas according to
Canivet he died before 466.* Honigmann argues for 466, whilst Azéma fixed 460 as
being the most likely time of Theodoret's death.**

Canivet mentions that the Monophysite bishop Philoxenus of Mabbugh (1523)
caused Theodoret’s name to be removed from the Diptychs at Cyrus and that Sergius
II restored it. This is particularly interesting since perhaps in the entire fifth century
there was no other bishop in Cyrus to whom the city could have been so grateful in
any respect as to Theodoret. The council held under Emperor Justinian in
Constantinople 553, whilst condemning Theodore in person, could not totally undo
what Chalcedon had done. Thus, it condemned Theodoret's works 'written against
true faith and against St. Cyril' in its Canon 13. Although concerning the controversy
around the Three Chapters a learned scholar has said that "it filled more volumes than
it was worth lines™ and the fifth council is well beyond our present investigation, it
ought to be borne in mind that the entire condemnation of the three Antiochene
theologians was done with the hope of reconciling the opponents of Chalcedon.
Further, this action took place after the total blunder of the Henoticon, which is again

an often overlooked detail.

In my assessment of Theodoret's teaching — and also of Chalcedon itself — I intend to
interpret him and his theology not from the perspective of what was defined in a

totally changed world a century after Chalcedon, but according to the theological

* patrick T. R. Gray, '"Theodoret on the One Hypostasis, An Antiochene Reading of Chalcedon', SP,
15 (1984), 301-4; Kevin McNamara, 'Theodoret of Cyrus and the Unity of Person in Christ', /7Q, 22
(1955), 313-28; Clayton, 'Theodoret', 501-6. See section 4.5.6 Terminology in Ch. 4 of this work.

% See Glenn Melvin Cope, 'An Analysis of the Heresiological Method of Theodoret of Cyrus in the
Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium' (unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Catholic University
of America, Washington D. C., 1990), 53.

47 Canivet, Pierre, 'Theodoret of Cyr', New Catholic Encyclopedia, 15 vols (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1967), X1V, 20-22 (p. 20).

*8 Ernest Honigmann, "Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Basil of Seleucia (the Time of Their Deaths)', in his
Patristic Studies, Studi e testi, 173 (Rome: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1953), 174-84 (p. 180).
Cf. Y. Azéma, 'Sur la date de la mort de Théodoret', Pallas, 31 (1984), 137-55.

* NPNF 111, 13.
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standards of his own time. Consequently, whilst being aware of all the pros and cons

in modern scholarship, I agree with the following conclusion of Blomfield Jackson:

The Council [of 553] satisfied nobody. Pope Vigilius, detained at
Constantinople and Marmora with something of the same violence with
which Napoleon I detained Pius VI at Valence, declined to preside over a
gathering so exclusively oriental. The West was outraged by the
constitution of the synod, irrespective of its decisions. The Monophysites
were disappointed that the credit of Chalcedon should be even nominally
saved by the nice distinction which damaged the writings, but professed
complete agreement with the council which had refused to damn the
writers. The orthodox wanted no slur cast upon Chalcedon, and, however
fenced, the condemnation of the Three Chapters indubitably involved
such a slur. Practically, the decrees of the fourth and fifth councils are
mutually inconsistent, and it is impossible to accept both. Theodoret was
reinstated at Chalcedon in spite of what he had written, and what he had
written was anathematised at Constantinople in spite of his
reinstatement.>’

Thus, within a century after his death, Theodoret suffered another two unfair trials
(the removal of his name from the diptychs and the condemnation of some of his
works in 553), caused either by prejudiced ignorance or by an honest but
inappropriately directed good will to bring peace to the Church. One of the lessons of
Constantinople 553 is perhaps that in order to maintain a united body of Christendom
a common goal is needed: common enemies or however cleverly chosen scapegoats

simply do not suffice.

In the subsequent chapters of this thesis I shall present the textual tradition (Ch. 2) as
well as the analysis of De Trinitate (Ch. 3) and of De incarnatione (Ch. 4). In the
conclusion I shall reflect briefly upon the two main parallel Christological concepts,

seeking for a positive interpretation of Theodoret's doctrinal legacy.

0 Qee NPNF 111, 13.
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In this chapter I shall deal with the issues concerning the textual tradition of De

Trinitate and De incarnatione. This will involve the discussion of the following:

e Determination of the time of writing by using external and internal evidences;

e The manuscript tradition including the references made to the tracts by ancient
and mediaeval authors;

e The history of the mediaeval and modern editions of some passages and of the
entire text of both treatises respectively;

e Their restoration to the author and the relevant modern scholarship;

e The assessment of the reliability of the currently possessed edition in PG 75.

In addition, I have also listed all the excerpts presently known to us in Appendix 1.

2.1 The dating of the two treatises

2.1.1 External and internal evidence

Modern scholars generally agree that the two treatises must have been written before
the Council of Ephesus, i.e. before 431. In support of this dating we have two
contemporary proofs (one by Marius Mercator, the other by Theodoret) as well as a
later evidence, i.e. Theodoret's Letter 113 written fo Pope Leo. For the sake of

illustrating better how the time frame can be restricted, I shall start with the latter.

In his Letter 113 written after his deposition in 449 Theodoret gives an account of his

earlier works. The following passage was the subject of long scholarly disputes:

I have in my possession what I wrote twenty years ago; what I wrote
eighteen, fifteen, twelve years ago; against Arians and Eunomians,
against Jews and Greeks; against the magi in Persia; on universal
Providence; and others on theology and on the divine incarnation.!

'SC 111, 64.
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The title of the treatise we are concerned with is the one put in italics. De Trinitate
and De incarnatione were preserved under the name of Cyril.2 The original Greek
text says: €tepa 8¢ mepi Jeodoylag, kol tfic Oetag EvavBpwnnoews The
question whether the author lists his works at all in a chronological or counter-
chronological order cannot be ascertained. For example, his tracts Against the Jews
and Greeks [ta. npog “lovdatovg kot “EAAnvag] must well predate Ephesus,
since he mentions them at the beginning of his Expositio rectae fidei also,” which is
considered as being an early work, written well before the Nestorian controversy.*
The work against the Greeks has been identified with the Graecarum affectionum
curatio, whereas for the former Richard erroneously pointed out three manuscript
sources in Florence and in the Vatican.’ The lost works 'against Arians and
Eunomians' are seemingly referred to in Ch. 3 of De Trinitate,® and reckoned among
the pre-Ephesian works of Theodoret by M. Richard, yet he places them after the
work written against the Jews and Greeks. Paul Bauchman Clayton reaches the same
conclusion.” One may argue that in his quoted letter Theodoret enumerates the years

and his works in a chronological sequence, as follows:

e 'Against Arians and Eunomians' and 'against Jews and Greeks' as having been
written 'twenty years ago’, i.e. in the same year of 429 (thus, the order would not
matter so much);

e 'Against the magi in Persia' written 'eighteen years ago', i.e. in 431;

?See PG 75, 1147-90 and 1419-78.

*10v kata " lovdatov kat ‘EAAMvev —see PG 6, 1208A.

* This is the opinion of Marcel Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret avant le concile d'éphése',
RSPT, 24 (1935), 83-106 (p. 103) and in essence, with some reserves, of Jean-No&l Guinot,
'L'Expositio rectae fidei et le traité Sur la Trinité et I'Incarnation de Théodoret de Cyr: deux types
d'argumentation pour un méme propos?', R4, 32 (2001), 39-74 (pp. 69-74). The controversy around
the dating of Expositio rectae fidei is to be found in R. V. Sellers, 'Pseudo-Justin's Expositio rectae
fidei: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus', JTS, 46 (1945), 145-60 and in M. F. A. Brok, 'The Date of
Theodoret's Expositio Rectae Fidei', JTS, n.s. 2 (1951), 178-83.

5 See M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret’, 89, note 4. Unfortunately, the text entitled
gpotioelg kata lovdalwv peta kai yapiectatwv Avoewv is only a florilegium of the
Quaestiones and does not preserve any fragment of Theodoret's Adversus Iudaeos. See M. Brok, 'Un
soi-disant fragment du traité Contre les Juifs de Théodoret de Cyr', RHE, 45 (1950), 487-507; Jean-
Noé&l Guinot, 'Les fondements scripturaires de la polémique entre les Juifs et chrétiens dans les
commentaires de Théodoret de Cyr', ASE 14 (1997), 153-78 (p. 176, note 86).

% tag pév obv alipetikag Praconuiog &v Etéporg NdN cvyypdupacty Sindéytapev (PG 75,
1149C).

" M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 103; Clayton, 'Theodoret', 137.
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% i i i ¥ 8
e 'On universal Providence' written 'fifteen years ago', i.e. in 434;

e 'On theology and on the divine incarnation’ written 'twelve years ago', i.e. in 437.

Despite the fact that this seems to be a plausible explanation, further evidence
coming from Marius Mercator as well as from Theodoret himself will show that the
Bishop of Cyrus did not strictly follow a chronological order when he presented his
works to Pope Leo, but simply gave him an incomplete account of his previous
theological activity. The list is not exhaustive, since all the polemics against Cyril are
missing (the Refutation of the Anathemas, the so-called Pentalogus written allegedly
against Cyril's Ephesian council, Theodoret's Defence of Diodore and Theodore
against Cyril etc.), but not only they (e.g. also his Commentaries, including the
Commentary on the Pauline Epistles, written in 436-38).” Theodoret obviously does
not intend to incriminate himself by quoting his works against Cyril as being proofs
of his orthodoxy, yet he feels comfortable to mention De Trinitate and De
incarnatione, which might suggest his own judgement concerning the two treatises
as not being offensive to Cyrilline theology. In the light of the evidence due to be
presented below I would argue that there is no purposeful chronological sequence in
the above enumeration: the author merely searches in his memory for some works
that may be acceptable for Leo and notes them down in the order in which they come
to his mind. Thus, for the time being, let us place the works in the widest time-span

provided, i.e. between 20 and 12 years before 449, thus, between 429 and 437.

Marius Mercator in his anti-Nestorian work (written between 428 and 432, during the
author's stay in Constantinople) gives three quotations from De incarnatione under
the name of Theodoret.'” These fragments were later published by Jean Garnier in
his Auctarium Tomi IV Operum Theodoreti under the title BewdopnTov
[levtaAdoyiov [repi] évav@ponnoews, as well as in his edition of Marius

Mercator's works. The two codices used by Garnier were Codex Palatinus 234 (part

¥ The dating of this work was largely debated: some place it before 431, others argue for a date
subsequent to 435. See Quasten, Patrology, 111, 544-45.

? The dating of this Commentary was fixed by Parvis, "Theodoret on Paul', 339. Nevertheless, cf. F.
Cocchini, 'L'esegesi paolina di Teodoreto di Cirro', ASE, 11 (1994), 511-32.

'” The excerpts are to be found in Appendix 1.
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of the Collectio Palatina) and Codex Bellovacensis. Garnier preferred to use

Bellovacensis for his edition of Mercator.'’

These quotations of Mercator provide important information concerning the dating of
De Trinitate and De incarnatione."* The excerpts are preserved together with a few
others coming from a (now lost) work of Theodoret entitled ITevtaAoyoc, in Latin
Pentalogus (rendered as Pentalogium by Garnier), written perhaps against Cyril's
Ephesian council. Modern scholarship ascertained that De incarnatione and the

Pentalogus were two entirely separate works of the Bishop of Cyrus.13

The excerpts of Marius Mercator were first identified by Albert Ehrhard, who in fact
restored the two treatises to Theodoret.'* As we have said above, Mercator wrote his
work in Constantinople between 428 and 432. If we compare this with Theodoret's
quoted Letter 113, we have to place the genesis of Theodoret's work between 429
and 432, consequently, the theory concerning Theodoret's chronological consistency

in his Letter 113 must be dropped.

The third evidence in favour of a pre-432 dating comes again from Theodoret
himself. In his article 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', Eduard Schwartz mentions
another letter of Theodoret written to the people of Constantinople shortly after the
Council of Ephesus — preserved in the Collectio Casinensis 129 and published in
ACO — in which both treatises are mentioned.”” The text itself suggests that some

time must have passed since Theodoret wrote the work:

"' Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum Tomus V, Nunc primum in lucem editus, Cura et Studio
Joannis Garnerii, presbyteri e Societate Jesu, opus posthumum (Paris: 1684), 40-50. Repr. in PG 84,
65-88; Marii Mercatoris S. Augustino aequalis Opera quaecumque extant, Prodeunt nunc primum
studio Joannis Garnerii Societatis Jesu presbyteri (Paris: 1673), Pars posterior, 272. Repr. in PL 48,
1075-76. As mentioned above, Garnier had preferred Bellovacensis, claiming that it was better.
Nevertheless, he did not furnish any substantial evidence in support of this, as Schwartz rightly
observed, 'quod uno codice Bellovacensi uteretur, eo excusavit quod melior esset, argumentis tamen
vel omnino lectionibus variis non adductis' — see ACO1, 5, p. VIL.

2 See PL 48, 1075-76.

" See e.g. Eduard Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-philologische und historische Klasse, 1 (1922), 30-40
(p. 38) and Marcel Richard, 'Les citations de Théodoret conservées dans la chaine de Nicétas sur
]'Evangi le selon Saint Luc', RB, 43 (1934), 88-96.

'“ Albert Ehrhard, 'Die Cyrill von Alexandrien zugeschriebene Schrift [Tepi tfg 100 Kvpiov
gvavlponncswg ein Werk Theodorets von Cyrus', ThQ, 70 (1888), 179-243, 406-50, 623-53 (p.
627).

L Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 31. Cf. ACO 1, 4, 81-85, esp. p. 85, line 7.
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Si vero vacare potuero, et ea quae de Sancta Trinitate et de divina
dispensatione olim a me scripta sunt, dirigo vobis (SC 429, 150).

Yvan Azéma, the editor of Theodoret's correspondence, places the writing of the
Letter to the people of Constantinople to the first half of the year 432, after the
composition of the famous Letter 151 to the monks of the East (SC 429, 94-129), to
which the former makes an allusion (SC 429, 148).“5 The Letter to the monks was

composed during the winter of 431-32."7

At this point we can already push back the time of composition of De Trinitate and
De incarnatione before the first half of the year 432. Furthermore, the expression
'olim' in the quotation above cannot refer to something written immediately before
the letter itself (the Greek expression might have been tpdc@atov, TpOCEAT®S OF
even pokpav, since all these are used by our author in his works, the latter more

frequently). In order to see this, we have to analyse in some detail the environment of
the above reference to the treatise, which is the last in the line of some works
produced by Theodoret since Ephesus. The sentence in the letter to the people of
Constantinople preceding the reference to De Trinitate and De incarnatione reads:
Direximus autem vobis et ea quae a nobis ad monachos sanctissimos
scripta sunt, et divinorum dogmatum latius opus habens et claram
contrariorum convictionem. Super haec autem direxi vobis lectionem
quam exposui sanctissimae et amatrici Dei congregationi, et ea quae ad
Deo amicissimos episcopos a nobis dicta sunt, qui discere voluerunt quae

sit eorum quae moventur causa; petierunt enim a nobis, hanc eis
manifestam statueremus et claram. Si vero vacare potuero [...]."*

We need to examine this passage in order to determine whether Theodoret could
have had enough time to compose De Trinitate and De incarnatione between the end

of the Council of Ephesus (August 431) and the writing of the above letter.

Thus, after mentioning the Letter to the monks, which he sends to the people of
Constantinople, he speaks of a work which treats the divine dogmas more widely or

in some detail and refutes clearly the contrary opinions: 'et divinorum dogmatum

' ‘Premiére moitié de 432, postérieure 4 la lettre C4 aux moines a laquelle elle fait allusion’ (SC 429,
130, note 1). The allusion in the Letter to the people of Constantinople to the one sent to the monks:
‘direximus autem vobis et ea quae a nobis ad monachos sanctissimos scripta sunt' (SC 429, 148).

"7 SC 429, 96, note 1.

¥ SC 429, 148-50.
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latius opus habens et claram contrariorum convictionem'.'” Azéma identifies this
with the Pentalogos, i.e. with the five books written against Cyril and his council of
Ephesus, fragments of which are to be found in the Collectio Palatina (ACO 1, 5,
165-170) and in the Catena of Luke by Nicetas of Heracleia.”® Although the work is
lost now, being banned in 553, it was still included in the large Theodoret-codex
described by Photius without its genuine title, as shown by Schwartz.>' The work
must have been somewhat voluminous, not merely because it contained five Aoyot,
but also because the author himself described it as a 'latius opus', whereas for
example he considers De Trinitate and De incarnatione as being 'a midway' between
lengthy exposition and laconic briefness.”> Thus, it may well be assumed that the
Pentalogos was considerably longer than the double treatise De Trinitate and De
incarnatione, which then presupposes a reasonable amount of time for composition,

which must fall entirely between the autumn of 431 and the winter of 431-32.

Further, in the same fragment, the author refers to two different texts (lectures) he
had uttered: the first probably in front of a ccmgregation,23 the second in front of an
audience of bishops. Although these two presentations cannot be identified,”* from
the context it may be concluded that they were also written and presented after the
Council of Ephesus, since the author says that the bishops 'wanted to know the cause
of these troubles, therefore they demanded from us to present [state, explain] this for

them manifestly and clearly'. Now, of course, some 'trouble’ indeed was there before

' Azéma finds the version 'convisionem' retained by Schwartz surprising, since that would be hardly
translatable otherwise than cuvoyiv, which cannot be found in Theodoret in this sense, and the only
example cited (/ndex graecus, PG 84, 1131) is in a letter of Emperor Constantine (Theodoret, HE I,
16 = PG 82, 957C). Therefore he proposes the reading 'convictionem' (EAeyxov) in the well-founded
sense of 'refutation' (SC 429, 150, note 1). The term EAEyyw and its other forms are abundantly
present in Theodoret's works including his Correspondence, Commentaries, Graecarum affectionum
curatio, Eranistes, HE, Historia religiosa, Haereticarum fabularum compendium etc. and also in De
Trinitate (PG 75, 1149C, 1181D, 1185C and D) and in De incarnatione (PG 75, 1428A — title of
Chapter 9, 1429D, 1433B, 1441D, 1460B, 1461C, 1464A). Further, it is to be found twice in the
Letter to the monks written shortly before the one to the people of Constantinople, in both cases in the
sense of 'refutation’ (SC 429, 112, line 215; 124, line 387).

20 M. Richard, 'Les citations de Théodoret', 88-96. See Appendix 1 also.

2! Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 39. Cf. Photius, Bibliothéque, ed. by René Henry,
Collection Byzantine, 8 vols (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1959-77), 1, 30-32.

2 See e.g. Ch. 3 of De Trinitate (PG 75, 1449CD) and its analysis in Ch. 3 of the present work.

B Schwartz even suggests that the hardly readable text of the manuscript might refer to the
congregation of Antioch (see ACO 1, 4, 2, 85, note to line 4).

* See SC 429, 151, note 3.
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the council itself, for example the battle around the 12 Cyrilline Anathemas etc., yet
the Antiochenes seemed to be confident of winning the battle, since Nestorius
himself demanded repeatedly the convocation of an ecumenical council against what
he thought was 'the Apollinarianism' of Cyril. Thus, the council itself and its
outcome (i.e. the emperor favouring Cyril's council and not the one of John of
Antioch) must have been a true disappointment, if not a major surprise for the
Antiochenes and thus for Theodoret, as we see it in his letters written from Ephesus
and Chalcedon. Therefore, the phrase 'eorum quae moventur' above fits more the
events in Ephesus and its aftermath, than the controversy preceding it. The Letter to
the monks written probably some weeks before the one to Constantinople depicts the

state of the church using similarly negative images: the phrase tfig &éxkAnoiag
kotaotaolg at the beginning of the letter as well as the picture of the holy ship in

the tempest resembles very much 'quae moventur'.

Moreover, the letter to the people in Constantinople was written upon the request of
the congregation (their letter to Theodoret is no longer extant), which remained
faithful to Nestorius,? and this may well have been the case of the other community
also.”® Thus, the author thought that to the present letter he may well enclose the
other discourse also given for a larger audience as well as the clarification he has
presented in front of some bishops, who most probably favoured the cause of
Nestorius. Thus, these two presentations fall again between the Council of Ephesus

and the end of the year 431.%

Before trying to summarise all the literary production of our author between the end
of the Council and the composition of the letter to Constantinople, we have to take

into account his letters written as well as his other duties performed in the period.

The extant letters of Theodoret written between the Council of Ephesus and the first
half of 432 are the following:

* SC 429, 131, note 2.

% Schwartz's solution concerning the congregation of Antioch as the addressee may thus be probable.
7 Theodoret was very highly esteemed in Antioch, in Cyrus and in the capital at all times. Among the
numerous evidences, which testify that his fame as a competed with that of Chrysostom, is e.g. his
Letter 147 to John, Bishop of Germanicia, written in 449. See NPNF, 111, 323-24. We may therefore
assume that clarifying theological presentations were demanded quite often from the Bishop of Cyrus
subsequent to the Council of Ephesus.
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Correspondent/Title Time of composition Reference

Several letters written from Ephesus | July-August 431 PG 83, 1440D-1463D
to the Emperor, Empresses and
bishops Nos. 152-62

Andrew of Samosata Beginning of August 431 | SC 429, 72-79
Alexander of Hierapolis Sept.-Oct. 431 SC 429, 80-95

Letters of the Eastern Commissioners | Sept.-Oct. 431 PG 83, 1464A-1473B
to the Emperor etc. Nos. 163-68

Alexander of Hierapolis No. 169 Sept.-Oct. 431 PG 83, 1473B-1476A
Bishop Rufus No. 170 Oct. 431 PG 83, 1476A-1481D
Alexander of Hierapolis Turn of 431-432 SC 429, 156-59

The monks of the East Winter of 431-432 SC 429, 96-129

The people of Constantinople First half of 432 SC 429, 130-51

One has to add to the above all the duties Theodoret had to perform during and after
the Council of Ephesus, including several drafts of the later Formula of Reunion,
which was initially the Antiochene or Eastern Formula,”® his active participation as a
commissioner in the debates held in front of the Emperor in September 431, the
Antiochenes' travel to Ancyra (Galatia), and their two conciliabula at Tarsus in

h* in order to see how busy and stressful was the second

Cilicia and later in Antioc
half of the year 431 as well as the beginning of the following one for the Bishop of
Cyrus. If we take into account the possible length of the Pentalogus, which must
have been Theodoret's first priority in terms of theological writing (since on that
could largely depend the fate of the Antiochene cause still hanging in the balance),
despite his generally amazing productivity amongst unfavourable circumstances, it is
highly unlikely that between the end of the Council of Ephesus®’ and the composition
of the Letter to the people of Constantinople he could have produced two works so

different in tone and style from the bitterness of his letters written in the period.

*8 Hefele, 4 History of the Councils, 111, 93-94.

* Hefele, A History of the Councils, 111, 97-104. On p. 103 Hefele mentions Theodoret's polemic
against the adherents of Cyril written in the same period, fragments of which are extant. He held a
discourse before departing from Chalcedon also (Ibid., 111). See also Ibid., ITI, 117-18.

%° The more likely date is 31 July, although the acts render 31 August. See Hefele, 4 History of the
Councils, 111, 71. Theodoret departed from Ephesus on 20 August. See NPNF, 111, 336.
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To return once again to the above quoted extract from the Letter to the people of
Constantinople: its most likely explanation is that whilst Theodoret is sending all his
recent compositions (letters, works, presentations) for the use of the community with
the letter itself, he promises that once he can find some spare time ['si vero vacare
potuero'] he shall send them also the works he had written 'some time ago', i. e.
before the ones he is sending. The excuse of 'finding spare time' can easily mean that
the work is simply not at hand, since the author has written it before the others and
has not enough time at the moment to try to find it (even less to copy it) amongst the

possibly many dozens of documents of his own or sent to him by others.

Therefore, we may conclude that the composition of both tracts predated the Council

of Ephesus, thus must have been written before June 431.

2.1.2 A possible post-Ephesian retouching

Although admitting that they were composed before Ephesus, Marcel Richard argues
that the second treatise was retouched after the council in order to make it more
compliant with the immediate issues and demands of the time.! The chapters he
thinks underwent this second redaction were 31, 32 and 35, less surely 21, 22 and 24.

Clayton shares this opinion also.*

The limits of the present work are insufficient in order to take every argument in
detail, yet a few points would still need clarification. The 'naming' of Christ in the
course of De incarnatione as being the proper name of the Incarnate God-man
(including Ch. 24) will be analysed in some detail: the issue lies at the heart of the
treatise and is most probably not a subsequent addition. The fact that the rejection of
teaching two mpoowna in Ch. 31 is again germane to the work and not a later
insertion® is shown by the discovery of the genuine form of the title of Ch. 21,

where, following the textual corruption of the original Tpocwmnov, it was replaced by

Mai and thus in PG by }\()yog.34 Thus the titles — and to some extent the contents —

*! M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret’, 95-99.

32 Clayton, 'Theodoret', 195-98.

 Cf. M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 95.

¥ See Lebon, 'Restitutions'. His hypothesis concerning the deliberate alteration of the text is
successfully discarded by Guinot, 'L'Expesitio et le traité...', 59, note 64; see also Istvan Pésztori-
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of Chapters 21 and 31 are parallel to each other (Ch. 31 summarising the issue
presented in Ch. 21), a characteristic of Theodoret's writing style as it appears

abundantly in De incarnatione

The rejection of kpaoig in Ch. 32 — although it appears there for the first time — is in
harmony with the rest of the treatise. Moreover, Chapters 31-32 are meant to be
terminologically clarifying conclusions, which could mean that they were written in
their entirety after Ephesus, since one could easily argue against the terms cuvageia.
and kolvmvia as being offensive to Cyrilline Christology, despite being preceded
by the term gvwotg, thus rejecting the whole Ch. 32, without which, however, the
entire work lacks its conclusion. For the sake of comparison, the last chapter (i.e. Ch.
28) of De Trinitate is the exact terminologically clarifying parallel of Ch. 32 of De
incarnatione, which in its turn contains important expressions not found in the body
of the treatise on the Trinity: e.g. povdc, ovyyvotic, GAlotpiwotc,® yet nobody
could claim that these were alien to the structure or to the message of the tract.
Further, the title of Ch. 28 of De Trinitate is also descriptive: GvakeaAalwolg TG
ntotews. Could Chapters 31 and 32 have a similar function at the end of the
Christological discussion? M. Richard does not infer that Ch. 28 of De Trinitate
might have also been written subsequently to the Council of Ephesus, moreover, 1
think he did not fully assess the meaning of the two concluding Chapters (34 and 35)

of De incarnatione either.

Here we arrive at one of the main arguments of M. Richard concerning a possible
post-Ephesian retouching, namely Ch. 35 of De incarnatione, which asserts a
juxtaposition of 8eotokog and av3pwnotokog, an idea later dropped by Theodoret
in the Formula of Reunion. The Bishop of Cyrus defends this abandonment of
av8pwnotokog in his Letter 16 written to Bishop Irenaeus shortly before the
Latrocinium.”” As Richard argues, if the juxtaposition had been included already in

the original (i.e. pre-Ephesian) form of the work, the question should have been

Kupén, 'An unnoticed title in Theodoret of Cyrus' Ilepi tfig 100 Kupilov &vaviponnceac', JTS,
53 (2002), 102-11 (p. 108, note 16).

%3 1. Pasztori-Kupan, 'An unnoticed title', 108-9.

* PG 75, 1188BC.
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addressed earlier, e.g. at the beginning of Ch. 20 or in Ch. 23 consecrated entirely to
the virgin birth, and not 'among the final considerations, which form the conclusion

of the work and already occupy the whole Chapter 34'**

M. Richard seems to have overlooked the fact that Ch. 34 of De incarnatione is in
fact the closure of De Trinitate and not of De incarnatione. The same themes
reappear here, including the delicate question of the Filioque and not at all
accidentally. If the author intended to summarise the main points of Trinitarian

orthodoxy, including the respect for the Opog of the Fathers, he certainly succeeded

in doing it in Ch. 34 of De incarnatione. In the same fashion, Ch. 35 is the
conclusion of De incarnatione, which contains the juxtaposition of $gotoxog and
av8pwnotokog in the form of a rhetorical summation and does not seem to be a
later addition. It provides an epigrammatic solution to the whole pre-Ephesian
controversy at the very end, and indeed, the usually most remembered part of the
work. This in fact could well have been one of the author's main intentions, i.e. to
furnish a solid theological ground to what was regarded as being a particularly
Antiochene heritage®® followed in a more stubborn manner by Nestorius than by his
friend, yet Theodoret — at least at the stage preceding Ephesus — hoped to be able to

give this phrase a positive theological interpretation.

It is true that the Bishop of Cyrus did not cling to the conjunction of the two
expressions in the manner of Nestorius,”’ yet it had been part of his pre-Ephesian
concerns. Thus, as observed also by M. Richard, he seems to join the two terms in
his refutation of the first Cyrilline anathema.*' Since the juxtaposition is missing
from the Antiochene Formula drawn up by Theodoret, which later became the
Formula of Reunion, yet it reappears in his Letter to the monks of the East,”* the

French scholar concluded that its insertion into the concluding chapter of De

*7SC 98, 58.

*® 'au milieu des considérations finales qui forment la conclusion de I'ouvrage et occupent déja tout le
chap. 34'. M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 99.

* The juxtaposition probably derives from Diodore and is expressed by Theodore. See Chapter 4,
section The ontological importance of 'naming’ of the present work.

0 See e.g. Friedrich Loofs, Nestoriana (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1905), 191, and 297-313.

! odk avBpwmotéxov [pévov], GAAa kai Beotdkov TV mapdévov mpocayopsvopev. See
ACO 1, 1, 6, 109. Cf. M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 97.

2 SC 429, 122, lines 348-49 and 354.
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incarnatione must have happened after Ephesus, when the author was again under
the influence of the Nestorian controversy.*’ In my opinion it may have well been the
other way around. The Antiochene Formula was drawn up in 431 perhaps still with
the hope of achieving peace with the other party at the cost of sacrificing the term
av3pwnotokoc. Thus, upon seeing that even this substantial compromise (which in
fact alienated e.g. Alexander of Hierapolis)** did not bring any result, Theodoret
could have justifiably decided to revert — at least for the time being — to his pre-
Ephesian position of the Refutatio and of De incarnatione. This could also explain
why the quotation of the Antiochene Formula in his Letter to the monks of the East
(written during the winter of 431-32) stops exactly before the sentence concerning
the explanation of the title Sgotdkog applied to Virgin Mary,*” since later in the
letter the two terms appear side by side, as mentioned above. The juxtaposition in
Ch. 35 of De incarnatione, nevertheless, is not meant to be offensive to but rather

reconciliatory with Cyrilline Christology.*®

Therefore, although it is undeniable that De incarnatione shows the signs of a hasty
editing during the Nestorian controversy, it seems that we have no sufficient reasons
to doubt that the composition of the entire work fell before the Council of Ephesus,
i.e. between the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy and the summer of 431."
From among the many examples one may find, some excerpts show clearly that the
Refutation of the Anathemas and De incarnatione were written at about the same
time, yet the latter lacks entirely the harshness of the former.*® The composition of
the two works is thus likely to have fallen between 429 (to take into account

Theodoret's own testimony of his Letter to Pope Leo) and the middle of 431.

“ M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 98.

* The omission of &v8pwmrotékog from the Antiochene Formula was not accepted by the entire
Antiochene party. See e.g. Hefele, 4 History of the Councils, 111, 94.

* See PG 83, 1420A and SC 429, 102-104. Cf. with the entire text of the Formula in G. Ludwig
Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole, 3rd edn (Breslau: E. Morgenstern, 1897), 215-16.

% See its analysis in Chapter 4 of the present work.

“ The opening sentence of De Trinitate, preserved only in Severus, shows that the times when the
author started the composition of the first work were already turbulent. See Ch. 3 of the present work.
“ Cf. e.g. Theodoret's answer to the 10" Cyrilline Anathema in ACO, 1, 1, 6, 136, lines 22-30 with
Chapter 21 of De incarnatione, PG 75, 1457CD. This fragment is frequently quoted by Severus, yet
only the passage from the counter-statement is condemned by Constantinople 553 (ACO 1V, 1, 131,
lines 10-16), which does not quote De incarnatione 21 despite of the excerpts criticised by Severus,
who already noted this resemblance. See Lebon, 'Restitutions’, 530, note 1.
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Thus, based on the available information, we have tried to establish as best as we
could the time of the composition of the two treatises. It is probably fair to assume
that a more precise dating would have to emerge from a further, at present

unavailable or yet undiscovered evidence.*’

2.2 The textual tradition

Whilst trying to present the handing down of the two works from the time of their
genesis to our day, we have to accept that the available manuscript tradition is very
narrow, whereas the history of the editions begins practically in the nineteenth
century. There are in fact two somewhat different ways in which one could present

the journey through history of De Trinitate and De incarnatione:

1. By enlisting the results of modern scholarship, thus following the chronological

order of the appearance of relevant articles and studies;

2. By trying to reconstruct the chronology of the textual tradition of the tracts from
431 until their latest publication, whilst referring to the relevant scholarly

contributions in the order demanded by this historical presentation.

Since a critical edition of the two tracts — which could tell us the story of the handing
down — is not yet available, I have chosen to present the textual tradition following

the second option.

* In his anal ysis of Theodoret's Haereticarum fabularum compendium Glenn Melvin Cope signalled
another possible reference to De Trinitate, yet it does not provide any information concerning the
dating of the treatise: GALa yap kai mepi 100 ayiov [lveduatog, kata TV THG TOVTOL
XOPLTOG EPNUOV OIPETIKGV TPElG SLVEYpawa Adyoug (PG 83, 457D). 'l have composed three
books concerning the Holy Spirit against the barren heresies of this grace.' See Glenn Melvin Cope,
'An Analysis of the Heresiological Method of Theodoret of Cyrus in the Haereticarum Fabularum
Compendium' (unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Catholic University of America, Washington
D.C., 1990), 232, note 84. As results from Marcel Richard's analysis, Theodoret composed another
work before Ephesus entitled either Adversus Macedonianos or De Spiritu Sancto, which together
with e.g. Expositio rectae fidei could then make De Trinitate as being the third book about the Holy
Spirit. Cf. M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 103.
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2.2.1 Manuscripts of ancient and mediaeval authors

Marius Mercator

The name of Marius Mercator has already been mentioned in connection with the
dating of the treatises. He is in fact the only contemporary author who quotes from
De incarnatione, providing us with three fragments of the work in a Latin translation
in 432. As mentioned above, Mercator gives these quotations as if they were
allegedly from the Pentalogos. This 'impious fraud' of the Latin author caused some
misunderstandings in later editions of Theodoret. Another issue involving Mercator's

fragments is the chapter numbering, which will be dealt with a little later.

Severus of Antioch

As shown by Joseph Lebon,” in the fifth chapter of the third book of his Contra
impium Grammaticum written around 520 Severus of Antioch quotes both from De
Trinitate and from De incarnatione as from a work of Theodoret. In fact he is the
only theologian who cites De Trinitate under the name of its real author.”’ The
citations found by Lebon in the work of the Bishop of Antioch preserved in Syriac
show that the two treatises — especially the second one — were well known to
Severus, who criticised those parts of Theodoret's argument which were unacceptable
for their non-Chalcedonian Christology.52 The general title Severus had given to
Theodoret's work was Ilegpi Seoloylag thig ayiag Tpiadog kal mepi THG
otkovoptag, which corresponds substantially with the one mentioned by the bishop
of Cyrus in his Letter to Pope Leo. Lebon also mentions the third — in 1930 still

unpublished — book of Severus' Contra Grammaticum, in which references to ITepi

gvavBpwnnoeng are made (British Library Addit. 12157, fol. 145Y).%

* Lebon, 'Restitutions', 524-36.

*! Until recently the beginning of the first sentence of De Trinitate quoted by Severus has been the
only known fragment of the work apart from Vat. gr. 841 itself. See below, under Euthymius.

*2 The excerpts are listed in Appendix 1 according to Lebon's article 'Restitutions', which also refers to
the following edition: Joseph Lebon, ed., trans., Severi Antiocheni Liber Contra Impium
Grammaticum, Orationis Tertiae Pars Prior, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, Series 4 (Louvain: Marcel Istas,
1929), V.

% Lebon, 'Restitutions’, 531, note 2. See also Fragment no. 9 in Lebon in Appendix 1. Severus's work
mentioned above is still unpublished.
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Severus is an important source concerning the clarification of some textual
differences (like the correct form of the title of Ch. 21 of De incarnatione), based on
which Lebon suspected that the pseudepigraphy was done on purpose by one of the
neo-Chalcedonian theologians.>* The French scholar obviously did not have access to
the only surviving manuscript of the two treatises, Vat. gr. 841, based on which
Guinot successfully dismissed the theory of a deliberate text alteration and of a sixth
century pseudepigraphy motivated by doctrinal considerations.> Further, the chapter
numbering differences between the Vat. gr. 841 and Mercator's as well as Severus's

quotations have also been solved by the locating of two unnoticed chapter titles:

1. As observed by Eduard Schwartz, the fragment 011 €1 0 8g0g Adyog v avri
vob &v 1@ Anoedevri, kol O diafolog dikaitoloylalg ypMoALTO AV
gOAOYOLG, being currently part of the text of Ch. 15 in Vat. gr. 841, was in fact
the title of a new chapter, overlooked by the copyist of the manuscript and
included into the body of the treatise, which resulted in the defective numbering

of the subsequent chapters.>

2. The second copying error of the same kind occurred during the copying of the
current Ch. 29, where the following one-time chapter title had been overlooked
and included into the body of the treatise, decreasing the further numbering of the
chapters by two: Yi0g dv8ponov 6 mpoatmviog tob Beod Adyog nddoknoev

dvoudteoSal (PG 75, 1469C).>7

Did the Council of Constantinople condemn the two treatises in 5537

Whilst presenting the theological issues connected with the fifth ecumenical council,
Aloys Grillmeier mentions the following works of Theodoret as having to be
subjected to scholarly investigation in order to establish the validity of

Constantinople's  judgement passed on their author: Impugnatio XII

3 Lebon, 'Restitutions', 534-35.

. Guinot, 'L'Expositio et le traité...", 59, note 64.
56 Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 31.
I8 ¢ Pésztori-Kupan, 'An unnoticed title', 106-9.
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Anathematismorum Cyrilli, Pentalogus, De theol. s. trin. et de oeconomia, Pro

Diodoro et Theodoro, Ex serm. Chalc. c. Cyrill. habito.”®

Grillmeier, however, does not seem to infer that the two treatises we are concerned
with had been also condemned in 553 together with the Counter-statements to Cyril's
anathemas, the Pentalogus and the Defence of Diodore and Theodore. It seems that
the council was not influenced by Severus's criticism concerning the two treatises of
the Bishop of Cyrus, since the entire volume containing the acts and the appendix of
the fifth council (i.e. ACO 1V, 1-2) does not even mention either of the two treatises,
although in ACO 1V, 1, 130-36 the other works of Theodoret are quoted and
criticised in some detail. The list includes fragments of the Refutation of the
Anathemas, of the Letter to the monks of the East, of Theodoret's speech in
Chalcedon (431) following the council of Ephesus, of his defence in Chalcedon (431)
written in favour of Nestorius, of his Letter to Andrew of Samosata from Ephesus, of

% the

his Letter to Nestorius written after having signed the Formula of Reunion,
probably spurious Letter written allegedly to John of Antioch on the death of Cyril,”’
and a similarly doubtful passage from a supposed allocution in Antioch after Cyril's
death. An explicit proof of the condemnation of Theodoret's two treatises is therefore
not to be found in the ACO edition of the council's documents. If we inferred a
possible theory concerning an 'implicit' condemnation together with the other works,
we ought to take into consideration that — even if there had been any unrecorded
discussions of De Trinitate and De incarnatione in Constantinople 553 — the 'impious
fraud' of Mercator who ascribed the three fragments of De incarnatione to the
Pentalogos may have influenced the judgement of the fifth council. Nevertheless, it
is now clear that the two works are entirely different from each other. Moreover, it is

also interesting that none of Severus's quotations from De incarnatione was listed

among the doomed passages.

%% Aloys Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, from the Council of Chalcedon (451) to Gregory
the Great (590-604), trans. by John Cawte and Pauline Allen (London: Mowbray, 1995), 11/2: The
Church of Constantinople in the Sixth Century, 443, note 514,

*? This letter contains the famous fragment often quoted by his enemies in order to prove his alleged
Nestorianism: 'his vero quae adversus tuam sanctitatem iniuste et contra leges facta sunt, nec si ambas
meas manus aliquis incideret, patiar consentire, divina videlicet gratia me adiuvante et infirmitatem
animae subportante'. ACO 1V, 1, 134, lines 20-22. See Ch. 1 of the present work.

% John of Antioch died 4 years before Cyril, so the addressee had to be Domnus, yet the authenticity
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The general and ever-returning charge against Theodoret in the acts of the council of
553 is 'writing against true faith and against St. Cyril', which is quite vague in terms
of what may or in fact should be included in the list of the condemned works. In the
case of De incarnatione and De Trinitate — when we disregard Mercator's fraud of
ascription — the above general charge is not valid, since the works were not written
against Cyril and his council as e.g. the Pentalogos was. Thus, no evidence suggests

that the Council said anything about these two works.

Ebedjesu and the Syriac Codex add. 14,533 of British Library

Albert Ehrhard refers to this Syriac manuscript dating from the 8"-9" centuries in his
thesis concerning the restoration of Ilept tfig to0 Kupilov évavipwrnoewg to
Theodoret. In this codex, among Theodoret's works translated into Syriac, Ebedjesu
mentions a book entitled ITepi &vav@pwnnoewg. There is also a citation from a
tract of Theodoret, the title of which is very close to our treatise. As retranslated into
Greek by Ehrhard, the title of this work would be &k tod AOyov mepil tfig TOD
Kvptlov évav@pwnnosws. As Ehrhard mentions, Syriac translations of Theodoret

in his time (1888) were not yet printed.”'

The above evidence seems to reinforce the view that the ascription of both works to
Cyril may not have happened in the sixth century as Lebon suggested.®* Moreover,
Ebedjesu's testimony is not the only one we possess after Severus's Contra

Grammaticum which still ascribes the work to Theodoret.

Nicetas of Heracleia and the manuscripts of his Catena of Luke
In the 11" century, more precisely in 1080, Nicetas of Heracleia wrote his Catena of
Luke, in which he quoted from De incarnatione for the last time known to us under

the name of its original author. He quotes sometimes entire chapters from the

of the letter itself has never been sufficiently proven until today.

' Assemanni Bibl. Orient. II/1, 40 — Syr. Cod. add. 14, 533 of British Library (after Wright,
Catalogue etc. 11, 968). See Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 651.

%2 1ebon, 'Restitutions’, 534-35.
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treatise, whilst omitting chapter titles. The only exception to this rule is the partial

quotation of the chapter title found by Schwartz in the text of the current Ch. 15.%

Several manuscripts survived of Nicetas' Catena, which were described and
classified by Joseph Sickenberger.®* Following his description, I have located four
manuscripts, which represent all the main branches of the manuscript tradition. Thus,
apart from the text of Vat. gr. 841 edited by Migne, in my translation of De
incarnatione and in the comments related to it I made use of the following

manuscripts of Nicetas' Catena:

e Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus gr. 1611;
e Bibliotheque Nationale de France, Parisinus gr. 208;
e Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vindobonensis theol. gr. 71;

e Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Monacensis gr. 473.

The above manuscripts — in respect to Nicetas' quotations — are also adequate for the
production of the critical edition of De incarnatione. 1 shall present them in their
chronological order, but first I reproduce the scheme of the handing down of these

manuscripts as it had been drawn up by Sickenberger.65

* The quotation ypricaito & dv kot SikatoAoyiaig edAdyoLg can be found in Vat. gr. 1611, on
the right column of fol. 75", line 21 as well as in Vindob. theol. gr. 71, fol. 308", lines 12-13. For a
more detailed discussion of this issue see my article 'An unnoticed title', 110.

* Joseph Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene des Niketas von Herakleia', TU, 22. 4 (1902), 1-118.

% Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 60. I have used Sickenberger's abbreviations.
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The manuscript tradition history of Nicetas' Catena of Luke

: ; Interpolated
Italian grou Byzantine grou
Vat. 1611 Vind. th. 71 Ang. 100 Laur, conv. Ath. Vatop. Ath. Ivir. 371
year 1116 12-13"c. 12" ¢, soppr. 176 457 f. 1-409 +
until Lk. 6:31- 12:13% ¢; 1%, Cpolit. pet.
Lk. 6:21 12:18 Lk. 6:27- from 100 Qy.
2 12-13"¢.
Vat. 1642
12" c.
until
Lk. 6:16
Monac. 473 :
14% ¢ Par. Coisl. Par. 208
LK. 6:17- 201 14" c.
11:26 14-1 Slh C. until
Lk. 12:46
Casarrl; 715
16" c. .
Ath. Ivir. 371
Lk 627 f. 410-626
12:10 year 1576
from Lk. 11:1
onwards

Vaticanus gr. 1611

The oldest and best surviving manuscript of Nicetas' Catena of Luke is Vat. gr. 1611
of the Italian group, dating from the year 1116. The codex is 38.5 cm high and 30 cm
wide. The number of folios is 320. The red-brown leather cover has on its back the
shield of Pius IX (1846-1878), showing that the manuscript was bound during his
papacy. The very distinctive characteristic of this manuscript is that only the first 12
lines are written on the entire width of the page, which occupy between 1/4 and 1/3
of an entire page, whereas the following lines are divided into two columns,
obviously to enhance perspicuity. The title of the codex is on fol. 1: BifAtov a [...]
T®V €1¢ 10 kata Aovkdv E€nynoewv tod Zeppdv [...], and under that a cross
followed by the main title in very long red uncial letters: Zvvaywyn &€nynoewv
elg 10 koto Aovkdv aylov eDAyYEALOV &K SLAQOP®V EPUNVELTAV TOPA.

Niknto, Srakovov thig To0 Oe0ol peyaAng éxkkAnoiag kot didaokalov,
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yeyovoia &k tfig &€anuépov. The last three words are the first lemma.®® As
Robert Devreesse mentions, this manuscript contains all the fragments found by
various scholars (including Garnier and Schwartz) in the other manuscripts of the
Catena.”’ Moreover, it contains a substantial number of fragments, which do not
appear in the other manuscripts.68 Sickenberger had already noted that in Vat. gr.
1611 he encountered the reference Ocodwpnrov 40 times. He also mentions finding
fragments of [lepl Evav@pwnnoewg in Chapters 1, 2 and 5 of Nicetas' quoted work,

as well as from ITevtaAdoyoc in Chapters 2 and 5.%°

Vindobonensis theol. gr. 71

This manuscript comes from the twelfth-thirteenth century and belongs to the
Byzantine group. It contains only the first book of the Catena (until Luke 6:21 as
mentioned above) on 424 folios of 30 cm high and 19.5 cm wide. The front and back
cover carries the Austrian blazon as well as the following inscription on the ledge:
CATENA SS. PAT IN EVAN. S. LUCAE. The top of fol. 1" as well as fol. 424"
contains the remark: Augerius de Busbecke comparavit Constantinopoli. The title on
fol. 1" says: Catena SS. Patrum in S. Lucam. At the bottom of fol. 1" the following
inscription is to be found: Augustissimae Bibliothecae Caesareae Vindobonensis
Codex Theologicus Graecus LXXI. Another reference number (Handschrifisnr. N 42)
is found in the same place. At least two scribes had worked on it: the first had

completed fols 1-79", whereas another wrote the rest.”

Monacensis gr. 473

Belonging to the same Italian group with Vat. gr. 1611, Monacensis gr. 473 is from
the 14" century and contains the second book of the Cartena from Luke 6:17 until
Luke 11:26 on 416 pages in the format of 24.5 x 17 cm. On page 1 the following

partly destroyed inscription is to be found: [...] riva& tob mapo[vrog] devtepov

% Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene!', 31-32.

%7 Robert Devreesse, 'Orient, antiquité'’, RSPT, 20 (1931), 559-71 (p. 568).

% See M. Richard, 'Les citations de Théodoret', 88-96. The excerpts of De incarnatione found by M.
Richard in Vat. gr. 1611 are listed in Appendix 1.

&2 Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 96.

7 Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 49-51.
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w®[v] [eig] 10 [kata Aovkdv] edayyeliov eEnynoewv BifAiov. The forms of
the lemmata as well as the opening and closing remarks show the relatedness of the
codex to Vat. gr. 1611. It must have arrived at the Bavarian State Library between
the years 1575-95, since the catalogue of the year 1575 does not yet contain it,

whereas the next one twenty years later lists it on page 2 as Cod. 5,4 i

Eduard Schwartz used these two last manuscripts of the Catena (Vindob. gr. 71 and
Monac. 473) for his first compilation of the excerpts from Theodoret's treatises,
including the ones from De incarnatione. As the German scholar mentions, he did
not have access to Vat. gr. 1611, thus the line of his quotations (deriving from these
two manuscripts) is incomplete. The list of excerpts was augmented on the basis of
Vat. gr. 1611 first by Robert Devreesse and then continued by Marcel Richard.”? The
whole list of these excerpts from De incarnatione with their description is to be

found in Appendix 1.

Parisinus gr. 208

The codex Par. gr. 208 belonging to the third, i.e. interpolated, group of the
manuscript tradition of the Catena is from the 14" century and contains about the
first half of Nicetas' work from the beginning until Luke 12:46, with the first folio
missing. The title is therefore absent, yet the further note is to be found on fol. 1:
Catena in Lucam 2440 ex Bibliotheca Eminentissimi D#i mei Cardinalis Mazarini.”
This is a paper manuscript of 460 folios, which are 30 cm high and 21.5 cm wide.
The brown leather cover carries on the red back side the inscription: Catena in
Lucam. There were two almost simultaneously working scribes involved in its
production: the first had copied fols 1-335", the second started from fol. 336" and
copied until the end, yet it may not be established whether the codex had contained
initially the entire text of the Catena or not. The manuscript is adequate for text-

critical purposes,”* and all its Theodoret-excerpts are preserved also in Vat. gr. 1611.

"' Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 56-58.

™ Schwartz, 'Zur Schrifistellerei Theodorets', 32-33; Devreesse, 'Orient, antiquité', 568-69; M.
Richard, 'Les citations de Théodoret', 89-94,

" Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 45, note 1.

e Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 44-46.
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Euthymius Zigabenus and his Panoplia Dogmatica
The earliest and in fact (apart from Vat. gr. 841 itself) the only testimony which
ascribes the two treatises to Cyril dates from the twelfth century. A Byzantine
theologian, Euthymius Zigabenus, in his Panoplia Dogmatica quoted several
chapters from De incarnatione ascribing the work expressly to Cyril. These citations
were located by Albert Ehrhard in Migne's edition of Euthymius's work in PG 130,
905D-912C and PG 130, 925A-928D. As Ehrhard mentions, one ought not forget
that this ascription comes from 'a compiler' and from a time when in the East the
critical approach towards the issue of proving the genuineness of a work was largely

absent; thus one may not give this ascription any text-critical authority.”

Euthymius's quotations have a common feature with those of Nicetas: both of them
omit the chapter titles even if they are quoting two or more consecutive chapters and
both of them offer us one exception to this rule. The one in Euthymius is the

quotation of the title of Chapter 16 of De incarnatione in PG 130, 925B.

Unfortunately, I did not have access to the manuscripts of Euthymius's Panoplia
Dogmatica, yet based on the PG edition of the work I attempted to offer a solution to
a so far unclear issue. Until recently it was not known whether Euthymius knew both
treatises (i.e. De Trinitate and De incarnatione) under Cyril's name or only the
second one, since no quotations were located in his Panoplia from De Trinitate.
Joseph Lebon who suspected a sixth-century neo-Chalcedonian deliberate text
alteration and pseudepigraphy affecting both treatises suggested that Nicetas may
have used some fragments of De incarnatione still pre-existing under the name of
Theodoret rather than a whole treatise still attributed to this author.”® Although
Lebon's theory concerning the deliberate text alteration is contradicted by the

manuscript evidence of Vat. gr. 841, a question still remains: were both works

" Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 199. The excerpts are in Appendix 1.

76 Lebon, 'Restitutions', 535, note 3.

" The version Adyog replacing npdéownov in the title of Chapter 21 of De incarnatione in the
editions of Mai and Migne (PG 75, 1456A) is an erroneous rendering of the abbreviation in Vat. 841.
The last line of fol. 196" contains three letters resembling a sequence of a, o, and ®, which might be a
corruption of the word tpoowmnov, but certainly cannot be interpreted as Adyog. Moreover, as shown
above, the Syriac text of Severus' Confra Grammaticum edited by Joseph Lebon contains the
expression 'parsopa’ which is the equivalent of npocwnov (see Joseph Lebon, ed., Severi Antiocheni
Liber Contra Impium Grammaticum. Orationis tertiae pars prior, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, Series 4,
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ascribed to Cyril simultaneously or were they separated from each other to be linked

again in Vat. 841 under the name of the Alexandrian patriarch?

In order to answer the above question I decided to recheck the Panoplia of
Euthymius for further possible excerpts from Theodoret. The search was successful
in the sense that I managed to locate five so far undiscovered fragments of
Theodoret's De Trinitate similarly under the name of Cyril.”® The excerpts are
considerably long (in total about 3 columns in PG) and are from five different
chapters of De Trinitate: 11, 13, 15, 17 and 18. Moreover, the way in which
Euthymius quotes them makes also clear that he knew these fragments as coming
from a separate (pseudo-) Cyrilline treatise and not as part of Cyril's other works on
the Trinity, like e.g. Thesaurus or De sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate. Through his
entire Panoplia, Euthymius is consistent in using the term tfg ayiag [Tpradog]
exclusively whilst quoting from Theodoret's De Trinitate, and in omitting it when
referring to Cyril's works, like the Thesaurus. 1 think we have sufficient reasons to
believe that even if Euthymius knew only fragments of Theodoret's De Trinitate
under Cyril's name from some patristic florilegia, yet he was aware that they were
taken from a separate work, and not from any other tract of the Alexandrian
patriarch. This is valid also for his quotations from De incarnatione, where

Euthymius mentions repeatedly the most important element of the title (i.e. nept
gvavipwnnoewg) as we know it from Vat. gr. 841: tob &v ayloig Kvpiddov &k
00 mepl evavipwnnoewg Adyov (PG 130, 905D); tob adtod &k toL mepl
gvavipwnnoewg Aoyov (PG 130, 925 A). One cannot affirm that Euthymius knew

the entire text of both treatises, although this possibility cannot be excluded either.
Nonetheless, it is certain that his manner of quoting both works leaves no doubt

concerning Euthymius' knowledge of them as being individual tracts.

The identification of these fragments from Theodoret's virtually unquoted treatise on
the Trinity may therefore entitle us to assume that the two works of the Bishop of

Cyrus were not separated from each other — at least within the branch of the

vol. Vv — Textus (Paris: Reipublicae, 1929), 66, line 3).
" The excerpts are listed in Appendix 1 under the title 'Five fragments of De Trinitate in Euthymius'
Panaoplia Dogmatica'.
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manuscript tradition known to Euthymius, a branch which might be of common

17 — but were ascribed concurrently to Cyril of

origin with the one of Vat. gr. 84
Alexandria, although the exact time and the circumstances of this pseudepigraphy

cannot be ascertained as yet.

It appears that at present we do not have any substantial evidence in support of a
deliberate pseudepigraphy affecting both works shortly after Severus had quoted
them in his Contra Grammaticum. Moreover, a parallel manuscript tradition starting
from the sixth century of the two tracts under the name of Theodoret and Cyril
respectively is hardly conceivable, if unprovable. The improbability of such a
parallel tradition is strongly suggested by the independent testimonies of Ebedjesu
and of Nicetas. Therefore, one is indeed entitled to reconsider the validity of
Schwartz's statement previously criticised by Lebon: 'Aus den Exzerpten ergibt sich

zundchst mit Sicherheit, daB die im Vatic. 841 Cyrill zugeschriebene Schrift ITept

gvavlponnoemc noch im 11. Jahrhundert unter dem Namen Theodorets ging'.*

Vaticanus gr. 841

The only surviving manuscript which contains both works in their entirety under the
name of Cyril comes from the fourteenth or fifteenth century. The codex has 216
pages in folio format and contains several works of different authors: a treatise by
Matthaus Monachus, De materiis sacrorum canonum, and works of Antiochus,
Nestorius etc. On fol. 176" in red letters written by the same hand as the previous
works, there is the title of the first treatise: Tod &v aytoig Ilatpog fudv
Kvpiddov °*Are€avdpeiag nepil t1g ayiag kol Cwomnoiov Tpradog. On fol.

185" begins, again written by the same hand, the second tract: [Tepi Tfig TOD

™ The close connection between Euthymius's excerpts and the text of Vat. gr. 841 is notable both in
the case of De Trinitate and De incarnatione. All the Euthymian quotations present only minor textual
variations, moreover: the text of Ch. 13 of De Trinitate (PG 75, 1165AC) in Vat. gr. 841 is fully
identical with his excerpt in PG 130, 653CD. The same is valid for the long Ch. 18 of De incarnatione
(PG 75, 1448C-1452D) quoted by Euthymius in PG 130, 905D-909D, as well as for Chapters 17 and
19 of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1445B-1448B and 1452C-1453B), quoted by Euthymius in PG 130,
928AD and 909D-912C respectively. The other fragments are very close to the original also.

* Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 38.
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Kvpiov évav8pwnioewg. Three works of St. Basil follow it: De morte, De Spiritu

Sancto, De Trinitate.®'

It is also interesting that in Vat. gr. 841 there is no indication of any author preceding
the second treatise. The copyist ascribed it to Cyril on the basis of their obvious

connection as it results from the first sentences of [lepl &vav@pwnnoswe, or, if the

manuscript tradition of Vat. gr. 841 were indeed of common origin with the one used
by Euthymius, then both works had already been attributed to Cyril and thus handed
down perhaps from the first half of the twelfth century, i.e. after Nicetas' Catena, but
preceding the composition of Euthymius's Panoplia. On fols 213"-216" of Vat. gr.
841 the last chapters of De Trinitate (23-28) and the first two chapters of De

incarnatione are reproduced.

We may also note that there is an extensive parallelism between the manuscripts of
Nicetas and those of Euthymius, since these preserve almost in all cases the same
transpositions in comparison with Vat. gr. 841. Therefore, they may be deriving from
the same common source. On the other hand, the entire text of Vat. gr. 841 and that
of the supplementary folios probably depend also on the same model; nevertheless,

despite of an obvious parallelism, one is not the copy of the other.

Ehrhard had no possibility to search for other manuscripts, but as far as he knew,
there was no other relevant material in the Vatican Library.82 It was not until 1902,
when Joseph Sickenberger published his study concerning Nicetas' Catena of Luke,
that other Vatican manuscripts (including Vat. gr. 1611 and Vat. gr. 1642) were
made known to contain fragments of these two works, the quotations from the former

being enlisted by R. Devreesse and M. Richard.

$! Cf. Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift!, 183.

® In 1888 Ehrhard wrote: 'Es war mich nicht moglich, nach anderem handschriftlichen
Beweismaterial zu forschen. In der Vatikanischen Bibliothek ist, soweit bekannt, keines mehr
vorhanden.' See Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 184, note 1.
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2.2.2 The editions

Fragments of De incarnatione edited by Garnier, Combefis and Gallandi

We may gather from the history of these tracts that after having been criticised in 520
by Severus, the second tract having been translated into Syriac by Ebedjesu and
quoted for the last time under the name of the real author by Nicetas in 1080, and
after both works had been quoted by Euthymius in the twelfth century and finally
copied into Vat. gr. 841 — they were very soon forgotten. There was no complete
edition of the two tracts, which would precede their discovery and publication by
Cardinal Angelo Mai in the nineteenth century. Nevertheless, some excerpts of the
second work, which were edited under different titles by mediaeval and early modern

scholars, deserve a brief presentation.

The fact that the two works were forgotten as belonging to Cyril also is evinced by
Jean Aubert's first edition of Cyril's works in 1638: the editor did not know about
these two treatises as being written by the Alexandrian patriarch. His six large
volumes comprising Cyril's oeuvre do not contain either of them, although on the

single testimony of Vat. gr. 841, at that time they should have belonged there.*

The other negative evidence showing the temporary vanishing of these tracts from
common scholarly knowledge is Jean Garnier's posthumous edition of Theodoret's
works. This collection was published in 1684 after the death of the great Jesuit
scholar as a fifth volume to Jacques Sirmond's four volumes containing the oeuvre of
the Bishop of Cyrus.EM Garnier, being one of the most thoroughgoing researchers of
his time, listed both works among the lost ones of the Bishop of Cyrus. In this fifth
posthumous volume, within his Dissertatio II de Libris Theodoreti (Caput IX), under
the title Libri Theodoreti, quorum sola memoria videtur superesse, Garnier describes
the following books: Libri de Theologia atque incarnatione (Repr. in PG 84, 363A-

364B).* They are undoubtedly identical with our De Trinitate and De incarnatione,

8 Johannes Aubertus, ed., S. P. N. Cyrilli Alexandriae Archiepiscopi Opera in VI. Tomos Tributa,
(Paris: 1638).

% Jacobus Sirmondus, ed., Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Opera Omnia in Quatuor Tomos
Distributa, 4 vols (Paris: Cramoisy, 1642).

% Garnerius, Johannes, ed., Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum Tomus V, Nunc primum in lucem
editus, Cura et studio Joannis Garnerii, presbyteri e Societate Jesu, opus posthumum (Paris: 1684),
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since Garnier mentions the fragment of Theodoret's Letter to Pope Leo as evidence
for Theodoret's having composed these tracts. As Garnier observes, neither Photius
nor Nicephorus mentions the two works,*® which the French scholar identified with
five pseudo-Athanasian dialogues.”” This identification was unanimously accepted
by practically all later scholars including Cave, Oudin, Ceillier, Dupin and Migne.

The first one who questioned this conclusion was Albert Ehrhard himself.**

This posthumous volume of Garnier has another very interesting feature. On one
hand it contains the editor's statement that the work in question is lost (on p. 256). On
the other hand — presumably without the knowledge of the editor (Jean Hardouin?)
either — in the same volume several fragments of De incarnatione are published
under the main title Auctarium Tomi IV Operum Theodoreti, having the subtitle:
feodwpntov mevraddylov [rnepi] Evavipwmioswe on 40-50.%° Thus, the same
volume contains fragments of a work whilst declaring it to be lost! This is why I
think the most likely scenario was that, perhaps very soon after being copied into

Vat. gr. 841, the two works faded away for a few centuries from scholarly attention.

Garnier had also published Mercator's works, together with the three Latin fragments
of Theodoret's De incarnatione, as we have mentioned above during the discussion
of the dating. The fragments of Theodoret's work gathered in the Auctarium Tomi IV

Operum Theodoreti of Garnier contain also the excerpts of Mercator and a series of

256. 1t is difficult to establish who in fact published this volume. The title page mentions Edmund
Martin and Joannis Boudot, but it seems very probable that Jean Hardouin was involved in the edition
also. Hardouin became librarian at the Jesuit College of Louis-Le-Grand in Paris as Garnier's
successor. Moreover, in the same year when this fifth volume appeared (1684), Hardouin published
Garnier's biography. Ehrhard mentions also that Hardouin published J. Garnerii Opera Posthuma
(Francopoli: 1685). See Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 624.

% As we have quoted above, Photius mentions the Pentalogus in his Bibliotheca, but neither De
Trinitate nor De incarnatione.

87 'Alterum istud probabilius mihi videtur: opinor enim, quae scripsisse se tradit Theodoretus de
Theologia et divina incarnatione, nullatenus differre a libris tribus adversus Pneumatomachos, et
duobus contra Apollinaristas compositis, qui et ipsi quinque diversi non sunt & Dialogis totidem, quos
Athanasio supposuerant ii, qui Opera ipsius Commelinianis typis anno 1600. ediderunt.' See
Garnerius, Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum, 256.

%8 Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift, 652.

% The title given by Garnier is the following: Theodoreti Pentalogium de assumptione hominis. 'I'he
last two Latin words are the interpretation of &vav@podnnoig, which again substantiates the close
connection between the so-called Pentalogium and our treatise, resulting in the often-encountered
confusion of the two, generated at least in part by Mercator's fraud. When Migne reprinted these
fragments in PG 84, 65-88 (published in 1860), whilst preserving the Greek title, he did not follow
Garnier's Latin translation, but simply labelled them Theodoreti Pentalogium de incarnatione.
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other quotations, which are to be found in Nicetas' Catena of Luke. That is why it has

been supposed that the French scholar made use of a manuscript of the Catena.

This thread in fact leads us back to the manuscript Par. gr. 208. The history of its
quotation by several editors in the past made this codex subject to some clarifying

remarks carried out by Ed. Schwartz and M. Richard.

The Dominican father Frangois Combefis in his Bibliotheca Patrum Concionatoria
(published in 1662) refers to a codex from the Royal Library of Paris as the source of
two fragments of Theodoret's Libro de incarnatione.” He edited some passages from
Theodoret's De incarnatione as well as Ch. 27 of Cyril's Thesaurus (!) both under the
name of Theodoret only in a Latin translation. These texts — according to Combefis —
were Fragmentum I and Fragmentum II Ex Graeco ms. cod. Mazar. The same author
makes another reference in his mentioned work concerning Theodoreti ex Pentalogo,
namely Fragmentum Il Ex Graeca cardin. Mazar. Catena ms.”' Schwartz argues
that this Codex Mazarinaeus must be identical with Par. gr. 208, since Sickenberger
had referred to this manuscript, which bears the older reference number also:
Mazarin. — Reg. 2440°* This led Schwartz to conclude that this had to be the
manuscript used by both contemporary scholars and editors: Combefis and Garnier.”
Marcel Richard disputes this conclusion.”* Another scholar, Andrea Gallandi reedited
in his Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum the two Latin fragments found by Combefis,

whilst preserving the same references to the Codex Mazarinaeus.”

Whichever might have been the codex used by Jean Garnier — since it seems to have
been different from Par. gr. 208 used by Combefis and Gallandi — it undoubtedly was

one of Nicetas' Catena. These fragments published on the basis of Nicetas' work by

* Combefis' Bibliotheca Patrum Concionatoria (Paris: 1662) was reprinted in Venice in the year
1749. Ed. Schwartz gives the fragment in question according to this second edition (II, 525-26). See
Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 32.

! The reference is in vol. I, 476 according to the Venice reprint.

*2 Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 45, note 1. See above the description of Par. gr. 208.

% Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 32. Cf. Sickenberger, 'Die Lukaskatene', 44ff.

% M. Richard, 'Les citations de Théodoret', 94, note 4. For the clarification of M. Richard's valid
argument concerning the two different codices used by Combefis and Garnier, see point 4 under the
title /dentification of the various elements in Garnier's Auctarium in Appendix 1.

% Andreas Gallandius, ed., Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum Antiguorumque Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum
Graeco-Latina, 14 vols (Venice: Typographia Albritiana, 1788), IX, 418-21.
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Garnier, Combefis and Gallandi are thus the only ones known to have been edited

before Angelo Mai's discovery of Vat. gr. 841.

The editions of Angelo Mai and Migne

Cardinal Angelo Mai was the first modern scholar who discovered the two treatises
in Vat. gr. 841 and published them twice under Cyril's name.”® He was obviously
thrilled by this discovery and was convinced about the genuineness of the work. In
his footnotes commenting relevant passages from the second treatise, Mai argues
about the groundless claim of the Monophysites, by which they ventured to quote
Cyril in their own favour.”” I shall give the PG references, since all Mai's notes are

reprinted there:

Hic quoque duas in uno Christo naturas apud Christum legimus, invitis
frustra Severianis. (PG 75, 1456)

Adhuncne Monophysitae Cyrillum erroris sui patronum impudentissime
dictabant? (PG 75, 1472)

Perspicua, mira ac peremptoria Cyrilli doctrina de naturarum in Christo
distinctione! Ego vero lectores meos magnopere hortor, ut editam apud
nos Script. Vet., t. VI, novam Theoriani Graeci cum Armenis Syrisque
Jacobitis theologicam disputationem adeant, ubi res haec luculentissime
illustratur. (PG 75, 1473)

En animae et corporis in unico homine propositum recte exemplum, quo
perverse abutebantur Monophysitae. (PG 75, 1473-74)

Sapienter hanc cautelam post natos errores exposcit Cyrillus. Etenim
paulo ante Gregorius Nazianzenus, orat. 38, 13, ed. noviss. t. I, p. 671,
adhuc scribebat de opere incarnationis: " thg kaivig pi&ewg! @ g
noapadofov kpaocewg! (PG 75, 1474)

Recte, si utrumque simul epitheton pronuntietur; peperit enim Maria
Christum Deum et hominem. Secus autem, si omisso $gotoxog, dicatur
tantummodo av8pwmnotokog, in Nestorianam blasphemiam incidere
necesse est (PG 75, 1477).%

% Angelo Mai, ed., Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio (Rome: 1833), VIII, 27-58 (De Trinitate) and
VIII, 59-103 (De incarnatione); Angelo Mai, ed., Nova Patrum Bibliotheca (Rome: 1844), II, 1-31
(De Trinitate) and 11, 32-74 (De incarnatione).

°7 See also Mai's introduction to the two works in Nova Patrum Bibliotheca ll, p- VL.

% I shall return to some of these passages during the analysis of De incarnatione in Chapter 4.
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The extent of Mai being deceived by the pseudepigraphy and by his own enthusiasm
to have found a work under Cyril's name, which flatly contradicts most of the
Monophysite claims, led him also to a faulty reading of the title of Ch. 21. Thus, he
replaced the corrupted word npocwnov with Adyog, without mentioning in a note

that the manuscript itself was unclear.”

In the year 1859, Jacques-Paul Migne reprinted both works based on Mai's Nova
Patrum Bibliotheca in PG 75 — including all the comments and notes of the former
editor — but unfortunately he had separated the two tracts from each other. Thus, De
Trinitate ended up amongst the treatises on the Trinity of Cyril (PG 75, 1147-1190),
whereas De incarnatione was reprinted in the environment of Cyril's Christological
works (PG 75, 1419-1478). This detachment hardened further the recognition of the
link between the two tracts, since the first lines of De incarnatione refer back to De
Trinitate. Moreover, this separation of the two halves was not justifiable either, since

Mai himself had already noted that they were found in the same codex.'®

Migne's edition has a somewhat common peculiarity with the one of Garnier. The
same texts or fragments are edited once under the name of Cyril and then under the
name of Theodoret. There are in fact three volumes of the PG and PL series that we

are concerned with here:

e Marii Mercatoris Opera Omnia — PL 48, published in 1846,
o S.P.N. Cyrilli Opera Omnia— PG 75, published in 1859;
e Theodoreti Opera Omnia — PG 84, published in 1860.

The first volume contains the three Latin quotations of Marius Mercator from ITepi
EvavBpwnioswc, which he expressly ascribed to Theodoret.'®! Because of it being
preserved in Latin and published 13 years before Migne's edition of Ilept
gvavlpwnnioewg in PG 75 under the name of Cyril, it is understandable how the

obvious parallelisms between the texts could not be observed.

% Vat gr. 841, fol. 196", last line cf. PG 75, 1456A as mentioned above.
'% Mai, Nova Patrum Bibliotheca, 11, p. VI.
1" See PL 48, 1075-76.
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However, the second and the third volume mentioned above appeared in 1859 and
1860 respectively. The texts contained in them were in Greek, having a Latin
translation. Thus, the identity of relevant parts from Ilepi tfg 00 Kvuptiov
evaviponnoewg published in PG 75 under the name of Cyril with most of the
fragments in Theodoret's alleged Pentalogium taken over from Garnier's edition
published in PG 84 was much more evident. Despite the relatively short time (one
year) in which the two volumes followed each other, the identity of the relevant texts
remained unnoticed. In PG 84, 65-66 there is a vague reference to Theodoret's Libros
de theologia et de incarnatione, which — as we have shown — Garnier had identified
with 5 dialogues 'by others wrongly attributed to Athanasius'.'”” Thus, it seems that
Migne repeated the error of Garnier, publishing fragments of a work he considered as
being lost, moreover: he published quite long identical texts under the names of two

different authors.'®>

2.3 The restoration of both works to Theodoret

The first doubts concerning Cyril's authorship

Although the work of restoration was carried out by Ehrhard in 1888, yet he himself
mentions the name of Payne Smith, who at the time was the sublibrarian of the
Bodleian Library in Oxford and who in his publication of Cyril's Commentary on
Luke from an ancient Syriac version expressed his doubts concerning Cyril's
authorship of De incarnatione. Ehrhard did not share Smith's opinion concerning the

work being written after Chalcedon.'™ We should note that Smith had also edited the

192 Cf. the followi ng remark of E. Venables (referring to the 'lost works' of Theodoret): 'several books
De Theologia et incarnatione, identified by Garnier with the three dialogues against the Macedonians,
and two against the Apollinarists, erroneously attributed to Athanasius'. The source of these findings
is Cave, Hist. Lit., 1, 405 ff. See DCB, IV, 918-919. It is also interesting to mention that the same
conclusion is accepted by Blomfield Jackson in the Prolegomena of NPNF 1II published in 1892.
Jackson was obviously unacquainted with Ehrhard's work concerning De Trinitate and De
incarnatione, which appeared four years before his translation of Theodoret (see NPNF 111, 15).

' Ct. e.g. PG 75, 1460-1461 with PG 84, 65B-68C etc. References to these identical texts published
in PG once under the name of Cyril and of Theodoret respectively can be found in Appendix 1.

1% "Erst nach Fertigstellung meiner Abhandlung kam mir eine Bemerkung von Payne Smith zu
Gesicht, der sich in der Vorrede zu s. englischen Ubersetzung des Lukaskommentars Cyrill's (Oxford,
1869 I S. VII) gegen die Echtheit der in Frage stehenden Schrift ausspricht. Er verlegt sie in die Zeit
nach der Synode v. Chalcedon, was ich jedoch als unrichtig ansehe.' Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 182, note
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original Syriac text of Cyril's Commentary on Luke in 1858, on the basis of which he
published his translation in 1859, i.e. simultaneously with Migne's reprint of De
Trinitate and De incarnatione under Cyril's name. Here is what Smith had written in
his introduction to the translation of Cyril's Commentary on Luke in January 1859:
But when Mai would go further, and deny that the Monophysites had any
ground for claiming S. Cyril's authority in their favour, his uncritical turn
of mind at once betrays him: for he rests chiefly upon the treatise De
incarnatione Domini, Nov. Bib. Pat. 11. 32-74, ascribed by him to S. Cyril
upon the testimony of a MS. in the Vatican [i.e. Vat. gr. 841]. But
independently of other internal evidence that this piece was written
subsequently to the council of Chalcedon, it is absolutely impossible that
Cyril could ever have adopted the very keystone and centre of Nestorius'
teaching, the doctrine I mean of a cvvageia (pp. 59, 71), a mere

juxtaposition, or mechanical conjunction of the two natures in Christ, in
opposition to a real union.'”

The other source mentioned again by Ehrhard is the Dictionary of Christian
Biography, where under the headword Theodoretus, E. Venables accedes to Garnier's
identification of De Theologia et incarnatione with three pseudo-Athanasian
dialogues against the Macedonians and two against the Apollinarists. Ehrhard rejects
this conclusion.'” Nevertheless, on page 773 of vol. I of the same Dictionary,
published already in 1877, under the headword Cyrillus, there is a perhaps more
useful remark of W. Bright concerning 'a treatise on the Trinity, assigned, but
without certainty, to Cyril'.'"”” This may refer to the first tract, and designate both
works, because the restoration itself was possible based on the internal evidences
found almost exclusively in De incarnatione. This article, however, does not enter

any details or speculations concerning the authorship of the treatise.

Ehrhard's work of restoration and modern scholarship

Since I have already mentioned A. Ehrhard and his work several times already I shall

refer very briefly to what has not yet been reviewed. It is important to note that most

3. The date of Smith's edition in Ehrhard's quotation is erroneous: the work appeared ten years earlier,
in 1859 already: Payne R. Smith, ed., trans., 4 Commentary upon the Gospel According to S. Luke by
S. Cyril, Patriarch of Alexandria, 2 vols (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1859).

195 Smith, A Commentary by S. Cyril, p. VIL.

'% DCB 1V, 918-919. Cf. Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift, 652.

"7 DCB 1, 773. I was unable to clarify this reference any further.
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modern scholars have focused on De incarnatione, whilst applying the findings onto
De Trinitate as a consequence. Ehrhard argued that neither Cyril nor any later author
had mentioned a treatise of Cyril with this title. Moreover, it cannot be identified
with any other tract by Cyril on the incarnation. The terminology of the work is not

Alexandrian. Although the author uses gvwoig quite frequently, nonetheless,
CLVAQELQ, EVOLKNOLG, KOLvwVia, avaAnwig are seldom present. Further, all the
favourite Cyrilline formulae are missing. The juxtaposition of 8gotokog and

av3pwnotoxog cannot come from the pen of Cyril.

Ehrhard had also gathered external evidence in support of his ascription to
Theodoret, namely Hardouin's publication of Garnier's Opera Posthuma, Combefis'
Bibliotheca Concionatoria (which was unavailable to him, but he knew of it),
Gallandi's Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum, the Syriac Codex add. 14,533 of British
Library with Ebedjesu mentioning the treatise under the name of Theodoret and the

three fragments of Marius Mercator.'®

Further, by selecting relevant passages from Theodoret's other works, Ehrhard
successfully shows that the sometimes literally identical fragments or longer texts
must have been written by the same author. He also argued that Theodoret must have

been the author of the Formula of Reunion.'”

Other fragments of the two treatises (mostly the second one) were found — as
mentioned earlier — by Eduard Schwartz, Joseph Lebon, Robert Devreesse and
Marcel Richard. These scholars have also contributed towards the clarification of

chapter numbering and other related issues.''”

For the sake of saving space I have chosen not to present the modern scholarship
related to Theodoret and his two tracts in detail, since some of it will be addressed
during the analysis of the works. Nevertheless, for a good overview of what has

already been done before I would refer the reader to the excellent article of Marijan

'% Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift, 627.
'% Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 644, note 2.
"% For a review of these findings see my article 'An unnoticed title in Theodoret'.



Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of Both Treatises 56

Mandac as well as to the comprehensive presentation of Paul Bauchman Clayton. As

mentioned earlier, Jean-No&l Guinot has written the newest article on the sul:rjec:t.l i

The reliability of Migne's text

After having taken into consideration all the available excerpts known to us so far, I
can say that the text of the two works as it appears in PG 75 is generally reliable in
terms of textual accuracy. There are indeed some variants, missing short fragments
and clauses, some of which I had pointed out mostly in the translation (and
occasionally in the analysis also), yet I did not find any plausible evidence of a
deliberate text alteration motivated by doctrinal or other concerns. It is nonetheless
true that Migne reprints the errors of Mai's edition, and (of course, involuntarily)
adds a few more to them. Thus, without denying at all the imperative necessity of
producing the first critical edition of these tracts, an edition which I deem to be
extremely important, I merely conclude that the text as we have it in Vat. gr. 841 and
in PG 75 is generally adequate for the theological research of Theodoret's thought
preceding the Council of Ephesus. Since I have knowledge of a forthcoming critical
edition of these treatises in Sources Chrétiennes by no less an authority on Theodoret
than Prof. Jean-No&l Guinot, I have decided to base my argument on Migne's text
whilst making the necessary observations based on the excerpts presently known to
us instead of producing my own critical text of the two tracts. Nevertheless, for the
sake of complying with scholarly accuracy, I have listed in Appendix 1 all the so far
discovered excerpts of both works under the title Towards a critical edition of De

Trinitate and De incarnatione.

'1" Marijan Mandac, 'L’ union christologique dans les oeuvres de Théodoret antérieures au Concile
d'Ephése’, ETL, 47 (1971), 64-96; Clayton, 'Theodoret', pp.61-98; Guinot, 'L'Expesitio et le traité...".
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In this chapter I shall present the structure and related issues concerning both tracts

and then proceed to the analysis of De Trinitate.

3.1 The structure and purpose of both treatises
'Every writing requires time and tranquillity, together with a mind free of worries.'

As an irony of fate, this first sentence of Theodoret's Ilpooiptov, the common
introduction of both tracts, was not preserved in Greek. It survived only in Syriac, in
Severus of Antioch's Contra Grammaticum.' Exactly the above requirements were
most unlikely to be met throughout the entire career of the Bishop of Cyrus. Once he
had left his monastery in Nicerte and was consecrated bishop of Cyrus in 423, such

expressions as 'free time' or 'tranquillity' gradually disappeared from his vocabulary.

Despite the unfavourable conditions the oeuvre of Theodoret shows the persistence
of a carefully organising intellect put exclusively in the service of the Church,
according to the clearest conscience of a theologian. One might even say that the
above sentence was in fact the ars theologica of the pious Bishop of Cyrus. Since at
any time after 428 he could hardly hope for a peaceful period to start producing
theological works, Theodoret chose the option to write anyway whilst consciously
'freeing his mind of worries'. The harmony he longed for was hardly to be found in

his contemporary environment: he attempted to create it in his writings.

An irenical purpose prevails in both tracts. The atmosphere in which they were
written was hostile, and the time for accomplishment short. Yet, neither of the two
halves bears any detrimental effect of the Nestorian controversy: Theodoret does not

mount any direct attack upon his contemporary theological opponents.

Theodoret's teaching on the Holy Trinity in all its aspects (including the question of

Filioque) is fully perceptible even on the basis of the relatively short first treatise

! Joseph Lebon, ed., trans., Severi Antiocheni Liber Contra Impium Grammaticum, Orationis Tertiae
Pars Prior, Corpus Christianorum Orientalium, Scriptores Syri, Series 4 (Louvain: Marcel Istas,
1929), V, 46. Lebon's Latin translation: 'Omnis scriptio otium requirit et tranquillitatem, mentemque
curis liberatam'.
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[Tept tg aytog kol Lwomoiov Tpradog (22 cols in PG). The structure of this
work concerning the 3goloyia (as Theodoret qualified the doctrine concerning the
being of God) is notably unbalanced. Whilst only one short chapter (Ch. 4) is
consecraled Lo the doctrine on the Father, fourteen chapters (5-18) are reserved for
the Son and nine (19-27) for the Spirit. This asymmetric arrangement, however, is
not primarily a result of precipitate composition. On the contrary, the structure of De
Trinitate faithfully reflects the main theological concerns of Theodoret's time, as well
as the different emphases laid upon each in the fifth century. During this period, the
Eastern Church was primarily concerned with Christology and secondarily with the
procession and dominion of the Holy Spirit. There was hardly any major
disagreement concerning the Person of the Father. Moreover, the proportions of the
Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum are the same: the confession about the Son is the
longest, whereas the section concerning the Holy Spirit is longer than the one about

the Father, but shorter than the portion on the Son.

The introductions of the two linked treatises give us further explanation of this
disproportionate arrangement. Theodoret had stated at the beginning of both works
that his goal was to speak to the pious and not to refute merely the teaching of the

heretics. A small difference, however, is notable since the [Tpooiuiov explains the

necessity of producing this treatise with the appearance of heresies:

Yet, since many were moved by arrogance, craving for hollow fame and
being ignorant of themselves, esteemed the conceptions of their own
erroneous mind highly above the divinely inspired teaching, left the
straight path that leads to the city in the highest and stepped onto death-
bringing passages with many splits [...] I consider appropriate for those
who follow the regal path trodden by the pious, to commiserate with the
misguided, uncover the fraud, reveal the [true] piety and direct the
adherents, keeping away from the deviations of both sides until they
reach the royal city (PG 75, 1148AB).

Theodoret perceives his task to be to lead the deceived back onto the straight path of
true piety. Therefore, he has to expand those sections of his work where the doctrinal
chicane is most likely to occur. This approach, being primarily motivated by pastoral

consideration, inevitably brings about a structurally unbalanced treatise.

The reason for writing is no less than the salvation of all people, as we read in the

title of Ch. 2 of De Trinitate: 'That God highly estimates the salvation of humankind'
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(col. 1449A). Theodoret sees himself within the line of the apostolic tradition not as
much as a doctrinal authority, but rather as a responsible neighbour:
Hence, we present the teaching of the divine doctrines as a reminder for
the well versed, and as instruction for the uninitiated (col. 1149A).
Before proceeding with the proposed presentation of the doctrines, Theodoret brings
two other matters to the attention of the reader, namely 'the character of the church
doctrine' and 'the mode of its tradition' for the pious. Ch. 2 of De Trinitate seems to
strengthen the understanding of the whole treatise as being drawn up like a practical
instruction for a larger audience:
The word of the evangelical faith should be proclaimed both simply and
didactically, neither in a controversial, nor in an arguing fashion, but
rather as befitting the Church of God: tersely, without ostentation;
instructively, not in a long-winded manner; lacking finesse, yet abundant

in theology. [...] We do not add anything from [our] own reasoning to the
universal teaching of the Holiest Spirit, since this is the pattern [0 0pog]

of the divine teaching (col. 1149C).
In Ch. 3 of De Trinitate Theodoret mentions his earlier works written against
'heretical blasphemies'. M. Richard drew up a list of Theodoret's pre-Ephesian works,
most of which had been composed as apologies against some forms of heresy or
paganism.> The works Theodoret could already refer to here are the following:
Graecarum affectionum curatio, Adversus Iudaeos (fragments preserved), Expositio
rectae fidei (attributed to Justin Martyr), Adversus Arianos et Eunomianos (lost),
Adversus Macedonianos or De Spiritu Sancto (lost), Contra Marcionitas (lost).
Taking this list into account one can easily give credit to the author when he says,

In our other writings we had already refuted the heretical blasphemies,

taking each of them separately and by stripping off the veil of deceit we

revealed the unclothed impiety. This time, however, with God's help we

shall expose for those nurtured in faith the God-given doctrine of the

Church without overburdening the readers with lengthy speeches or

corrupting accuracy with laconic talk. Instead, we have chosen a midway

between both extremes, thus to avoid tiring the listeners with

extensiveness, but rather [being able] to present in a clear fashion the
teaching of the divine science [Jeoyvwaoia] (col. 1149CD).

2 M. Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret ', 103.
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Thus, as it seems from its first chapters, the treatise in question intends to be and
remain a positive instruction for the believers. The polemical character of the
writings of the time is almost fully absent and whenever Theodoret replies or rejects
a heresy, he refers to those before his time (e.g. Arianism, Apollinarianism or

Eunomianism). No direct attack is mounted upon his contemporaries.

3.1.1 Unbalanced chapter division

Theodoret adopts the classical form of a creed in De Trinitate, suggesting that the
edification of the faithful is lying at the heart of the work. The way he approaches the
different theological questions reveals a vigilant shepherd who knows the questions
of his flock and is trying to give adequate answers to them. This deep ecclesiastical
and pastoral concern governs Theodoret's pen and brings about the structural balance
of his work, which is generated by the biblical argumentation adapted by the exegete

to the contemporary need of the believers.

Theodoret has to apologise for the length of some passages, which were caused by

his community-focused writing style. We find such passages in both tracts:
Nevertheless, I have stretched out for long the discourse about faith, thus
having surpassed the limit of brevity already promised in the
introduction. I wanted in fact to show from the evangelic teaching the
dignity of the Only-begotten, thus elaborating the message more
lengthily than it had been promised, although I tried to be concise in the
commentaries. Therefore, whilst directing the pious to the evangelic and

prophetic books themselves — since those are full with the theology of the
Son — I shall now turn to the next proposed question (col. 1176B).

The above passage is the end of Ch. 18 of De Trinitate, following the long and
detailed discourse on the second Person of the Trinity. Theodoret knew that the
doctrine on the Incarnation needed a firm Trinitarian basis. Therefore, he chose to
prepare the ground properly, whilst acknowledging that he had surpassed the
boundaries of briefness. The advantage of this technique on one hand was that he
could say fully what he wanted to say. On the other hand, he could explain to his
eventual critics the reason why he had adopted this method: 'to show from the

evangelic teaching the dignity of the Only-begotten'.



Chapter 3: Theodoret's Trinitarian Concept 61

A brief statement closes the excursus on the equality of worship due to the Father
and the Son: 'It is time, however, to turn to the explanation of the Master's words'
(col. 1169A). A kind of apologetic précis similar to the one in Ch. 18 is at the end of
Ch. 27 of De Trinitate (col. 1188B).

We find a few similar passages in the second treatise also. Their function is either to
mark the end of an 'excursus' on a particular aspect of the incarnation, or to conclude

a longer refutation of an old heresy (see col. 1433B, 1445C, 1460B, 1473C).

Based on the above one could raise the question whether these passages inserted
visibly at some key points of Theodoret's argumentation in both halves of the treatise
may fulfil some other function than merely marking the end or beginning of an
exposé. In our opinion, this question might be answered to some extent once the

addressees of the two treatises have been identified.

3.1.2 The addressees of De Trinitate and De incarnatione

The declared and carefully pursued intention of Theodoret in both treatises is to
present a teaching to the faithful. The way he addresses the readers (toig tpo@ipoig
tfig miotewg — col. 1149D; &v €doefdv cLALOY®W — col. 1420B) presupposes the
existence of a community whose actual questions and dilemmas are in the forefront
of the discussion. Each of the three major parts of the first treatise as well as its
conclusion starts with the 'we believe' formula. One might observe the multiple use
of the first and second person plural often combined with the rhetorical tone of many
passages.” To these we might add the entirely community-focused character of the
two closing chapters of De incarnatione as well as the invitingly poetic resonance of
some passages, like Ch. 23 On the ineffable birth of the Virgin. In essence, both
treatises could be read aloud in front of a community as a series of catechising

sermons for the instruction of the believers.

I do not intend, of course, to determine that the two treatises were in fact a
compilation of a series of sermons or that they were intended merely for community

catechisation purposes. Theodoret uses such persuasive pastoral rhetoric in his other

3 See e.g.cols. 1152A, 1156A, 1156B, 1160B, 1165D, 1169B, 1176D, 1456D etc.
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writings also (e.g. in his Epistle 151 to the Eastern monks, written before Ephesus).
What I suggest is that Theodoret had undoubtedly used his ecclesiastical experience
to put together a practical instruction for the larger community of the Church that he
had been serving. This might lead to a possible conclusion that the primary
addressees of these two treatises were the Christian communities in the diocese of
Cyrus and around Antioch, as well as in the capital. Theodoret's Letter to the people
of Constantinople (SC 429, 130-51) in which he recommends this double treatise to

the addressees has notable similarities with De incarnatione, as Guinot observed.*

Thus, probably the main reason why Theodoret could recommend his treatise
unequivocally to the people of Constantinople was that this work in fact had been

intended for such an audience.’

3.2 The teaching about God the Father

Being original is not Theodoret's primary intention. He works within a Trinitarian
tradition and is aware of the boundaries set by earlier teachers. On one hand, he
accepts some of these limits, e.g. the eastern position concerning the Filiogue. On the
other hand, he tries to develop the terminology of earlier fathers, whenever he

considers it appropriate based on his exegesis of a relevant biblical passage.®

As we have already observed, the passage (Ch. 4) concerning the doctrine on the

Father is conspicuously short. All that Theodoret intended to say was the following:

We, the suitors, worshippers as well as high-voiced and high-minded
heralds of the Trinity, believe in one God [and] Father unbegun and
unbegotten [dvapyov kai ayeévvnrov], [who is an] eternally existent
Father, [who] did not become [Father] herein after. For there was not
when He was not [a Father], but He had been Father from the very
beginning [od yap Mv Ote odk 7v, GAL’ dvwlev RAv TMatnp].
Neither had He been a Son first, and then [became] a Father, according to
the corporeal sequence, but since ever He is — yet He is eternally — Father
He both is and is called [’ oOnep Eotiv deil 8¢ &oti, [Tatnp xai
gotL kai kaAeitai] (col. 1152A).

* Guinot, 'L'Expositio et le traité...", 67-68.

* Cf. Guinot, 'L'Expositio et le traité...", 72-73.

® See also the important study of M. O. Boulnois, Le paradoxe trinitaire chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie.
Herméneutique, analyses philosophiques et argumentation théologique, Collection des FEtudes
Augustiniennes, 143 (Paris: 1994)
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The first thing we observe is a firm confession that the worshippers of the Trinity
believe in one God [eig €va Bgov]. This basic principle of Theodoret's Trinitarian
concept is to be found in an epigrammatic sentence in Ch. 7 of his Expositio: Movag
yap kot &v Tpradrt voeitai, kai Tprag &v povadt yvwpiletor (PG 6,
1220C). Bergjan considered the issue to be 'das Grundproblem' for Theodoret's
teaching on the Trinity.” She has also shown that Theodoret's main sources for the

elaboration of his Trinitarian doctrine were the Cappadocians. According to Bergjan,

the Bishop of Cyrus was familiar with the following works (or with parts of them):

e Basil of Caesarea: In Psalmum 59,4; De Spiritu Sancto, De gratiarum actione

homilia 5, Contra Eunomium 1-11;

e Gregory Nazianzen: Ep. 101 ad Cledonium, Or. 40 in sanctum baptisma, Or. 30
de Filio, Ep. 202 ad Nectarium, Or. 45 in sanctum Pascha

o Gregory of Nyssa: De deitate Filii et Spiritus Sancti, De vita Moysis, Contra

Eunomium 11, De beatitud., Or. catech. magna.S

The oneness of God's being is well established within the works of these theologians,
and Theodoret accepted many of their statements. E.g., concerning the Trinity

Gregory Nazianzen spoke of pia @Voic, tpeic 1d1otnTeg. He also asserted that all
the three divine Persons retain their specific attributes, i.e. T0 dyévvnrov, 10
yevvNToV, 10 mpotdv.’ This framework — including the Cappadocians' definition of

vnootaoig in Trinitarian usage — largely influenced Theodoret's understanding.

3.2.1 The Father's specific title in relation to the Son and to the Spirit

[Tiotevopev gig Eva Beov Tlatépa dvapyov kol &yevvnrov — says Theodoret.
The last two expressions bear an important significance for his perception of God's
being. God the Father is without beginning, unbegotten and unborn. In the later

passages concerning the Son and the Holy Spirit the epithet dvapyog will be applied

7 Silke-Petra Bergjan, Theodoret von Cyrus und der Neunizdnismus, Aspekte der altkirchlichen
Trinitétslehre, Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994), 113-14.

¥ Bergjan, Theodoret von Cyrus und der Neunizdnismus, 149.

2 Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 26,19 in SC 284, 270.
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to the other two divine bnootacelg also, thus to the entire odoia and @voig of
God. In the last chapter of De Trinitate Theodoret will assert that the Oo1g of the

Trinity is abtolwng, i.e. self-existent.

The Trinity being eternal without inception is fully exposed in the relevant places:
Theodoret spends a considerable time in emphasising the equality and co-eternity of
the three Persons (see e.g. the titles of Ch. 6, 20 and 27). However, the term
ayevvnrog in the above sentence will remain the Father's exclusive title, thus
qualifying the first Person of the uni-essential Trinity. On one hand, it shows that the
Father does not owe His existence to anything or anybody, thus reinforcing His being
avapyoc. On the other hand, it qualifies the Father's position in relationship to the

Son and the Holy Spirit. This concurs with Gregory Nazianzen's classification.

Theodoret is meticulous in finding and choosing specific appellations, in pointing out
the particular attributes of the Person he is speaking about. These titles are neither
chosen nor applied distinctly, i.e. in an isolated fashion. The Bishop of Cyrus sees
the Persons of the Trinity in their relationship with each other, and interprets their
names and titles accordingly. Thus, the Father is Father in relation to His Son, and
the Son is Son in relation to His Father etc. Yet, the Son is Creator also in His

relation to humankind because of the commonness of His odoia with the Father and

with the Holy Spirit.

It is probably useful to take a closer look at the expression dyevvntog and its

doctrinal implications. The term primarily means 'unbegotten' and 'unborn'. If we

compare this with its paronym — ayévnrtog — we find that they are quite close not
only in spelling but in meaning also. Nevertheless, that little difference became

crucial in the Early Church, since the first one was rooted in the verb ysvvaw,
whereas the second one derived from yilyvopa.i. As opposed to the first expression,
ayevnrog means 'lacking inception'. If it were still acceptable in this negative form
as referring to the Father, its affirmative version, yevntog (= come-into-being) could
not serve as synonym for yevvntog (= begotten, born) when applied to the Son,

since yevntog could imply a coming into existence either by creation or begetting.
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These two terms caused a lot of trouble for the early orthodox theologians, especially
when — being challenged by Arius — they had to establish the eternal begetting of the
Son as opposed to the creation of the world and humankind. Thus, starting from the
appearance of Arianism, these two verbs and their derivations were not
interchangeable. Origen's [Tept apy@v is a further proof that the above distinction
was a result of a later theological evolution. In the chapter entitled De Christo of

[Tepi apy®@v Origen does not yet find any difficulty in identifying the begotten Son

of God with the created Wisdom mentioned in the Proverbs:

First, we have to know that the nature of the deity within Christ in respect
of His being the Only-begotten Son of God is one thing, and that human
nature which He assumed in these last times for the purposes of the
dispensation is another. Therefore we have first to ascertain what [Lat.
quid] the Only-begotten Son of God is, who [Lat. qui] is called by many
different names, according to the circumstances and views [of
individuals]. For He is titled Wisdom, as Solomon also said in the person
of Wisdom [Lat. sicut et Salomon dixit ex persona sapientiae]: "The Lord
created [Lat. creavit] me the beginning of His ways, and among His
works, before He made any other thing; He founded [Lat. fundavit] me
before the ages. In the beginning, before He made the earth, before He
brought forth the fountains of waters, before the mountains were made
strong, before all the hills, He begotr me [Lat. genmerat/genuit me]'
(Proverbs 8:22-25). He is also named Firstborn [Lat. primogenitus], as
the apostle had said, 'who is the Firstborn of all creatures' (Colossians
1:15). The Firstborn, however, is not by nature a different person from
the Wisdom, but one and the same [Lat. unus atque idem]. Finally, the
Apostle Paul says that 'Christ [is] the power of God and the wisdom of
God' (1 Corinthians 1:24) — SC 252, pp.110-112; cf. PG 11, 130AB.

Origen repeatedly uses the verbs 'create’, 'generate’ or 'beget’ interchangeably without

explanation, as one can observe it in the third paragraph of the same chapter:

Now, in the same way in which we have understood that Wisdom was
the beginning of the ways of God, and is said to be created [Lat. creata
esse], forming beforehand and containing within herself the species and
beginnings of all creatures, must we understand her to be the Word of
God. [...] Let him, then, who assigns a beginning [initium) to the Word or
Wisdom of God, take care that he be not guilty of impiety against the
unbegotten [ingenitum] Father Himself, seeing he denies that He had
always been a Father, and had hegotten [genuisse] the Word, and had
possessed wisdom in all preceding periods (SC 252, 114-116).

This puzzling formulation of Origen is actually criticised by Jerome in his Epistola

124, 2 ad Avitum in the following manner: 'Et statim in primo volumine: Christum
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Filium Dei non natum esse sed factum' (PL 22, 1060A). According to the same letter
of Jerome, Origen repeated the assertion concerning the Holy Spirit also, thus

creating a Trinitarian subordination. As Jerome says,

Tertium dignitate et honore post Patrem et Filium adserit Spiritum
Sanctum. De quo cum ignorare se dicat utrum factus sit an infectus, in
posterioribus quid de eo sentiret expressit, nihil absque solo Deo Patre
infectum esse confirmans (PL 22, 1060D-1061A).

Rufinus translated the text of De principiis 1, 2, 6 (SC 252, 122) with 'nihil
ingenitum, id est innatum’, whereas Jerome interpreted it as 'infectum'. According to
Crouzel and Simonetti this is due to the fact that Origen did not distinguish between
the terms yevntog and yevvntog, neither between ayeévnrogand ayévvnroc.
Jerome, however, being aware of the Arian challenge of his own time,
anachronistically interpreted Origen's terminology as being heretical.'” A similar
criticism of such practice can be found in Cap. 8 of the Formula of the third

Antiochene Synod of 345, entitled €k8eoig pakpootixog, as well as in the

Anathema 10 of the Synod of Ancyra held in 358."

Theodoret, however, is well aware of this terminological development and does not
use the above terms interchangeably. Moreover, one of the pillars of his Trinitarian
thought is the crucial difference between God as Creator and the whole world as His

creation. This fundamental character of God's uncreated ool is stressed as being
entirely valid for all the three bnootdoeig of the Trinity. As one would expect, in

subsequent passages, Theodoret comes to assert the particular designations for both
the Son and the Spirit. Faithful to his Neo-Nicene and Cappadocian heritage,
Theodoret qualifies the Son as yevvnSeig (De Trinitate 5 — col. 1152B) and the

Holy Spirit as npogA806v, ob yevvn®év (De Trinitate 19 — col. 1176C).

"'l ne s'agit pas d'une citation, mais d'un résumé de la pensée d'Origéne, telle que Jérome l'a
comprise, dans une énumération de propositions condamnables [...] Origéne avait certainement écrit
yevnTog et dyevntog, non distingués par lui de yevvntog et dyévvnrog. La distinction ayant été faite
pour répondre aux ariens, Jérome a traduit ces termes conformément & l'usage de son temps et leur a
donné une signification hérétique: l'interprétation de Rufin est la seule conforme & la pensée
d'Origene, telle qu'elle se manifeste dans I'ensemble de son oeuvre.' Origéne, Traité des principes 11,
ed. by Henri Crouzel and Manlio Simonetti, SC 253 (Paris: Cerf, 1978), 14.

" See G. Ludwig Hahn, Bibliothek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der Alten Kirche, 3rd edn
(Breslau: E. Morgenstern, 1897), 194-95 and 203.
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3.2.2 Other attributes of the Father

Turning back to the teaching on the Father, we learn in continuation that He is an
eternal Father [del @v], who did not later acquire this status. This is important in
order to uphold the doctrine of God's unchanging eternal nature and thus to avoid any
kind of alteration [tponn] of the Godhead during the Incarnation. In this Theodoret
might have been influenced by Theodore, who also defended God's eternal being and
fatherhood in his confession:
[Motevopev &ig €va Bedv, Tlatépo Gidrov, o008 votepov
apEapevov o0 givat, AL’ dvodev dvta aidiov Bedv, ovte pnv
votepov yeyovota Ilatépa, enednnep del Bedg te fv kot [Natnp
(Hahn, Bibliothek, 302).
'There was not, when He was not [...] a Father' = o0 yap fv Ot odk 7v [...]
[Matnp. This argument is repeated and enhanced in the passage on the Son,
especially in Theodoret's explanation concerning the contrast between the verbs qv
and £yéveto (see Ch. 6 and 7 of De Trinitate). The basic idea is not his, since it can
be found at other fathers also, being included among the anathemas following the
Nicene Creed.'"” Theodoret adapts here an early anti-Arian rationale, which by his
time became part of the doctrinal tradition. Nevertheless, the Nicene Creed —
together with other famous ancient creeds — applies the above definition to the Son

and to the Spirit, but not to the Father.

It is important to note that Theodoret's 'there was not when He was not' applied to the
Father refers implicitly to the Son, since the complete sentence says, as we have
quoted, o0 yap fv 0te oOk MV [...] [Tatnp. Thus, Theodoret speaks not simply of
the eternity of God Himself, but rather asserts that His fatherhood is eternal. This
affirmation in fact serves for safeguarding the co-eternity and co-equality of the Son

with His Father, thus refusing any subordinationism.

The by then traditional formula 'there was not when He was not' as applied to the Son

and to the Spirit was present in other ancient symbols and creeds. Theodoret here

"> Tovg 8& Aéyovtag fv mote 61e odk AV [...] Tov Yiov 100 Beob, TovTovg dvadepatifer f
kadoAikn ExxAnoio. See Hahn, Bibliothek, 161.
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simply gave it an interesting nuance, which helped the subsequent explanation of the
Son's eternal begetting. Among the other sources we can mention the longer form of
the Palestinian Symbol according to Epiphanius (ca 374), which interprets the

statement ok Tv O0te 00K TV as referring to the Son and the Spirit, but not to the
fatherhood of the Father."

The Palestinian Symbol — together with the anathema following the Nicene Creed of
325 — on one hand seems to imply an equality between the terms bnocTac1G and
ovotia. On the other hand, it rejects any idea that change or mutability could be
attributed to the Son or to the Spirit. The Nicaenum refuses the term ktiot0g as well,

although the expression might be a subsequent addition of Athanasius.'* The latter
aspect of the Nicene and Palestinian symbols will become a stronghold for Theodoret
in his defence of the Son's eternal immutability, whereas in the question of

vnootaoilg and ovota he will follow the Cappadocians and their distinctions, thus

developing further the common Nicene heritage."’

The longer baptismal creed of the Armenian Church is similar to the Palestinian and
the Nicene Creed in the sense that it also applies 'there was not when He was not' to
the Son and to the Spirit, but not to the Father or to His fatherhood. It differs,
however, from the other two in the sense that it does not contain &£ E&tépag
vrootacewg, only &€ £tépag odotlag, which might be an indication of a Neo-

Nicene influence (Hahn, Bibliothek, 153).

There is one ancient creed, however, drawn up in Syria in the middle of the third

century, which might imply the acceptance of 00 yap Mv Ote ok MV as referring

to God the Father. God is regarded here as being the Father of the believers:

“Hueig tékva 900 kai viot eipnvng Ovieg [...] €va povov Begov
katoyyEAdopev, [..] @idtov kai dvapyov kol @G oikodvia

"* Hahn, Bibliothek, 137. See also the contession of faith of the community in Ancyra from 372 in
Hahn, Bibliothek, 264.

'* M. F. Wiles, 'A Textual Variant in the Creed of the Council of Nicaea', SP, 26 (1993), 428-33.

'* For a detailed analysis of Theodoret's following and developing of the Cappadocians' Trinitarian
doctrine including their distinction of terms see Bergjan, Theodoret von Cyrus und der
Neunizdnismus, 105-71.
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anpooitov, ov devtepov Ovro. kol Tpitov H MOAAOGTOV, GAAQ
povov ai1diwg (Hahn, Bibliothek, 13-14).

A crucial aspect of Theodoret's Trinitarian thinking is the basic difference between

God's being and the being of all His creatures. These two obclat can by no means
be mingled or confused, since God's oboia is eternal, whereas the odoia of the
creatures is ephemeral. The traditional sentence obk 1fv 0te o0k 7V endorsed here

by Theodoret referring to the fatherhood of the Father throws light upon the author's
fundamental concept of time and age also, according to which the very being of God

is undoubtedly above time, since He is in fact the Creator of time.

Our author is also careful with the application of human analogies to God's being,
trying to avoid any overstatement in this direction. God is truly Father, but His divine
fatherhood is more than the human and thus cannot be fully described by the latter.
As Theodoret writes, the Father 'had been Father from the very beginning', moreover,

Neither had He been a Son first, and then [became] a Father, according to

the corporeal sequence, but since ever He is — yet He is eternally — Father

He both is and is called (col. 1152A).
The above sentence seems to be more than just a logical result or conclusion of the
previous statements. The affirmation 'neither had He been a Son first, and then
[became] a Father according to the corporeal sequence' is missing from the earlier
tradition and seems to be entirely distinctive to Theodoret. It is perhaps an answer to
the closing part of the first confession of Arius sent to Alexander around 320. Here
Arius criticises those who interpret the expressions 'of God's womb', 'of God', 'of
Him' etc. referring to the Son as proof of His coessentiality with the Father.
According to Arius, this practice infers an assemblage and change within the bodiless
God, who thus is said to have followed a corporeal sequence. He writes,

Eil 8¢ 10 &€ adtoD, kol tO &k yootpog, kol 10" £k tob Ilatpog

gENABoV kal fikw, ®¢ PEPOG ADTOD OMOOVGLOL Kol ®G TPOBOAT

L0 TIVEV vogital, cLvdetog Eotat O [latnp kol draipetog kal

TPENMTOG Kol o@uO kAT oDTOLG kol TO Ocov &n adTOig Ta

dxdrovda cwpatt ndoywv 6 Govpatog Oedg.°

'S CPG 2026; Hans-Georg Opitz, ed., Athanasius Werke, 3 vols (Berlin-Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter,
1934), 111, 13 (Urkunde 6). Cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 256.
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Theodoret finds an effective way to resist such an interpretation. For him the Son is
truly of God the Father, being 6poovotog with and begotten by Him. Yet, the Father
is neither cOvBetog nor Srailpetog nor tpentdg and is not subject to any bodily

sequence despite of the fact that He had begotten the Son, because His fatherhood is
utterly different from the human fatherhood. Theodoret will expose this matter more
clearly in Ch. 9 of De Trinitate, where he introduces the notion of the Son's
impassible begetting. In his response to Arianism he upholds both the Nicene

opooveotog and the immutability of the Father's being, although for Arius the latter

attribute seemed to contradict inevitably the begetting of a Son of the same essence.

Thus, with the sentence 'neither had He been a Son first, and then [became] a Father
according to the corporeal sequence' Theodoret on one hand successfully resists
Arianism. On the other hand, he also appears to guard against univocal analogy of
human fatherhood: a man is always first someone else's son before later becoming a
father. God in his divine obola or @Uoilg is not subject to T®V ocwuATOV
dxorovdia, since He Himself is dowpatog.'” This is what Arius claimed also, but

without distinguishing adequately between divine and human fatherhood. Theodoret
suggests here that all the human analogies applied to God's fatherhood or to any
other aspect of His divine existence are limited and cannot describe fully His divine

ovoia. This is exposed clearly in Ch. 15, where the author argues that the Son can

represent the Father in Himself only if both of them are of the same (divine) essence:

Behold, how the coessentiality [t0 Opoovotov] [of the Father and Son]
is manifested! For He says: 'If you had known me, you would have
known my Father also." But one thing of a different essence is not
recognised through another with yet a further different essence. Things of
a different or strange nature do not reveal each other. Nevertheless, those
sharing the same nature can be recognised through each other. The nature
[pVoig] of the whole humankind becomes visible through one human
being, and the whole genus [t0 yévog] of sheep through a single sheep
respectively. But [one] cannot [perceive] the lions through the sheep,
neither the sheep through the lions, nor the angels through human beings,
nor human beings through angels; for each creature is expressive of
his/her own nature (col. 1169BC).

' The term dodpatog is applied to the whole @¥o1c of the Triad in Ch. 28 (col. 1188C).
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In the above context, the statement concerning God's eternal fatherhood means that
God cannot be perceived through human examples, thus by human analogies. Here
lies in fact one of Theodoret's strong arguments concerning the immutability and
eternity of God in opposition to the changing nature of the creation, which is subject
to time. This seems to be what Arius defended also, but he failed to realise that God
did not change by becoming a Father, since His fatherhood — as opposed to the

human — is not a result of any evolution. Therefore the 1®@v cwudtwv dkolovdia

cannot serve as a model to describe God's eternal begetting.

'But since ever He is — yet He is eternally — Father He both is and is called' — we read
the closure of Ch. 4. The text itself makes clear that concerning the eternal being of
God the Father — including His fatherhood — one cannot speak about any 'since’,
because that would already imply an inception, the very thought Theodoret is
vehemently arguing against. In the subsequent chapter we shall find &¢’ 00 in the
sense of 'since’ where it refers to the coeternity of Father and Son. Theodoret tries to
avoid any kind of subordination of the Son to the Father, emphasising that the eternal

coexistence makes them equal in all respects.

In the sentence [Tatnp kail €ott kol kaAeitor Theodoret almost seems to equate
the verb 'is' with 'is called', just as if he were suggesting that the name 'Father' is
proper and applicable to God unequivocally from the very beginning. The concept of
naming, addressing, labelling or calling bears an enormous significance for our
author throughout both tracts. The name identifies the person, and whenever
Theodoret applies a name to God as Father, Son and Spirit, this act of naming is a
confession. It is the full recognition of the name as being entirely — and in general:
ontologically — proper to its bearer. The above sentence seeks to emphasise that the

first Person of the Holy Trinity is indeed Father eternally and is called rightly s0.'®

Compared to the Nicene Creed, two important issues are missing from the above
confession about the Father: His appellation of navtokpatwp as well as His title of
[Towntng mavtwv. The first expression is absent from both treatises, but God's

sovereign power is accentuated throughout the reasoning. Further, this dominion is

'* For a more detailed discussion see The ontological importance of 'naming’ in Ch. 4 of this work.
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extended to the Son and to the Spirit also. The entire text of De Trinitate seems to

suggest that the supreme power is proper to God's ovoia or VoG, thus to all three

vnootaocelg of the Trinity and not to the Father alone. As we read in Ch. 12:

Therefore, those whose knowledge [yv®oig] is equal, have equal power
[dOvapig] also. And those who have equal power obviously have one
essence [ovoio] as well. [...] With the statement 'l and the Father' He
indicated the number of personal entities [tOv apiduov @V
brnootacewv], and with the addition '[we] are one' He evinced the
invariability of the [same] power. Therefore those who have equal
knowledge, power and will [BoOAnctig], obviously have one nature
[pVoic] also (col. 1164B-1165A)."
The second point, however, (i.e. the lack of the term Ilointng ndvtwv) is more
interesting, since it can hardly be claimed that Theodoret simply had forgotten to
mention God the Father as being the Creator of all. The omission of this Nicene title
here in the passage concerning the Father is probably intentional. It leaves the field
clear for a later demonstration of the author's conviction that the Word of God, i.e.
the Son is Creator also according to the prologue of John's gospel. This point will
later serve as a proof for showing the Word's coeternity and equality with the Father,

as well as for His timelessness. The same is valid for the Spirit also.

We should also note that in the following passages consecrated to the Son and to the
Holy Spirit Theodoret makes several further references to the Father, thus
augmenting the teaching on His bnootaotg. The additional attributes of the Father
being presented in relationship with the other two Onootdoceig show that

Theodoret's Trinitarian teaching follows a truly dynamic pattern.

3.2.3 Conclusion
Based on the text of Ch. 4 as well as on its omissions we can conclude that
Theodoret sees the teaching on the first bnoctaoig of the Trinity as being deeply

rooted in God's eternal fatherhood. Despite the fact that the Son is not mentioned in

the paragraph, its structure and the emphasis upon obk Mv Ote ovk fv [latnp

'” Concerning the Son's and the Spirit's equality with the Father regarding power and supreme
dominion over all see e.g. chapters 12, 13, 18 and 21 of De Trinitate.
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implies the begetting of the Son, preparing the ground for a subsequent

demonstration of His co-eternity (and thus, co-equality) with the Father.

The eternal unbegun being of God is considered different from everyone else to the
extent that human analogies applied to His fatherhood are regarded as defective. God
in His begetting does not follow bodily (i.e. human) patterns, and His fatherhood
cannot be described by an analogy of the cwpata. Although God the Father is

Father indeed, yet not in the manner of human fathers, since His begetting is free
from any change, because it did not happen in time. Therefore the most important

attributes of God's obola are eternity, timelessness (resulting in immutability), as
well as lacking inception or creation. The first Onootacig of the Trinity — as

opposed to the other two — is unbegotten, and His condition of being Father did and

does not suffer any change throughout His existence.

3.3 The teaching about God the Son

We believe in one Son, [who is] co-eternal with His Begetter
[cuvaidiov t@® yevvnoavti], whose existence had no beginning, but
[He] is eternally; moreover, He is [eternal] together with the Father.
Thus, since ever the Father exists — yet He is eternally Father — [so also]
the Son from Him. Therefore, they exist inseparably [&ywplotwg] from
each other according to their names as well as to their realities. For if the
Son is not eternal, but there was when He was not, then neither the Father
can be eternal [el 0Ok dei 8¢ 6 Yiog, GAA’ Ry Ote oK AV, OLSE
ael O Ilatnp], because He bears the name [Father] only since He [the
Father] has begotten. But if God the Father is eternal (since it would be a
blasphemy indeed to subordinate to time the Existent One [who Himself
is] the Creator of time, and according to the time intervals to pronounce
[as] second [Sevteépav] the begetting which is timeless and beyond time,
then the Son is eternal also, since He was born ineffably of the Father,
being eternal together with the Father, and perceived [yvwpilopevoc])
together with Him (Ch. 5 —col. 1152AB).

The Son's being cuvaidiog t@ yevvnoavrt is indispensable for His equality in all
respects with His Father. The repeated assertion of the argument d¢ o0 yoap
[Matnp, del 8¢ TMotnp in the section concerning the teaching on the Son shows that

the aim of the previous chapter included laying basis of the Son's eternal begetting.
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We also encounter the term 'inseparable’ [aywpiotwg], which twenty years later
became one of the four crucial expressions defining the two natures within Christ in
the Chalcedonense. Here it refers to the relationship between Father and Son, who
are inseparable from each other, as Theodoret says, concerning both their names
[0vopata] and their realities [mpayuato]. The concept of naming plays an
important role here. The Son being inseparable from the Father according to ta
ovopota. means that their names are proper to their being. Thus, the Father is Father
because He had begotten the Son, and the Son is Son because He is born of the
Father. Theodoret sees the brootaceilg of the Trinity in their ontological as well as

dynamic relationship with each other and interprets their names consequently.

The traditional 'there was not when He was not' is applied to the Son also, but again
in the sense to reinforce the eternal Father-Son relationship of the first two
vrootacels. Interestingly, the Son's eternity determines the timelessness of the
Father, since, as Theodoret puts it, el odx dei 8¢ 6 Yiog, &AL v Ote odk 7y,
o0d¢ deil 6 IMatnp: G o yop EyEvvnoe, To0T0 EYEL TO dvoua.

The rest of the above text of Ch. 5 speaks briefly about the relationship between God
and time, between Creator and creature, as well as about the timeless begetting of the
Son. One might say that the entire Ch. 5 gives a basic outline of the following exposé
on the Son. Each remark or title will be given careful attention in the subsequent
chapters in order to furnish a proper Trinitarian foundation for Christology. In
analysing Theodoret's teaching on the Son we shall adopt the following method:
taking one by one the issues raised within the comprehensive presentation above, we

shall refer to the relevant chapter(s) where these are more fully exposed.

3.3.1 The Son's titles and attributes

Coeternity with the Father

In Chapters 6 and 7 Theodoret brings forward a biblical argument from both the Old
and New Testaments to prove the Son's coeternity with the Father. These two

chapters represent his exegetical answer to the Arian challenge.
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In the beginning — says [the Scripture] — was the Word, and the Word
was with God, and the Word was God. This was in the beginning with
God." Thus, Who existed in the beginning [already], when was He not?
For [John] does not say, that He came into existence [£yEveto] in the

beginning, but that He was [qv] (col. 1152C).
The above quotation comprises Theodoret's crucial argument concerning the

difference between fv and €yévero. His answer to the Arian 'there was when the

Word was not' is legitimate both biblically as well as linguistically: the Gospel of
John does not say that the Word 'became’ in the beginning, but rather that He 'was',
that He had already existed. The 'becoming' of the Word, as Theodoret later will

come to assert, is the act of the Incarnation and not His coming into existence.

In fact there is a certain problem with the attribution of the words v 6t& ok v to
Arius himself, since he also accepted the timeless [ayxpovwc] begetting of the Son.
Nevertheless, the first formula of his confession clearly implies the denial of the
Son's coeternity with the Father, whom Arius regards as being the solely unbegun
[avapyog povwratog]. He also admits, that the Son was not before His begetting
[odk Ay mpd T0D yevvndfjvai], and the text infers that the Father pre-existed the

begetting of His Son. Theodoret's repeated argument concerning God's eternal

fatherhood is understandable if one considers the following words of Arius:

0 pev 0g0¢ alTlog TAV TMAVIOV TOYXOVOV EGTLV  AVAPXOG
povotatog, 0 8¢ Yiog aypoveg yevvndeig vmo tod Iatpog kat
npo alwvov ktiodeic xai Gespediwdeic odk NV mpoO TOD
yevvndfvar, GAL axpoveg mpd maviwv yevvndelg, povog LTO
o0 [latpog Oneotn. O0de yap Eotiv aidiog 1 ovvaidiog
cvvayevnrog @ [atpl [...] @G povag kai apyxn mavi®v ovTwg 6
Be0g mpo maviwv £otl. Ao kol mpo tod Yiod Eotiv [...] dpyn
adtob [i.e. Yiob] éotiv 6 Be0g. “Apxet yop adTod oG Be0g adTOs
Kol mpo adtod @v. (Opitz, Urkunde 6, 13).%°

%% In his letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia (CPG 2025) Arius stresses the origin of the Son before times
and ages: dednput kel Bovdy Veéotn mpd ypdvev kal npd aivvewv. Nevertheless, the Son's
hypostasis 'subsisted' by the Father's will and not by His begetting, which necessarily makes the
hypostasis of the Son inferior to the Aypostasis of the Father. The next sentence leaves no doubt as to
how this subordination is to be taken: kai mpiv yevvnOf nror ktiedf fror Oprodf 7
Oepeliwdf, odx fv. Opitz, Urkunde 1, 3. Even if there is no 'time' or 'age' yet, there is still a 'before'
in the Son's coming to existence.
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These are the very thoughts Theodoret is arguing against. The Son for him is
dvapyog as the Father and not xtio0¢€ic, He is cuvaidiog and cuvayevntog with

the Father, who is not before or above Him and does not pre-exist Him in any sense.

As already observed, in the very basic concept of the Bishop of Cyrus God in His
divinity is utterly different from anybody and anything else, since His being is
uncreated. Moreover, He is the Creator of all. Theodoret asserts that time itself is a
creature, and thus the eternal Creator of all cannot be subject to time. A direct answer
to the above statement of Arius is to be found in Ch. 6 as follows:

If the Son had not always been together [cuvnv] with God the Father,

but rather came later into existence, then it is necessary to place a certain
time or epoch between the Father and the Son (col. 1152C).

Arius of course would have denied this, saying that he accepted the Son's timeless
begetting. Nevertheless, Theodoret is right in deducting that if the Father is regarded

npd avtod [i.e. YioD] @v, then a time span interposed between the Father and the

Son — despite all the objections of Arius — is inevitable. He therefore continues:

This being granted though, it follows that the creation [i.e. time]
preceded the Creator [i.e. the Son]. Since 'all things were made by the
Son; and without Him not one thing was made' — says the evangelist. Yet,
one of all [that was created] is the age or time [itself]! The blessed Paul
speaks thus: 'in these last days He has spoken to us by [His] Son, whom
He had appointed heir of all things, by whom also He created the ages.'
Yet, if the ages [0l ai®dveg] were the creation of the Son, they cannot
precede their Creator (col. 1152CD).

The quotation from John 1:3 is connected with the next sentence by the expression
€v (=one). Theodoret argues that according to John 'nothing was made' [gyéveTo
ovd¢ €v] without the Word (i.e. the Son), yet time itself is one element of the whole
creation [Ev 8¢ t@dv mavtwv]. At this point, we can reflect upon the reason why he
had omitted the title [Tointng ndvrwv from the passage on the Father. Thus — with

the help of Hebrews 1:1-2 — he could emphasise even more clearly that the Son, the

Word of God is Creator indeed, therefore the author of time also:

However, since the ages did not [yet] exist, it is clear that time [0
xpOvog] — which is made up and measured by days and nights — [did not
exist] either. Hence, the day and night are generated by the rising and
setting of light, and the light was made after the heaven, the earth and the
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air. Yet, the God-Word had created all these and those within them by

[His] word [ednuiovpynce AOyw], according to the good will

[ebBoxkia] of the Father (col. 1152D).
Theodoret's thoughtfully pursued argument is that nothing — not even time — should
be interposed between the Father and the Son without the fateful result of ranking the
Word together with the creatures. Arius did not find any difficulty in doing this,
since he could accept the notions of timeless begetting as well as the creation of the
Son before the ages as being in some sense equivalent. By saying that the Son is
kticpo tod Beod tédelov, GAL’ oby ®g v T®V KTiopaT®V YEvvnuo, GAA’
ovY WG EV T@V yeyevvnuévwv [or yevvnuatwv], Arius admitted that the Son

might be regarded a creature, even if a perfect one.”’ The Bishop of Cyrus cannot
accept this, since for him the very starting point in understanding the Trinity is the
commonly eternal odoia of all the three Persons:
Thus, among the times and the ages together with all the other things
created by the Word, there is not one [creature] between [ueta&v] the
Father and the Son, but God the Father is verily eternal, and the Son is

co-eternal with the Father. That is why the Evangelist exclaims, 'In the
beginning was the Word.' (col. 1153A)

As shown by Luise Abramowski, this idea is already present in Basil of Caesarea's
De Spiritu Sancto, X, 24. As the German scholar formulates, whilst quoting Basil,
Was die Zeit betrifft, ist niemand so unverstdndig, dem Schopfer der
Aonen einen Zweiten Platz zuzuweisen, ob8evog SrocTHMOTOC
UECLTEVOVTOG TH QUoLkR 7pog tov Tatépa o0 Yiod cvvoeelq
(SC 172, p. 3320).%

[ shall return to the issue of cuvageira used in the sense of aoLYYLTOG Evwoig both

in a Trinitarian and in a Christological sense at the end of this chapter as well as in

the next one. At this point, however, concerning the times and ages in relation to the

A Opitz, Urkunde 6, 12-13. Wiles argues that Arius's confession of the Son as being kTiopa but not
noinua is important, since the two terms were not equal for him, as they were for his opponents.
Theodoret seems to stand in the Athanasian tradition by rejecting both terms without further
explanation. See Wiles, 'A Textual Variant in the Nicene Creed', 430-32.

* Luise Abramowski, Tuvdgeta und Govyyvtog éveotg als Bezeichnung fiir trinitarische und
christologische Einheit' in Drei christologische Untersuchungen (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1981),
63-109 (p. 86).
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Son, we could refer to one of the anathemas formulated at the second Antiochene
council in 341, which closely resembles Theodoret's previous statement:
El 11 mopa tv OyLfi 1@V ypae®dv Op8nv nictiv diddoket,

Aéywv, | xpOvov f kaipov 7| aidvo 1 elvol §| yeyovévail mpo
100 yevvndfvat tov Yidv, avadepa Eotm.”

It is clear that for the sake of upholding God's immutability, one has to accept that
the Father was Father eternally, since He had begotten the Son eternally. If one
claimed that the Father as it were pre-existed the Son, and begot Him 'later', that
would necessarily imply a change by stages within God's obota, because this odota

initially had to include only one Orndotacig of the Father (who then was not yet a

Father) and then another two, with the subsequent begetting of the Son and the
procession of the Spirit. Moreover, the acceptance of such change can only result in

the Arian rejection of the 6poovoia. of the Son and of the Spirit with the Father,

since their obola would be a result of successive alterations of God's initial essence.

Theodoret refuses any such thought of Trinitarian subordinationism. For him God's

ovotia is eternal and unalterable. That is why he will consecrate the entire Ch. 9 to

the explanation of the Word's impassible begetting by the Father and many other
chapters to prove their equality. God's eternal being presupposes a permanent pattern

of one ovoia — three brootacelg. Only within this framework can and should one

speak about the relationship and interaction between the brootacerg of the Trinity.

The Son as 'reflection’, 'express image' and 'icon’

In the second part of Ch. 6 Theodoret quotes various biblical passages in order to
describe the condition of the Son in relation to the Father. For him, the Word's being

'the reflection of God's glory and the express image of His bnoctacig' (Hebrews
1:3) is the equivalent of the Nicene ¢ &x @wtdg, Beog aAndivog &k Oeod
aAn%1vod. On one hand, the Son is uncreated and He is Creator. On the other hand,

Theodoret argues that the One, who is spoken about in Colossians 1:15 (who is

* Hahn, Bibliothek, 186. See also the sixteenth anathema of the council of Ancyra held in 358: &1 T1g
tov [latépa mpesPitepov xpove Aéyor 1ol &€ Eavtob povoyévovg Yiov, vewtepov 8&



Chapter 3: Theodoret's Trinitarian Concept 79
indeed Jesus Christ Himself) did not become [gygéveto] the gikwv of the invisible
God, but rather is [Eotiv] the image Himself. Moreover, the author cannot refer to
the elkwv merely as to the divine being of the Word, since that is also invisible,
being part of God's obcia. The eik®v is and has to be visible: thus, the title refers to
Jesus Christ Himself. This tendency of identifying the bnoctacig of the Word with

the incarnate Person of Jesus Christ is observable in the following conclusion also:

Thus had the Divine Spirit instructed those who from the beginning were
eyewitnesses and servants of the Word in the theology concerning the
Only-begotten Word of God. That is why they did not rank the Creator
with the creation; they did not align the Maker among the creatures; [and
for this reason] nowhere [in the Scripture] did they call a creature the
honourable Child [yevvnua.] of God (col. 1153B).

The above 'eyewitnesses and servants of the Word' are the apostles of Jesus Christ,
who is the Word incarnate for Theodoret. He will insist upon this in De incarnatione
also. We may conclude that the Son being anavyaopa and yapaktip of God's

glory and Person speaks of His divine eternity, whereas the title elk@v t0o0 8g00

100 dopatov speaks of His Incarnation, forecasting the discussion of that issue.

Although the problem has to be addressed several times throughout the analysis of
Theodoret's Trinitarian and Christological thinking respectively, we ought to mention

that the expression bnootacg plays a significant role in his teaching on the Trinity.
For the pre-Ephesian Theodoret the term OmoéctTaolg certainly means more than
'nature’ [pOo1g] concerning individual features, but at this stage it does not yet
denote such a completely individual entity like e.g. npocwnov. Nevertheless, in De
Trinitate the term Onootao1g is constantly approaching the meaning of npocwnov,

so that we can probably say it means at least a 'personal reality'. Another interesting
point is that Theodoret — in the manner of the Antiochenes and not only — prefers to

use mpocwnov when speaking about Christ the Word incarnate and to use both

vnootoolg and tpocwnov (the latter probably with a little less emphasis) to denote

1povw tov Yiov 100 [Natpdg, dvadepa éotw (Hahn, Bibliothek, 203).
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the Persons of the Trinity. The use of the term bnootacig in Christology was a new

development of the pre-Ephesian period.?*

The Son as 6 ®v and Mediator

Ch. 7 exemplifies brightly the extent to which our author can apply God's titles of the
Old Testament to the Word and thus to Jesus Christ. The author insists that the verbs

@v, NV, bnapyxwv and Eotiv are consistently used within Scripture to describe the
eternal Son of God, and that the evangelists never use £ygveto when referring to His
divinity. This leads him to conclude that the 0 @v of Exodus 3:14 is the Son

Himself, since even the 'foremost fighters of blasphemy' consider the Father being

incomprehensible, and therefore 'they call the Son a mediator [ueoitng] between the

Father and the creation, claiming that He [the Son] had appeared and spoken to the
patriarchs and to the prophets' (col. 1153D).

Theodoret does not invoke it here, yet the ascription of 6 @v to the Son is connected

with Jesus's statement in John 8:58. Since the title of the chapter is 'Demonstration
from the Old [Testament] that the Son is eternal', Theodoret quotes Jeremiah 31:31

referring to the new covenant. The focus upon the Person of Christ is imminent:

Let ask therefore: who gave the new covenant? Is it not clear for all, that
the Master Christ®® is its author? For He Himself exclaims in the holy
Gospels: It was said to those of old: you shall not kill. But I say to you
[...]. Therefore, the Master Christ gave us the new covenant.
Furthermore, the One who made this [new covenant] possible, gave also
the old one to Israel after the release from Egypt. Nevertheless, the giver
of the old covenant and the deliverer of the Egyptian slavery was
undoubtedly the same One, who had sent Moses to the Pharaoh. As He
Himself said, 'Say this to the children of Israel: I AM had sent me unto
you' (col. 1156A).

Here Theodoret asserts unequivocally that 6 Asonotng Xpiotdg is the author of the

New Covenant, moreover that He is the same 0 @v who gave the Old one to Moses

* See also section 4.5.6 Terminology in Ch. 4 of the present work.

% In his work Adversus haereses 1, 16, 2 Irenacus already says that the Word spoke to the patriarchs
and in the Incarnation He became visible in the man made on the image and likeness of God.

* The term 6 Asondtng [Xprotdg] as Theodoret's typical term to replace K\prog occurs for 21
times in De Trinitate and 24 times in De incarnatione.
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and had sent him to the Pharaoh. The eternal bnoctacig of the Word of God is
clearly identified with the Master Christ, with the reiteration of adtog as referring to
the same Person: adt0g [...] Bod, adTOg Anécteldle, avtog eine. This is parallel
to Chalcedon's €i¢ kai 0 adtoc, as we shall see it again in Ch. 10 where Theodoret

speaks of the Only-begotten and of the Firstborn as being the same. In fact,
Theodoret had already asserted eig kai 6 adtdg in Ch. 12 of his Expositio. Here,
when using the analogy of the sun and the light to exemplify the union of the VogLg
within Christ, Theodoret refuses their separation into two subjects after the union:
ODK GV TLG ELMOL UETA TNV EVWOLY, TOV HEV KEXWPLOUEVWS Y10V
t0ov Beiov Adyov, 1OV 8¢ [maAiv] vIOV TOV AvBpwnov: GAL" Eva
KOl TOV ODTOV EKATEPO VONGEL, OG EV OAG KAl Evo MALOV, TO TE
dexOev odg, 10 1e deapevov odpa. TTaAiv g €v pev odg, Kot
glg fAroc, @voeLg 8E SVO" T pEV QWTOG, T 8 cWpATOg HALAKOD!
ovtw kavtabda, €lg pev 6 Yiog, kai Kidprog, kol Xpiotde, kat
Movoyévng @boeig 8¢ 800" | pev Omep fudg, N 8¢ Huetépa.”’
The closing part of Ch. 7 makes clear that 'the One who appeared [0 0¢@¥€ig] on
earth and lived among the people' according to Baruch 3:36-38 is none else than 0
Bcog Adyog tmv muetépav @volv avoAoPwv. Thus, the prophetic message is

consonant with the Gospel, since John and Paul are speaking of the same 6 @v.

The Son and the assumed nature

As one would expect, Theodoret explains in Ch. 8 the relationship between the Word
and the assumed human nature. After a harsh refusal to call a mere creature the One,
'who was begotten timelessly and impassibly' of the Father, he says:
Therefore those bestowed with the mysteries of the divine knowledge
assert [such expressions as] 'was made' [Eyeveto], 'assumed' [EAoBe] and
their like not theologising [o0 8egoAloyovvrec], but rather to proclaim
the Incarnation [tTnv oikovoptiav knpvtrovieg] (col. 1157A).
In order to understand Theodoret's perception of the biblical authors' twofold way of

speaking about the Word incarnate, we have to take a closer look at a few notions

PG 6, 1229D-1232A. Cf. 1. C. Th. de Otto, ed., lustini philosophi et Martyris Opera quae feruntur
omnia, Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum Saeculi Secundi, vol. 4, 3rd edn (lena: Gust. Fischer,
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present in the above passage. Here one can recognise three expressions (two of them
part of the previous tradition) applied occasionally as technical terms by which
Theodoret distinguishes between different theological areas. The three terms are

8eoyvwoila, Ssoloyia (here: $soloyodvteg) and oikovopia.

As it results from the context of De Trinitate and De incarnatione, Theodoret tends

to use Bgoloyia in its classic sense, i.e. to denote the teaching about the being of
God. Thus, 8goAloyia becomes an expression by which the author refers almost

exclusively to the theological area concerning the divine aspect of God's being. This
is probably closest to becoming a technical term to mean 'doctrine of the Trinity'. In

his Letter 113 to Leo Theodoret himself refers to these treatises as nept $eoloyilag
kol tfg Belog evavlponnoewg (SC 111, 64). The term Jeoloyio here can

denote only the first treatise, which deals with the issues concerning the Trinity.

In turn, oikovopia is often used referring to the Incarnation. One might almost say
that Theodoret uses Bgoloyla in a close sense to our expression describing the
discipline of Trinitarian doctrine (e.g. like the German Trinitdtslehre), whereas
oikovopia for him occasionally means something like our terms 'Christology and
soteriology'. Nevertheless, these formulae — especially the latter — are not strictly

applied technical terms and have broader senses of application.23

Grillmeier traces back the use of oikonomia to Irenaeus of Lyons, Tatian, Tertullian,
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and the Antiochenes, pointing out the differences in
meaning or its augmentation.” In the first version of Christ in Christian Tradition he
also distinguished between the pre-Nicene doctrine of olkovoptia (which combines
the development of the Trinity with creation and salvation-history) and the post-

Nicene differentiation between oixovopta and SgoAoyia. Grillmeier sees Eusebius

as being the last adept of the former usage, whereas Athanasius is regarded as being

1880), 48.

2 A rather interesting use of oilxovoputa is to be found e.g. the following passage from Ch. 31 of De
incarnatione: 'For we do not divide the dispensation into two persons' [0V yap €ig npocwna Svo
Vv olkovopiav pepifopev] (col., 1472C). Here oixovopia is understood in the sense of God's
salvific plan and act in becoming human.

*® Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, pp. 101, 112, 136, 145 etc.
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the first adept of the latter distinction.>® Concerning the Nicene momentum in the

interpretation of these terms in reaction to Arianism, Grillmeier writes:

The pre-Nicene concept of oikonomia (combining the development of the
Trinity with creation and Incarnation) is to be considered as the starting-
point of Arian theology and the Nicene discussion. Nicaea, however, is a
turning point in the history of oikonomia because now the distinction (but
not a separation) between theologia (the Trinitarian process) and
oikonomia (creation and salvation history) is stressed.’!

In the light of Grillmeier's classification, we can say that Theodoret interprets these
two terms in the post-Nicene manner, in close sense to the usage of the Cappadocians
as well as to his Antiochene forerunners. The term oikovopio. was used by
Chrysostom and Theodore, and it is present in Gregory of Nyssa's confession, with
the meaning of salvation. Gregory writes: OpoAoyoOvteg [...] TNV YEVOMEVNY

Topa. Tod deomdTOL THG KTioEwg DNEP TOV GvEpdnwY oikovopiay.*

The third term, 8eoyvwoia or divine knowledge (the knowledge of God) might be
interpreted as a condensation of the meaning of the other two. It seems that for
Theodoret 8coyvwoia is both Bsoloyia and oikovoutia, thus representing the
summary of necessary teaching about the being, the Incarnation as well as the
creative, providential and saving acts of God. He applies this term in Ch. 1, saying
that the apostles enlighten those in the darkness of ignorance (i.e. in impiety) by the
rays of 9eoyvwota. The expression reappears at the end of Ch. 3 before the passage
on the Father, where the author discloses his intention 'to present in a clear fashion
the teaching of 8coyvwoia'. Here the term has a more technical meaning, since the
entire Ch. 3 is concerned with the mode of instruction of the believers. In the text

quoted above from Ch. 8 8soyvwoia is regarded as a key to the divine mysteries.

Although these terms are not rigidly definable, it might still be useful to put them

into a table together with their closest meaning, as follows:

¥ Aloys Grillmeier, S.J., Christ in Christian Tradition, from the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451)
(London-Oxford: A. R. Mowbray, 1965), 180, note 3.

. Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 1st edn, 190, note 3.

32 Hahn, Bibliothek, 270. For Theodore's use of oikovopia, see his confession on pp. 302-4.
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Theodoret's term Its possible meaning(s) for Theodoret
and its closest equivalent today
Geoloyia the doctrine of God's divine being and of the Trinity
oixovopia e God's plan to save the world by sending His Son

e the doctrine on the Incarnation (including Christology,
soteriology etc.)

Jeoyvooia e theology (in our understanding), including the teaching
[Feia] Srdackaiia (1149C) on the Trinity, Christology, soteriology, creation etc.
0. edayyelika doyparo. | God's teaching given to His messengers; a teaching
(1420B) which enables the believers to perceive their salvation

Thus, when Theodoret says that those bestowed with the mysteries of Sgoyvooia
assert £yeveto, £AaPe and their like o0 GeoAoyolvieg, he means that in those
biblical passages the authors are 'not theologising', i.e. they do not apply these terms
to the divine odota of the Trinitarian Persons, but rather to the oikovopia, i.e.
referring to the Son's act of Incarnation. Thus, eoyvwotio seems to equate to both

8eoloyla and oikovoutia, whereas the latter two are not equivalent.

At the end of Ch. 8, Theodoret turns to explain the doctrinal implications of

Scripture's consistent distinction between 'was' and 'became’. He refers to John first:

The blessed John was the first to announce that 'the Word was made
flesh' after he had already said that 'in the beginning was the Word'. After
having applied the term 'was' [t0 71Vv] repeatedly to the Godhead, on
turning to the question of the Incarnation [glg v  T7¢
gvavlponnosng oikovouptav EAS®V]? he necessarily adds the
expression 'was made' [t0 £ygéveto]. For what the God-Word assumed of
us was not eternal from the beginning [00 yap fv del 1| & MUOV
Anedcioa OO 100 Beod Aoyov amapymn], but rather was made and
taken on [Eyévero te kal aveAnedn] by the God-Word towards the
end of the ages (col. 1157A).

We can observe how both natures are at first addressed in impersonal terms: $g0tng
and N €€ MUV Anedeioa. At first glance one might say that we are dealing with
the by then classical Christological scheme dAAo xai aAAo of Gregory Nazianzen

(Epistula 101 ad Cledonium in PG 37,180). Nevertheless, it is observable, how

towards the end of the fragment the term 8gdtng becomes tob0 Ogod Adyoq,

* Origen has already used the term oixkovopia g EvavBpontcsws (See Grillmeier, Christ in
Christian Tradition, 2nd rev. edn, 145.
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whereas 1| &€ nMuav Anedsioca still retains its impersonal form. Moreover, the

verbs referring to the 'what' assumed from us also suggest that the action is done by

the assuming party, i.e. by the Word of God: Ane&¢ioa, aveAnedn.

Theodoret tries to show here how the union without mixture of an uncreated and a

created ovoio was possible in the one Person. One of his greatest concerns here is to

evade any Arian suggestion that the Word might be a creature. That is why applies

the traditional explanation concerning the difference between fv and £yeéveto. The
expressions v, ®@v and Onapywv are proper to the divine odoia of the Word, since
these speak of His eternity and pre-existence. The verb éyeveto (became) does not

denote eternal existence, but rather refers to a certain moment in time. Therefore, in

order to uphold the eternity and immutability of the Word's divine ovoia, Theodoret
necessarily interprets both €yéveto and éAafe and their like as referring to the
Word's act of Incarnation, yet not to 1| £€§ Au®v Anedeica. As Theodoret says,
John turns on to the oikovoptia tfig évavdpwnnoewg when asserting £yEverto.
Here oikovopto means God's saving plan, i.e. the predefined divine order of the
Incarnation, but does not refer directly to n €& nu@dv Anedeica. This might seem

as an intention to introduce a second subject of predication within the Person of the
Incarnate, nevertheless, this is not the reason why Theodoret distinguishes between

'was' and 'was made'.

The second biblical source quoted by Theodoret at this stage is Paul. The line of

interpretation remains the same as before, but we find a few new elements as well:

The blessed Paul does the same also, for he says, 'being in the form of
God', and adds, 'He did not regard as robbery to be equal with God'. He
then adduces: 'He emptied Himself and took on the form of a servant'.
Thus on one hand [Paul] fits the verb 'took on' [AaBwv] to 'the form of
the servant', and on the other hand he conjoins [cvCevEac] 'the form of
God' with the expression '[ever] was' [brapywv] (col. 1157AB).

Until here, the mode of approach is similar to the case of John. There are seemingly
two impersonal subjects: popen Ogov and popern dovAov. The first one is the
eternal, uncreated ovoia and thus receives the verb Onapywv, whereas the second

one is the creature, so Theodoret — together with Paul — appropriates to it the verb
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Aafwv, although grammatically it describes the action of the Word. This might seem

a contradiction in itself, yet the second part of the passage makes it clear again which
of the two participants is regarded to be the acting subject of the assuming:
Yet, since the form of God is pre-existent [rpovnapyovcal], or rather
ever existent [del vrapyovoa], He took on [EAafe] the form of the
servant. Therefore the Word of God is neither a creation [ktiopa] nor a
creature [noinua], even less one of the non-existent things, but [the

One] born of the Father who is eternally with Him, and together with the
Father receives the same worship [rpookbvnoig] from the kind-hearted

[believers] [rapa. t@V edyvopovov] (col. 1157B).
As we see, popem 000 — in the same fashion as 8e0tng in the previous passage —
again becomes 0 100 Beob Aodyog, whereas popen SovAov retains its impersonal
character. The expressions Theodoret uses here speak plainly of his intention: the
form of God is mpovrapyovca, or rather ael vrapyovoa., therefore the form of
God must have taken on the form of the servant. It is the form of God, which in the
next sentence turns to be none else than the Word Himself, who performs the
assuming. Grammatically speaking Theodoret seems to appropriate the verb AaBwv
to the form of the servant as to a passive direct object and not as to an acting subject.
He does not deny at any stage that the Incarnation was entirely the action of the
Word. Thus, together with upholding the Word's immutability, Theodoret still makes
Him the only active player in the act of Incarnation, without giving any room for the
collaboration of the human @¥o1g e.g. by speaking of its voluntary acceptance to be
taken on. In both passages 1| €€ fu@v Anedeica and popen dovAov represent the
passive party, which is simply 'taken on' or 'assumed'. The human side does not play
any significant role in the act of the Word's évav@pwnnotg, although it will have a

certain function in the further work of salvation.

As it results from the last sentences, one of Theodoret's primary intentions is to show
that at any stage before, through and after the Incarnation the Word of God could not
be labelled as a creature. He is neither ktiopo nor moinua, even less &€ ok
Ovtwv, but rather the One &x to0 Ilatpog yevvndeig, who is together with the
Father eternally. This is the only method Theodoret can conceive in order to

eliminate the picture of an Arian passible, created Word. Nevertheless, he is also
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eager to avoid any suggestion of an Apollinarian mixture between the uncreated and
created ovotlot of the Saviour, again in order to keep the Word's divinity
undiminished. That is why he shall constantly speak in various terms of 'union' and
not of 'confusion', thus seeking to safeguard the Word's incorruptibility. Most
emphatically, however, the act of the Incarnation is not an accidental happening
during which two impersonal subjects somehow come together, but it is rather the
intentional act of the eternal Word of God, who plays the active part in the entire
process. This is evident from the above passages. One might even say that Theodoret
here presents a peculiar union of a 'who' with a 'what', although his 'what' is probably

more than the 'what' of the Alexandrians — or, at least later on, becomes more active.

Excursus: The inadequacy of the Arian syllogism
Whilst analysing this passage — starting from the reference to John until the end of
the chapter — Clayton mentions the 'Arian syllogism' which he had adopted from

Sullivan.* This syllogism, as it appears in Sullivan and Clayton, is the following:

e Major premise: the Word is the subject even of the human operations and
sufferings of Christ;
e Minor premise: whatever is predicated of the Word must be predicated of Him in

his nature, that is, katto. QUOLV.
e Conclusion: the Word is limited in his gUo1¢ or nature, being passibly affected
by the human operations and sufferings of Christ. Thus, the divine obola cannot

be predicated of the Word, because He is other than the Father kata. @Oc i

According to both Sullivan and Clayton, the basic difference between the
Alexandrian and the Antiochene teaching was the following: the Alexandrians

rejected the minor premise, whereas the Antiochenes rejected the major one.

This seems to be a concise and descriptive distinction between Antioch and
Alexandria, although it tends to be generalising to the extent that it might do injustice

to either party if taken to an extreme. I do not intend to question its general validity

** F. A. Sullivan, The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Annalecta Gregoriana No. 82 (Rome:
Annalecta Gregoriana, 1956); Clayton, 'Theodoret', 201.
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despite the fact that it is not fully applicable to all the theologians of the period or
even to the works of just one theologian if they were written in different times.
Nevertheless, 1 sense three difficulties in applying the above scheme in order to
define one's orthodoxy. First, a unanimously acceptable clarification of the
Antiochene and Alexandrian terms — although @Uoig here means undoubtedly
'nature’ for both Sullivan and Clayton — is practically impossible concerning the
Nestorian controversy without doing injustice to one or more theologians. Second,
the scheme tends to oversimplify a rather complex issue, since the theologians of the
period approached the question of the union in Christ from much wider perspectives
than the scheme is able to reflect upon.36 Third, if taken to an extreme, on the very

basis of the Arian syllogism one is able to charge virtually anyone with heterodoxy.

As we have said, one of the crucial issues of the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period is the
clarification of terms and their continuous shift in meaning. The meaning of @Oo1g
in the minor premise — although Sullivan and Clayton interpret it as 'nature' and not
as bmootaotg — still causes a problem when the scheme is applied. E.g. for Cyril
@Vo1g and Onootaoig often meant the same, which can be a source of confusion.
Clayton spends a considerable time to determine how Theodore, Cyril and Theodoret
were using these two terms. On one hand, in the case of Theodore and Theodoret he
emphasises their failure to predicate a hypostatic union because of their two-physeis
scheme (which Clayton sees as resulting inevitably in a two-hypostasis and thus a
two-subject model). On the other hand, although admitting it, he does not express

any major concerns regarding Cyril's interchangeable usage of ¢Uol¢ and

ordotactc,’’ which ultimately confused not only the Antiochenes, but even some

?* Clayton, 'Theodoret', 105.

*® It was not just Christology or Trinitarian doctrine in the proper sense of the word, which caused
most theologians to assert Christological statements. There were soteriological, anthropological, moral
and various other concerns which motivated one's attitude both towards Arianism and
Apollinarianism. The above scheme, however, leaves little room for the nuances, bringing the
question down to ultimately one, almost fatal choice between the two premises, almost ignoring e.g.
the anti-Apollinarian concerns. My personal discussions with Prof. Luise Abramowski — for which 1
cannot be thankful enough — convinced me that there is hardly any theologian of the period, who
could be interpreted in a full impartial manner on the terms of the Arian syllogism.

*” For a more detailed discussion of this issue see Ch. 4, sections 4.5.5 The union of worship — the
‘cultic prosopon' and 4.5.6 Terminology.
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members of his own party, who were convinced that Cyril betrayed his initial
position when he signed the Formula of Reunion in 433.%® Clayton writes,

Cyril in that epistle [i.e. with the 12 anathemas] insisted that 'all the terms

used in the Gospel are to be referred to one Person, the one incarnate

hypostasis of the Word.' Obviously Cyril is making a distinction — even if

perhaps unconsciously — between what is predicated of the ousia of the

Word and of the Aypostasis of the Word, which he links to prosopon — at

least here. In other places his ease in discussing the one physis incarnate

or the one hypostasis incarnate can just as easily lead to confusion,

especially for an Antiochene like Theodoret, but it would seem that

though he may have failed to develop a consistently careful terminology

to express his idea of Christ, yet what he was trying to do was to break

what we have come to call the Arian Syllogism by asserting that what is

predicated of the Word need not be predicated of his divine nature or

ousia; he denied the minor premise that whatever is predicated of the

Word must be predicated of him kata physin.’
This is certainly a valid assessment and vindication of Cyril regarding the whole of
his oeuvre. The Alexandrian patriarch cannot indeed be charged with
Apollinarianism or with mixing the two natures and his orthodoxy is not under
question in this thesis. What has to be admitted though, is that Theodoret was no less
eager in trying to break the Arian syllogism, although in a different way. For him the
Apollinarian danger undoubtedly represented a somewhat larger concern than for
Cyril.* According to Clayton, the Alexandrian patriarch tried to break the Arian
syllogism by denying the minor premise at the ultimate cost of becoming
terminologically confusing. In turn, Theodoret rejected not the major premise itself
(as Clayton suggests), but rather its theopaschite implications (which were of course
rejected previously by Athanasius and by Cyril as well). Nevertheless, this was
Theodoret's way to follow — or his price to pay in turn — to elaborate a rapidly

consolidating terminology, his own manner to prepare the ground for the

* Concerning the turmoil following the signing of the Formula of Reunion, see e.g. R. V. Sellers, The
Council of Chalcedon, A Historical and Doctrinal Survey (London: SPCK, 1961), 18-29.

i Clayton, 'Theodoret', 258-262.

“® In this sense I find the explanation of Paul Parvis quite accurate: 't is true that Theodoret had a life-
long interest in haeresiology, and it is true that he felt himself surrounded by heresies; they abounded,
secretly, in the beliefs of his opponents and, openly, in the wilds of the Cyrrhestica. [...] Among many
examples, it may be observed that Apollinarianism lurked in the teachings of Cyril (Reprehensio
Duodecim Capitum seu Anathematismorum Cyrilli, ed. Schwartz, ACO 1, 1, 6, 107 and 142) and his
Monophysite successors (H. E. V, 3, 8; p. 280, Parmentier-Scheidweiler) and that the preface to
Eranistes lists the various heresies from which his opponents had gathered their impious opinions (PG



Chapter 3: Theodoret's Trinitarian Concept 90

Chalcedonense. 1 also find it difficult to see how the unequivocal acceptance of the
minor premise by Theodoret can be upheld, since he has left plenty of room for the

attributions of the human experiences to the Word on account of the union.

My second objection against the Arian syllogism as a test of one's orthodoxy
concerns its limited area of validity. The scheme seems ignore in a substantial
measure the enormous influence of Apollinarianism in the fifth century and the
theologians' eagerness to resist it. It does not seem to give enough room to
understand those writers whose concern is to resist Apollinarianism in the same
measure as to deny Arianism. Hence, it cannot be claimed that the former idea was
any less erroneous than the latter. As Luise Abramowski rightly observes,
Vermutlich ist die antiochenische Unterscheidungschristologie in ihrem
Ansatz antiarianisch; ihre Argumente lieen sich aber sehr wohl gegen
die apollinaristische Christologie und ihre Nachwirkungen (auf dem
Wege iiber unterschobene Athanasiana) bei Kyrill von Alexandrien
verwerten. Und in der Tat stellt die Dogmengeschichtsschreibung die

erstaunliche Ndhe wund Verwandschaft der arianischen und
apollinarischen christologischen Konstruktion fest.*'

In my understanding of Theodoret's Cappadocian-Antiochene heritage concerning
both its Trinitarian and Christological aspects, many of the arguments of the Bishop
of Cyrus cannot be interpreted adequately except from an anti-Apollinarian
perspective. This is the very angle the above scheme seems to deny him. One might
even say that although in both parts of the treatise he constantly refuses all heresies,
Theodoret's main concern in De Trinitate is to refute Arius, whereas his main rival in

De incarnatione is Apollinaris (of course, not exclusively).

On the third level one has to admit that despite its firm limits — or probably because
of them — the Arian syllogism remains open to a partial interpretation. As we have
said, if taken to an extreme, on the very basis of the rejection or acceptance of either
premise, there is not one version, which could not be regarded as heterodox from a
certain point of view. On one hand, the rejection of the major premise and the

acceptance of the minor one can easily be interpreted as leading to a Nestorian two-

83, 28-29)." See Parvis, 'Theodoret' s Commentary on Paul', 105, note 69.
41 Abramowski, "Zuvagera', 102. The common elements of Arian and Apollinarian Christology are
summarised by Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 238-48.
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sons Christology. On the other hand, the univocal acceptance of the major premise
and the rejection of the minor one might as well be regarded as Apollinarian
theopaschism. In my opinion the first charge is as invalid against Theodoret as the
second is against Cyril, since the thinking and reasons of both are much more
complex than the Arian syllogism is able to mirror. E.g. if we take Clayton's words
above in their literal sense, based on the Arian syllogism we could charge the
Alexandrian patriarch paradoxically with admitting two subjects of predication (the

ovoia and the bndcTacLg) — yet not within the Person of Christ, but within the

Word Himself. The charge of Cyril's dividing the Word Himself into two subjects of
predication is nonetheless ridiculous. Hence, if one wants, it can be deduced from his

simultaneous refusal of the Word's suffering in his divine oboia together with his

rejection of the minor premise of the Arian syllogism.
Let us return to Clayton's analysis of Ch. 8 of De Trinitate. He writes:

Theodoret's problem is the Arian syllogism, quite clearly. If Christ be
understood as having pio @¥oig and is also described as £yévero, etc.,
then it follows that the Word cannot be 6 @v. The Word would fall into
the category of creature, a thing made, and there would have been a time
when he was not. The solving of the problem raised by the Arian
syllogism means that the two sets of reference terms, @v over against
EYEVETO, require two physeis, the eternal, uncreated 801, the one who
is 6 9eog Aoyog, on the one hand; and on the other, the @Voig
avaAnedeion, | Tod dovAoOL pOPEN, KTicua, moinuo, that which
has temporal creation, capf &yévetro. For Theodoret pta OrOGTAGLS
(or pVo16) Tob Fe0d Adyov Evoapkwuévn, which he is shortly to find
in Cyril, could mean only an Apollinarian passible God or Arianism's
created Word (Clayton, 'Theodoret', 201-2).

Based solely on the scheme of the Arian syllogism, Clayton's rationale is acceptable.
Nevertheless, the scheme does not allow him to reflect upon the different levels of
participation of the Word and of the human nature respectively in Theodoret's view

of the act of the Incarnation. The Bishop of Cyrus indeed presupposes two @UogLG,

yet, as we have seen, only the Word is rendered in personal terms, He is the One,
who does the assuming all the way through. Up to this moment, i.e. of the
Incarnation, Theodoret's idea is not substantially different from Cyril's 'unconscious
distinction' — as Clayton puts it — 'between what is predicated of the ousia of the

Word and of the hypostasis of the Word'.
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Regarding Theodoret's insistence upon the existence of two @Uoelg over against
Cyril's and his extremist followers' pio. Vo1 tod Beob Adyov cecapkwpevn |
can say that it was mainly due to the hazy terminological formulation of the
otherwise appropriate Christological model by the Alexandrian party. Cyril's chief
analysts give adequate explanation concerning the Alexandrian patriarch's twofold

] . . . e s 4
use of VGG, i.e. both in the sense of nature as well as in the sense of dbndctacig.”?

Such interpretation is entirely legitimate considering the whole of Cyril's oeuvre. Our
problem, however, remains that whilst Cyril is being credited that his usage of the

term pio. @Uolg is neither Apollinarianism nor an early manifestation of

Monophysitism, Theodoret is still regarded with suspicion despite the fact that based
on the above he had made the proper use of terms, and clearly was closer to

Chalcedon's & adto¢ &v 800 @Uosolv, than most of his contemporaries.
Moreover, as we have quoted, Clayton gives pia Onoostaoig (or @UcLg) Tod G£00
Adyov évoapkwpévn without any comment, just as if the two terms — bndoTAGLG
and @Vo1lg — were interchangeable. If this were still acceptable in 431 with the

necessary explanations, this is not what Chalcedon validated later. In the

Chalcedonense Christ is confessed to be one npocwnov, one LOGTAGLG, but two
evoelg and two odoiat, thus settling that Onootacig is rather the synonym for
npoowmnov than for evoig. This being granted though, it follows that whilst Cyril's
pto vrdotacig indeed pointed to Chalcedon, his pia. @Voig did not. In the same
fashion Theodoret's initial refusal of pia OrnOoTaoLg Was also discarded in 451.%

but his opposition to pto. eUo1g was approved by Chalcedon's Ev 800 @voeoLY.

Therefore, looking back from the perspective of Chalcedon, terminologically neither
of the two theologians could be considered as being fully on the right or on the
wrong path around the time of the third ecumenical council. Both of them were
indeed walking towards the same direction, although in different ways. The major

problem of Clayton's Arian syllogism remains that it arbitrarily proscribes only one

“2 For a more recent analysis of the history and relationship between bndotaoig and UoLg see Aloys
Grillmeier, Fragmente zur Christologie, Studien zum altkirchlichen Christusbild, ed. by Theresia
Hainthaler (Freiburg: Herder, 1997), 139-51.

* See section 4.5.6 Terminology in Ch. 4 of the present work.
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possible way towards Chalcedon. In doing so, on one hand it has to ignore or
diminish the obstacles along its chosen way (e.g. the terminological problems facing
Cyril), whereas on the other hand it has to over-amplify any dilemma the other party

may meet (e.g. Theodoret's 800 @VOoeilg model and its implications), including the

glossing over of any issue, which does not fit within its own system (e.g. the

differences between Cyril's and Theodoret's anti-Apollinarian concerns).

The Son's specific titles in relation to the Father and to the Spirit

Begotten impassibly
In Ch. 9 of De Trinitate entitled On the begetting from the Father Theodoret resists
the Arian idea concerning any 'division of God's being' through the Father's begetting
of the Word. He argues that God's begetting is entirely different from the human,
since He begets impassibly in the same fashion as He can create impassibly. Hence,
this latter statement is accepted by the Arians also. The impassibility of God's
begetting is a crucial aspect of Theodoret's Trinitarian thinking, because this idea
determines his attitude towards the Lord's human birth from Virgin Mary. Theodoret
will come to assert in Ch. 24 of De incarnatione that the Lord 'received our passions
fully, except sin' (col. 1461B). Thus, the true becoming human of the otherwise
impassible Word involves the very acceptance of the human sufferings especially
because the Word as the Second Person of the Trinity is by nature beyond these.
Hence, what Theodoret in fact does in Ch. 9 of De Trinitate is nothing else than a
predefinition of the Word's impassible begetting by the Father, to be paralleled later
with His unequivocal acceptance of human suffering:

When hearing the word 'begetting' [yévvnoiv], nobody should think

about the sufferings of our birth [ta madn tfg Nuetépag yevvnoewg],

like weaning, flow [of blood], labours, or anything similar to these, since

these are the passions of the bodies. God, however, is incorporeal,

impassible, changeless, and immutable and will eternally remain so. Yet

if anybody argued that painless birth does not exist, [he] should also

receive this reasoning from the [biblical passages] on the creation: for if

with [birth] there is cutting and flow of blood, in the same tfashion the

creatures are closely accompanied by concern, toil, sweat, instruments

and the pre-existent matter, by failures and other things akin to these. Yet

if the mere will is sufficient for God to create everything, and by His will
He immediately brought the non-existent into being, the adversary should
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also admit that God's begetting was free from all sufferings. And since
He did not create as humans do, in the same fashion He did not beget
similarly [to human begetting] either (col. 1157CD).

We observe again how Theodoret carefully avoids subordinating the Father to the
copatowv nadnuata, remaining faithful to what he had said in Ch. 4 about the
Father's not following 1®v cwupatwv akolovdiav. The idea of God's impassible
begetting together with the acceptance of the inefficiency of human analogies
regarding His divine fatherhood is the key to understand our author's attempt to
escape simultaneously from both the Arian and the Apollinarian errors. In fact, in the
first sentence of the next chapter, Theodoret gives a biblical explanation of the
impassible begetting of the Word by making use of the meaning of Adyog:

For these reasons the Word is also named Son, being born impassibly,
like the word, which emerges impassibly from the thought (col. 1157D).

The consistent use of the terms dowpatog, anadng ATpentog, AVAAAOL®TOG
referring to God in the previous fragment might be regarded as Theodoret's early
anticipation of Chalcedonian Christology. Many earlier writers had already shared
these views, including Athanasius, who upholds the impassibility of the divine
ovola in his Letter to Epictetus. Cyril's other favourite authority, Gregory
Thaumatourgos, also uses the last two expressions in his confession in reference to
the eternal immutability of the Triad.** Further, the second formula of the symbol of
faith drawn up at the second Antiochene council in 341 had also asserted:
[riotedopev] gi¢ Eva xkvplov 'Incodv Xpiotdv, tov Yiov adtod tov

povoyevd, Beov [...] dtpentdv te kol dvariotwrov.®

Interestingly, the terms atpentog and avaAloiwtog appear twice in Arius'
confession, but in a rather different sense. First they refer to God the Father and then
to the Son, together with His qualification as the Father's immutable creature,

although, as Arius puts it, not as one of the creatures: dtpentov kol avoaAloiwtov

xtiopo tod Bg0d TéAelov, GAA’ ody &g Ev OV ktiopdtwv.*® This is exactly

* drpentog kai dvardoiwtog | adtn tpirog det. Hahn, Bibliothek, 255.
*> Hahn, Bibliothek, 185.
% Opitz, Urkunde 6, 12.
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the opposite way Theodoret employs the two expressions. Arius asserted that the Son
is immutable by simultaneously establishing His subordination to the Father as His
perfect creature, although the term xtiopo for Arius was not equivalent with
noinua.*” Nevertheless, he presupposed the existence of a second immutable odoto
or evoig of the Son different from the Father's own essence. Theodoret argues the
other way around: the Son is unchanging exactly because He is partaker of the only
divine obotla and @Uolg (shared by His Father and the Spirit), which is immutable.
For the Bishop of Cyrus the concept of a created immutable nature or essence, as

Arius intends to interpret the being of the Son, is a contradiction in itself.

Therefore, one of the Son's specific qualities in relation to the Father is that He is
yevvnrtog (over against the Father being &yevvntog). This quality of the Son
distinguishes Him from His Father. Further, He is ana8dg yevvndeic, as opposed
to human begetting. This latter epithet identifies the Son as the only impassibly
begotten divine being in opposition to all other begetting. Theodoret now turns to
employ two biblical titles of Jesus Christ in order to explain the difference between

the Son's eternal begetting and the becoming human of the Word in time.

Only-begotten and Firstborn

The Word is named Son, since He is the One born without torment from the Father.
In Ch. 10 Theodoret asserts that the Son is £k to0 Ilatpog yevvnt@dg nposAfwv.
Both latter expressions are important, since the Son indeed comes forth from the
Father, but He is forthcoming through begetting. This is opposed to the Holy Spirit's
procession without being begotten. The author stresses that the Word is called God

because of being a partaker of the paternal nature [tfig maTpikfic @OUGEWG
petexwv]. The entire imagery of the Son being the glkwv and reflection of God

mentioned in Ch. 6 returns here. Theodoret asserts that He, the divine Word called

Son, remains the unchangeable image of the begetting God [dropdAlaktog ik@V

Lnapy®v To0 Beod yevvnoavtog] (col. 1160A). He continues:

47 wiles, 'A Textual Variant in the Nicene Creed', 430-32.
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Now concerning the God-Word one should believe, that He is Only-
Begotten, who was born as One of the One in a unique way [uOvog &k
povov, kai povotponmg yevvndeig]; He is the reflection of [God's]
glory, representing the Father in Himself and being always together with
His Begetter [del cuvav t@ yevvioavti], like the brightness with the
light. He is the express image of [God's] Person, who should be
confessed not as a mere [divine] power [un yiAnv &vépyeiav], but
rather a living hypostasis [{@ocav vrootaoiv], who in Himself fully
portrays His Begetter (col. 1160A).

The beginning of the announcement above is a clear reiteration of Nicaea's ¢@¢ €k
ewtog with all its implications. The Son's quality to represent the Father in Himself
[Ev a0t tov Tatépa Serkvig] will also be given great importance in Ch. 16.
The Pauline expression yopoktnp vrnootacewg is a direct premise for Theodoret's
unmistakable statement concerning the Son's personal, i.e. hypostatic existence: pn
YAy évepyerayv, GAloa Cdoav Omootacity tov Beov Adyov elvor
niotevong. This shows again the influence of the Cappadocians' Neo-Nicene
hypostasis model, but not only.48 On one hand, the emphasis upon broGTOGLG OVer
against a mere and impersonal &évépysia shows Theodoret's concern to confer a

proper and real personhood to the divine Word. On the other hand, the grammatical
implications of the closure of the fragment might throw some light upon Theodoret's

concept of divine bOGTOOLG.

As it appears in the text, it is the Ondotacic of the Word (and not the Word this
time), which (or rather: who) in Himself fully portrays His Begetter: {ooav
vnooctacty tOv Beov Aoyov elvar mictevomng, OAov €V EQLTY TOV
yevvnoavta deikvdoav (note the feminine singular of Eavtf and of detkvdoav).
This can only mean that the Ondotacig of the Word for Theodoret is the Word
Himself, i.e. His very personal being. Moreover, the idea of the GmOctaOLg
portraying the Begetter in Himself leads to the likely conclusion that the bnooTOoo1g

of the Word is understood by Theodoret to have been begotten by the bndotocig of

*® Basil of Caesarea was among the first to elaborate a Trinitarian Tpsi¢ Onootdosig model. In Ch,
18 of his De Spiritu Sancto, Basilius writes: €lg 0g0¢ xai [latnp xai elg povoyevrg Yiog kal
v Ilvebpa aylov. “Exaotnv t@v dnootacewv povaydg eEoyyéhlopey (SC 17, 404).
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the Father. It can hardly be otherwise, since the fatherhood is the recognised peculiar
1810tng of the Father in the same fashion as the sonship is the 1316tng of the Son.
These particular attributes are not represented by the common divine odotla or
@Vo1G, since that is the basis of the essential sameness of the divine Persons. It is
then the OmootaoLg (and the tpocwnov) of each Person within the Trinity, which
(or rather: who) carries these attributes. Thus, the Father is Father in His bnootaotg
and not in his oboia. It would seem logical then that the origin of the Son's
vnooTootlg is to be found not in the common divine ovoia, but rather in the
vrootactg of the Father. Despite the likeliness of this deduction, we cannot settle
the matter since Theodoret does not discuss it in any detail.

Whatever was the reason for Theodoret's formulation above, it made at least one
thing clear: namely that for him the Umdéotacig as being an active subject of
predication with personhood is conceivable. In my opinion, the term LmOGTOGLG

here is closest in meaning to the Latin 'persona’. One possible reason why Theodoret

could identify this term with npoownov in his late Christology was perhaps this
early yet consistent belief that the Word is indeed a {@co. Ondctactig, a living

Person, with the most emphatic and acute meaning of the aorist participle.

It might be argued, however, that bnoctaoig here refers merely to the divine Word

Himself and not to the entire Person of Jesus Christ, thus suggesting that Theodoret

in fact proclaims a Nestorian union of two brnoctdoeilg in the Incamation. If this

were so, it would follow that in the second treatise we should be able to find a clear

statement or hint concerning the union of two brnootaceig, i.e. of the divine Word
and of the human person respectively in the one npécwnov of Jesus Christ. There is
no such suggestion in either tract. One has to remember also that not long before
writing them, Theodoret refuted Cyril's second anathema, which contained the
expression évwoilg ka8 Ondctaciy. His silence over the issue in De incarnatione,
including the avoidance of bndotacig in his Christology again might be regarded as

befitting the generally irenical purpose of both treatises.
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Returning now to the two biblical titles of the Incarnate Lord, we observe that by
paralleling Movoysvng with mpwtotokog Theodoret tries to evince the twofold

nature or being of His one Person, as follows:

Yet the term 'Firstborn' is the name of the dispensation [tng
oikovopiag Ovopa] and not of the divine nature [ovk €0t Tfig Belog
@Ooewg]. Because how would it be possible for the God-Word to be
Only-begotten and Firstborn also? For the two names are contradictory:
the 'Only-begotten' denotes the sole descendant [tOv povov
yevvndevta], whereas 'Firstborn' indicates the one born before others
[tov mpo Etépwv texdevtal], thus preceding them with [His] birth.
Hence, the God-Word does not have a brother, since He is Only-
begotten. But how could the Firstborn be the One who alone was born of
the Father? Therefore, it is evident, that the name 'Firstborn' belongs to
the dispensation (col. 1160AB).

In the above text the meaning of oikovoptio is a rather interesting yet hardly
determinable issue. It seems to denote the act of the union of the Word with the
manhood and its result. At least we can say that Theodoret does not formulate in
such concrete terms here as in e.g. the Formula of Sardica, which bluntly opposes
the Word to the human being:

opoAoyoduev Movoyevii kai [lpwtdtokov, aAla Movoyevh tov

Adyov, 6¢ mavrote fiv kol €otiv &v 1@ [Matpl, tO° MPWTOTOKOG

3¢ t® av8pwng (Hahn, Bibliothek, 189).
Theodoret tries to clarify the Trinitarian and Christological function of the two
biblical titles. Taking into account the significance of 'naming’, we might say that by

ascribing TpwtoTOKOG to the olkovoutia, he suggests two different things:

e first, he defends the Word's unique begetting by the Father;
e second, he wants to evince the very fact of the Word's becoming human.

In this attempt, however, one could again raise the doubt whether Theodoret applies
these two terms to as it were two uniting subjects or persons, thus again using
Nestorian language. The answer to the question probably is that on one hand
Theodoret is primarily concerned with the defence of the Son's divine begetting by
the Father, which is and has to be entirely different from any human begetting. We

have seen how Arius could apply even the terms dtpentog and avaAloimtog to the
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Son and still uphold His being the ktiopa of the Father. Further, this begetting of

the Father — as Theodoret sees it — is absolutely unique: no other begetting or
forthcoming is to be likened to it, not even the procession of the Holy Spirit, as we
shall see. That is probably why Theodoret is careful in not using the term 'Firstborn’
referring solely to the Word of God, since it might imply that our creation as God's
own image could also be regarded as being somewhat similar to the Word's 'Arian
begetting', i.e. His being created, a thought he vehemently refuses. "The God-Word
does not have a brother, thus being Only-begotten' — he says. The term a8eA¢@0g here
indeed comprises its literal meaning: it denotes the one, who came out of the same

delovg (womb). The God-Word, as the Only-begotten of the Father, does not have

'brothers’ in the sense that the Father had begotten Him only ahead of all times.
Hence, it also follows that our being the children of God cannot be interpreted as a

‘natural’ condition. It is rather our adoption as God's children through Christ.

Theodoret invokes a few biblical texts to support his argumentation like
Romans 8:29 (concerning the Son being 'the Firstborn among many brethren') and
says, 'But whose brothers are the believers according to nature? Not of the God-
Word, but of the manhood of the same nature, since they are fashioned akin to it'
(col. 1160B). The shadow of a Nestorian interpretation of these two titles is removed
in De Trinitate, when Theodoret refuses any idea of a separation within Christ the

Word incarnate based on these two appellations, as follows:

By no means do we say that the Only-begotten is a different [person]
from the Firstborn, but rather we [confess] Him as the same [person],
although not for the same [reason] [ovk dAAov && TOVv Movoyevi,
Kol GAAOV TOV TPMTOTOKOV gival Qouev, GAAQ TOV adToV, oD
Kot To avto 8¢] (col. 1160C).

This is how Theodoret distinguishes the person from the nature, i.e. the 'who' from

the 'what'. He calls the incarnate Word both as Only-begotten and as Firstborn tov
avtov (as the Chalcedonense will do twenty years later), i.e. the same person. This

is shown by the masculine accusative singular. The neuter accusative singular in the
second part of his statement (o0 kata tO abTO 3¢) can by no means refer to a

person. Theodoret then explains the biblical usage and meaning of the two terms:
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For He is named Only-Begotten according to [His] primeval birth
[avwBev yevvnouv], and called Firstborn, who first relieved the pains of
the life-giving birth. That is why He is also named Firstborn from the
dead, being the first risen, and the One who opens the gates of death. He
is the Firstborn of the whole creation also, who being born first in the
new creation, renewed it by His birth (col. 1160C).

The above passage again refers to one subject, who @vopactol, KEKANTOL,
dvopaleotat both Only-begotten and Firstborn, the naming being Theodoret's own
way to attribute properties to a subject even in the ontological sense. The first and the
last sentence reaffirms his belief in the double begetting of the same subject: the
Only-begotten kata. TNV dvwdev yeévvnouy is again Tf] koiv ktioel teydelg, a
new creation, which He then renews by His being yevvn8eig. Our author was aware

of the Arian interpretation of Colossians 1:15, since he intensely refuses any such

thought in the closing passage of Ch. 10:

Yet if those who are stubborn — who esteem the content higher than the
persuasion — said about the God-Word [Himself], that He is 'the Firstborn
of every creature’: we laugh at their ignorance. Since we accept this
similarly, thus to display what is the best of many, the truth, which is
with us. For He is the Firstborn [of the whole creation], but He is not
labelled 'the first creature' of the whole creation. Therefore it is evident
that He was begotten indeed before the whole creation, and nothing
precedes the Son, but He had always been together with the Father, and
had existed before the whole creation. The entire nature of the creatures
is of course subsequent, since He brought it into being (col. 1160D).

Theodoret does two different things simultaneously. He reaffirms his acceptance of
the biblical term 'Firstborn' as referring to the Word of God Himself
[ovyywpnoouev 8¢ Opwc], but adds at the same time that this acceptance is not an
adherence to an Arian interpretation. On the contrary: the conspicuous distinction
between npwtoTtOK0g and TpwTOKTIGTOG makes it evident that the reason why our
author had to distinguish between the two biblical titles was to resist any other
concept than begetting concerning the Word's origin, and not to determine two
different subjects i.e. persons within the Person of the Incarnate. This seems to serve
Theodoret's previously mentioned double goal, i.e. to detend the Word's unique

begetting by the Father on one hand, and to evince the very fact of the Word's
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becoming human on the other. We find here the returning argument concerning the

ontological difference between God's puoig and the pvo1g of all creation.

Reciprocal knowledge between Father and Son

Starting from Ch. 11, various arguments are presented in support of the Son's

equality with His Father. First of these is the indispensable equality of knowledge:
In order to demonstrate the equality of the Father with the Son, we
should start with the Lord's teaching itself: 'no one knows the Son, but
the Father; neither knows anyone the Father, except the Son, and any one
to whom the Son wishes to reveal Him' [Matthew 11:27]. Which is the
more evident expression of these? He says 'the knowledge [f} yv@oig] is
equal to us, for I know the Father, and am known through Him; hence the
Father knows me, He being also known through me. The whole creation,
however, is excluded from our knowledge. For how could that be
possible, that whosoever does not share our nature [tf]g @UoE®G NUBY
o0 koilvwvovoav] would be partaker of our knowledge [koivwviicat
Mg yvwoewg]? Yet some [people] do get a small share of that insight,

because I reveal to those whom I want to the [things] concerning the
knowledge of the Father, like in a mirror, enigmatically' (col. 1161A).

It is again the ontological difference between the uncreated divine VoG and the
created @Uo1g of all creatures, which is our author's main concern here. This
difference of nature is the dividing wall between the divine knowledge of God in His
Trinitarian existence and the knowledge of all His creatures. The fact that it is the
Son, the speaking Lord [KOpiog] who reveals [arokaAOntw] some of the yv@doig
concerning the Father throws a little light also on Theodoret's view concerning our
knowledge of God. He seems convinced that the only way for us to understand our
heavenly Father is through His Son, who teaches us in the Scriptures. Theodoret's

view of the human attainment of Sgoyvwota is thus rooted in and derives from the

Father-Son relationship of the New Testament.

The subsequent passages of Ch. 11 stress the basic difference between the knowledge
and thus the nature of Creator and creation. Theodoret is consistent in his affirmation
concerning the Son's ultimate equality with His Father. The returning exclamation

'what kind of place does [the notion of] the smaller and the greater have?' would
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normally be interpreted as a consistent zeal in resisting any Arian
subordinationism.*® Nevertheless, it is more than that. It is our author's intention to
refute Apollinaris also. As he affirms in his later work Haereticarum fabularum
compendium (written around 452-53),50 Apollinaris was 'the inventor of great,

greater and greatest' within the Trinity:

For his [i.e. Apollinaris's] invention [gevpepa] is 'the Great, Greater and
Greatest' [t0 Méya, peilov, péyiotov]; thus the Spirit is Great, the
Son is Greater and the Father is the Greatest. Now, what could be more
ridiculous than this? For if there is one essence of the Trinity [el yop
ptav givar Mg Tpradog tnv ovotlav], which they say exists, how
can [it] assume the same [essence] both smaller and greater [rdg TNV
adTNV Kol cpikpav kol peyaAnv vnelAneev]? (PG 83, 425C).

Thus, the returning exclamations and rhetorical questions concerning t0 peifov
Kol t0 €lattov in chapters 12, 13, 16, and 17 are directed not only against Arius,

but against Apollinaris also. In Ch. 11 of De Trinitate the author continues:

Thus, there is equality [tootng] and by no means creature and Creator,
but rather Father and Son. That is why [the Scripture] uses these names
[ta ovopata] so that from them we would learn the sameness [of their
holders] [Ex t®v Ovopatwv padwpev v tavtotnta]. For He says:
'no one knows the Son, but the Father; neither knows anyone the Father,
except the Son.' The saying 'no one' denotes the creation [tnv ktioiv].
The exclusion of the creatures, however, points to the One remaining
above the creatures, being naturally united with His Begetter [8eikvoot
TOV UEVOVIO. TAV KILOUAT®OV OREPTEPOV, TA OE yevvVNoaVvIL
PLo1K®G cvvnuuevov] (col. 1161C).

The fact that the Father-Son relationship of the Scripture is Theodoret's starting point
to interpret most of the issues involved here is underlined by his ontological use of

the idea of naming. As he says, we can learn the sameness of Father and Son from

the dvopata. The primary ontological connection between a father and his son is

“ In fact, all Theodoret's arguments concerning the equality of knowledge, power, worship etc.
converge towards his main refusal of the notions 'superior and inferior' regarding the relationship of
the Omootacelg of the Trinity. The influence of the first chapters of Athanasius' Third oration
against the Arians can also be felt both in Theodoret's resistance against these notions and in the way
he interprets 'l and the Father are one' in Ch. 12 and 'l am in the Father and the Father in me' in Ch. 16.
** Glenn Melvin Cope, 'An Analysis of the Heresiological Method of Theodoret of Cyrus in the
Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium' (unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Catholic University
of America, Washington D. C., 1990), 45-53.
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undoubtedly their sameness of essence and nature. Theodoret's unexpressed anti-
Arian argument here is similar to the one of Hilary of Poitiers, i.e. that there is no
point in calling the Father Father and the Son Son if we do not consider them having
the same essence. Thus the Son for Arius is not truly the Son, since he [Arius] denies

the sine qua non of the Son's being Son, namely that He shares the same obdoto. and

@Vo1¢ with the Father.

In the last sentence of the passage, Theodoret comes to assert what we could label as
being his Trinitarian understanding of a 'natural union'. He does not use the Cyrilline
gvwolg @uoikn in Christology, since he confesses two @Uoglg within Christ.
Nevertheless, he can clearly speak of a 'matural union' of the Father and the Son,

since in the Trinity the npécwna. and the Onootaocerg are different, yet the divine

@Vo1g is the same. Thus, the Son is 1@ YEVVNOAVTL QUOLKGG GLVNUUEVOG.

In the second part of this chapter, Theodoret asks the question concerning the manner
of interpreting Scripture: eindtwoav ol tfig dAndeiag &x8pol, nd¢ xpm TNV
8etav avayivwokelty pagnv, T@ YpAUMATL GTIEPYELY, T TNV EVVOLOV
gpevvav; (col. 1161C). He gives here a 'véritable legon d'exégése doctrinale', as

Guinot described it, by showing that even the literal sense of the text proves the

[

absurdity of the heretic reasoning.”' In doing this, our author again identifies 6
Agomotng Xpiotog with the Son of the Father, saying: mepi pev yap €avtod 6
Agonotng Xplotog ginwv, OtL 00deLg yLvwokel tOv Yiov, gl un O IMatnp
(col. 1161D). This passage, for example, would not fit into the scheme of the
aforementioned Arian syllogism, since it cannot be claimed that the above assertion

about the Son identified with the Master Christ is merely a predication kata. @UGLV.

Ch. 11 concludes with the affirmation that although both Father and Son are
similarly unintelligible, yet they reveal the knowledge for the sight of faith.
Theodoret sees our approach towards and understanding of the Father — including the

entire eoyvmoia — exclusively through the Son, who for him is 6 Agonotng

Xp1o10g of the New Testament.

*! Jean-Noél Guinot, 'L'Expositio et le traité...", 55.
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Equality of power
The Son's equality with the Father is extended to their 80vapig: 'Therefore, those

whose knowledge is equal, have equal power also. And those who have equal power

obviously have one essence as well' (col. 1164B). Theodoret continues:

'l and the Father are one.' Hence, if we follow again [the text] literally,
we shall see that the Son is mentioned first [dyoueda ov Yiov
npotetayuévov]. For He says 'l and the Father' and not 'the Father and
I'. Thus He shows the two persons and proclaims the sameness of the
nature. With the statement 'l and the Father' He indicated the number of
personal entities, and with the addition '[we] are one' He evinced the
invariability of the [same] power (col. 1164D).

The above exemplifies Theodoret's accurate usage of terms as well as his intention of
finding proper synonyms. As he says, the Son 8gi&ag tnv 1@V npocwnwv dvada,
gxnpuée ™V TG @Voewg tavtotnto. Thus, the Father and Son are two
npocwno, but they share the same @Uolg. He then adduces that the Son tov
aplduov t@v Omootacewv Eonuave, i.e. He indicated the number of
vrootacelg. Here the terms mpocwnov and OrOctaoLg are equated, which is
consistent with Chalcedon's subsequent interpretation. The Son t0 tfig dvvapewg
gdnAlwoev anapaAdaktov. Thus, the dOvapig of Father and Son is common,
being the common dVvapuig of the divine Ooig or oboia. Theodoret also shows a
proper way of using pta @Volg in $eoloyla, i.e. expressing the one nature of the
Trinity:
Therefore those who have equal knowledge [yv@oig], power [dVvapic]

and will [BoVAnoig], obviously have one nature also [toUtwv
dnAovott katl f| evoig pia] (col. 1165A).

Ch. 13 reinforces the above by other biblical arguments. Both the servitude and the
dominance are the Son's very own: because of their equality, the Father and the Son

contain each other reciprocally and it is impossible for a creature to contain God.>?

32 This interesting argument points ahead to a late dispute between the Lutheran 'finitum capax infiniti'
and the so-called extra Calvinisticum. In his study, Der Ausgang der altkirchlichen Christologie
(1957), 52, W. Elert designates the axiom finitum non capax infiniti as being the essential mark of
Antiochene Christology. Cf. Luise Abramowski, "The Theology of Theodore of Mopsuestia' in
Formula and Context: Studies in Early Christian Thought (Aldershot: Variorum, 1992), 1-36 (p. 34).
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Equality of worship
The term mpookVOvnoig occurs several times in De Trinitate, and although it is
comprised in a short chapter (14), the question of equal worship [tootipta] due to

the Father and to the Son represents an important issue for Theodoret. His main
argument here is that both the Father and the Son draw those saved to each other.
Thus, they deserve equal worship. This is a further argument against Trinitarian
subordinationism™ and can be traced back again to the Cappadocians. In his Oratio

42 Gregory Nazianzen writes, Aidooke mpookvvelv Bgov tov Ilatépa, OBgov
oV Y10V, Beov to Ilvebpa to aylov, &v tploilv LIOGTACESLY, £V H1d SOER

1€ Kol Aapnpotntt (PG 36, 477A).

Sameness of nature and of essence

Theodoret consecrates two long chapters (No. 15 and 16) and a shorter one (No. 17)
in order to give adequate answers to these issues. Using various biblical examples of
sending (Jacob to Mesopotamia, Joseph to find his brothers, Jonathan by David etc.),
Theodoret shows that the Arian and Eunomian concept of the Father being the sender
and the Son being the One sent does not mean that the Son is inferior to His Father in
respect of nature. Further, Theodoret employs this biblical language concerning the
sending of Christ in order to prepare his Christological exposé:

If the sender is in Him and with Him [v a0t®, kol cbv a0t®], where

is the inferiority [ edtédera] of the one being sent? From where and to

which place was sent the One who fills all? Hence, the word 'sending'

[amooToAN] suggests a change of location. But if the Father and the Son

fill all, then neither did the Father send the Son to those whom He

apparently was away from, nor did the Son go from one specific place to

another. Thus nothing remains, but that the sending [of the Son] is to be
taken as referring to the assumed manhood (col. 1168D-1169A).

The beginning of the passage shows on one hand that the sending of the Son indeed

does not make Him inferior to His Father. On the other hand, though, it is the

See section 4.5.2 Communicatio idiomatum or communicatio onomaton? in Ch. 4 of the present work.
* It is worth mentioning that the concept of equality of worship is a basic argument for Theodoret to
show the sameness of the Father's and the Son's nature and essence in the subsequent chapters. The
counterpart of this reasoning is the 'union of worship' of the one Christ. See section 4.5.5 The union of
worship — the 'cultic prosopon' in Ch. 4 of the present work.
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question of the Word's divine omnipresence before and after His union with the
assumed manhood, which is also at stake here. Our author had already addressed this
issue in Ch. 10 of the Expositio, where he had said about the Word having come

down to us, yet without leaving heaven: 6 Aodyog [...] T@v oOVpaAvV®V OVLK

&nootdg, Tpog fude kateAnAvdey (PG 6, 1224C).>

Theodoret's basic understanding of the difference between the infinite divine odoia
and the finite and limited human odota resounds both in the Expositio and in De
Trinitate. According to him, the Son in His infinite divine oboia cannot be said to

move place. He is everywhere in respect of His own divine essence. Nevertheless,
His union with the manhood in the Incarnation is and must be a real one, otherwise
we undoubtedly introduce two personal entities or subjects in the oikovopia.
Theodoret solves the problem substantially in the same way in both works. In the
Expositio he approaches it from the perspective of the Word's divine omnipresence,
whereas in De Trinitate from the viewpoint of the finite character of the manhood.
Both arguments work towards the same end: first, the Word does not have to leave
heaven in order to unite with the manhood. Second, the manhood does not have to
receive the property of omnipresence from the divine obota of the Word in order to
be in full union with the Adyog. Theodoret does not make use here of communicatio
idiomatum — as Luther will do in quite an original manner eleven centuries later — in
order to uphold the union within the oikovopta. The assertion of Christ's fleshly
omnipresence in the fifth century would have definitely meant an inadmissible
Kpaoig, an intermingling of the two natures, and would have been labelled as

Apollinarianism even by the Alexandrian party. Theodoret therefore says that it must

be 7| dvainedeion dvBpwndtng which is said to have been sent.”

Returning now to Theodoret's understanding of the connection between the Father
and the Incarnate Word, in Ch. 15 of De Trinitate we find him applying the analogy

of the image and archetype to the relationship between Jesus Christ and His heavenly

% Cf. Otto, [ustini Opera, 34.
% See section 4.5.2 Communicatio idiomatum or communicatio onomaton? in Ch. 4 of this work.
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Father. As he says: dnoPAéwovieg Tolvov TNV €1KOVO, VONOWUEV TO

apxetunov (col. 1169A). This analogy again leads him to conclude:

Thus the Father and the Son have one essence, which is recognised and
confessed on the basis of the same image. Therefore while previously
[we spoke about] two human beings, in a similar fashion here [we speak
about] God and God, [about] Father and Son, and by the names
themselves they already show the sameness of [their] nature [koi
adTolc Tolg Ovopast dnhovvieg ThHg Voewg TNV tavtotntal. For
neither does the true God differ in nature from the true God, nor is the
Son different from Him, being the Son of God (col. 1169B).

From the context of the passage — which, as Theodoret puts it, is ] Eépunvela @V
Agomotik®v Ppnuatmv — it seems that the pia eikwv referred to in the first
sentence is the image of Christ. This pio €ikwv is the basis for recognising and
confessing the pio. odoia of Father and Son. The ontological significance of dvoua

comes again to play its part. The Bishop of Cyrus deduces the sameness of divine
essence directly from the names 'Father' and 'Son'. These names show the sameness

of the divine @¥o1g literally 'by themselves'. Further, regarding the unity of Christ's
person, Theodoret states that the elxwv — in this case the human image of Jesus

Christ — is the very image of God Himself.

This idea is carried forward through the entire chapter and the following one.

Theodoret first affirms Nicaea's key expression:

Behold again, how the coessentiality [t0 Opoovo1ov] is manifested! For
He says: 'If you had known me, you would have known my Father also.'
But [something] having one essence cannot be recognised through
another one with a different essence. [...] Hence, if the Only-begotten
Word is God's creation belonging to the non-existent [creatures], and if
concerning nature He was begotten by somebody else [rather than by
God the Father], then with what kind of authenticity can He exhibit the
Father in Himself? But if the Father is known through the Son, and he
who knows the Son knows the Father also, then let all blasphemous
tongues be bridled, and cleave to the roof of their mouth according to
[the words of] the prophet>® We, however, the worshippers of the
Trinity, hereby receive the accurate teaching of coessentiality,
maintaining that the Father cannot be recognised in the Son in any other
fashion, except if He shared the same essence (col. 1169CD).

%6 Psalm 137:6 (LXX: Psalm 136:6).
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We have already cited a part of the above passage earlier concerning Theodoret's
understanding of the limits of human analogies in reference to the divine being (e.g.
the eternal fatherhood) of God. Here the Bishop of Cyrus starts again from a biblical

statement of Christ in order to advocate the Nicene opoovoia of the Son with the

Father. Being an heir of the Neo-Nicene tradition of the Cappadocians, Theodoret

also uses the distinction between the one divine obvoia and the three OnootdosLs.

The defence of the Nicene key-expression against Arius is by no means a separate
issue from the Incarnation, but a crucial part of our author's perception of Christ's
very being. Theodoret does not remain on the more or less sterile ground of
Trinitarian doctrine, but whilst applying the previous analogy of the image, he
identifies the Person of the Son with the Person of Christ in the passage concerning
Philip's question in John 14:6-11. One of Theodoret's favourite arguments is to quote

the words of Christ Himself (labelled as Asonotika pnuata), who teaches the

listeners about His own divinity, i.e. about His being the Son of God indeed.
Theodoret uses the words of the Lord addressed to Philip as proof of His
coessentiality with the Father, implying that the speaking Master is the Son of God
incarnate. The following argument — in which the author comments on John 14:6-11

— points towards his fundamental understanding of Christ being the Word Himself:

What can be clearer than these words? What can be more evident than
this teaching? [...] We, however, should listen to the Lord, who says: 'If
you had known me, you would have known my Father also: henceforth
you know Him, and have seen Him.' [...] He was the eyewitness of the
Father, as the Father was observable in Him. Philip did not understand
this, and asked Him, saying: 'show us Your Father, and it suffices us.'
And he was not praised, since he craved to see 'the superior one' [ueifov
1deilv emBouunoag] in the manner of the heretics. He was reprehended
instead, for failing to recognise the Father in the Son. 'Have I been so
long time with you' He said, 'and yet you do not know me, Philip?'
Hence, Philip craved to see the Father, not Him. Why was he
reprehended then as if he had not recognised the Son? [Jesus] throws
light upon the cause of the admonition in the following part [of His
answer]: 'He who has seen me has seen my Father; how can you say then,
“Show us the Father?”” For I am different, He says, [from the Father],
regarding personhood, but not according to the nature [ETepOg giut,
onoily, Kato TO TPOSWROV, 0L Kotd TNV @Volv]. I bear the Father
wholly within myself, since I am the unaltered seal of my Begetter, the
express image of His person, [in a word] the natural portrait [elkwv

ovoikn] coexisting with my Begetter (col. 1172C-1173A).
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It is beyond doubt that the Incarnate Word, the Master Christ, is the One who speaks
here, and He is the same Person said to have been to0 Ilatpog Seatng, who bears
his Father wholly within Himself, thus making Him observable, who is not inferior to
the Father, but rather is the express image of His person, who is no different from the
Only-begotten Son of God, but who is different from the Father xata 70
npOcwnov, being at the same time identical to His Father xata tnv @Voiv. The
terms npdownov and @Oo1g in the statement ETepOG €L KATO TO TPOCWTOV,
oD kaTo TNV QUolv cannot be interpreted otherwise than in their Trinitarian sense,
i.e. the npoownov denoting the 1810tng of the Son in relation to his Father (as a
synonym for vmootacig) and the @Oolg being the common element of their
sameness. It seems quite likely that the KOpiog, who teaches His disciples in John
14:6-11, is regarded here by the exegete to be none else ontologically than the
npocwnov of the second Person of the Trinity. The amassing of epithets referring to
the speaking Lord seems to emphasise the same thing: the Master Christ is c@payig
00 yevvnoavtog anapaAlaktog, He is the yapaktnp tfg t00 Ilatpog
vnootaceng, and most emphatically, He is the elkov @uoikn t@ yevvnooavti
ovvurnapyovoa. Hence, a natural portrait or image of God the Father can be
perceived only if it is the very human image of Christ. The entire admonition of
Philip is based fully on this point: he is reprehended exactly because he failed to

recognise the Father in the Son, i.e. in his Teacher and Master, the Word of God
incarnate. That is why Theodoret puts the following words also into Christ's mouth:
So if you want to see Him [Ekeilvov] [i.e. the Father], [just] look at me,
and you will see [us] both [Ekdtepov dyeL], yet not with the eyes of the
body, but with the eyes of faith. With the eyes of faith, however, you
[will see] to such an extent that you would recognise the works [tag
gvepyeiog], but not the nature nor the essence [oD tnv @OGLY, §| TNV
ovoiav]: for these things surpass the grasp of every mind (col. 1173A).
It seems very unlikely that the author of the above passages would accept any
interpretation according to which the Incarnate Lord were different from the Only-
begotten Son of God or were inferior to the Father Himself. This is perhaps the

reason why Theodoret as a careful exegete follows vigilantly the Pauline teaching of

1 Corinthians 13:12 ('for now we see through a glass, darkly'), and suggests that the
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seeing of Christ by His apostles was not yet the 'face to face' meeting with the divine
essence, since that shall be revealed to humankind only at the end of the times.
Nevertheless, the human image of the Son of God is sufficient for the believer to
contemplate the works [tag &vepyetag] of God and to recognise Jesus Christ as
being His Only-begotten through the eyes of faith. I can see no other way to interpret
Theodoret's putting the statement yvdvat tag &vepyelag, od TNV QUOLY, 7| TNV
ovotav into the mouth of the Lord. The believer is said to recognise the works but
not the @Uo1g or the ovala, yet not because the nature and the essence are absent

from Christ, but rather because these divine features surpass the grasp of the human

vo0g. Theodoret reinforces this by explaining Christ's words in John 14:10-11:

Thus if these [works] are ascribed [@O€yyetar] to the Father, and the
Father remains [pévei] in Him, as well as He in the Father; and if he who
sees [0 Ewpakng] and knows [0 yivwokmv] Him, had seen and known
the Father also, then it is evident for all having common sense, that the

Father and the Son have one nature, and the Son is in possession of
everything which belongs to the Father. For nobody else manifested the
Father in Himself [but the Son], neither possessed everything — except
fatherhood itself — like the Father. Hence, fatherhood is the Father's
attribute [1810v], as the sonship belongs to the Son (col. 1173AB).
Apart from its reinforcement of the previous observations, the last sentence of the
passage gives us an idea of how Theodoret made the heritage of the Cappadocians an
integral part of his theological thinking. According to Theodoret's masters the
18101ng of each divine Person is carried by the bnootaotlg and not by the common
divine oboia, thus fatherhood is the 18tov of the Father, the sonship is the 1dtov of
the Son. At the end of De Trinitate Theodoret asserts that concerning the Trinity we
believe piav odoiav &v tpioly 1dt0tnoly yvoptlopevny. It is by the id1otng

of each Onootaoig that the divine Person can be recognised and identified.

The equality of Father and Son (i.e. of Christ the incarnate Word) is proven in Ch. 17
by the use of the term 'glorification’. Theodoret refutes the heretical thought
according to which the one who glorifies is greater than the glorified, saying at the
end of a reductio ad absurdum, that both the Father and the Son are said to glorify
and to be glorified. Thus, they have to be equal. The Son having been glorified by the

Father does not receive anything in addition to what He had always possessed before
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all times. The imagery reminds us again of the Word's being 6 ®v. Theodoret points

at the eternal bnootacig of the Word within the Person of Christ:

For the One who had been glorified did not receive what He did not
possess [before], but what He had possessed [elyev]. [The Lord] teaches
this in the same place, saying [John 17:5]. Thus if He had had this glory
before the world was made, how could He ask to receive something,
which He always had? (col. 1173D)

If at any point within Theodoret's teaching on the Trinity a weighty importance was
conferred on the identification of the eternal Word and Son of God with the Person
of Jesus Christ, then these chapters concerning their sameness of essence and nature
are certainly among them. Their length and meticulous reasoning shows that this
issue was by no means a peripheral question for the author. Moreover, the last
chapter on the Son, concerned with the sameness of the divine dominion is based

entirely on these previous arguments.

Sameness of dominion

To conclude the discussion concerning the equality of Father and Son, Theodoret

asserts that their dominion has to be the same, since it belongs to the common odoia
and @Vo1g. He resists the concept of Origen, who delimited the various areas of

activity of the divine Persons, restricting by stages the dominion of Christ and of the

Spirit in comparison with the Father. Commenting on John 17:10 Theodoret writes:

He does not want to divide the common dominion [00 TNV kolvnv
drapadv deonoteiav]; neither does He want to show things different
from the Father. But because those who have poured all blasphemous
words upon [God's] Only-begotten are claiming that He merely accepts,
and the Father is the one who gives, [the Lord] makes clear that He is
retaining the same dominion with the Father over everything. 'All mine
are thine and thine are mine' He says. He does not teach the division [o0
v Saipeoiv] of the dominion but rather the commonness [t0
koivov] of the dominion [tfig deonoteiag] (col. 1176A).

Thus, i deonoteia does not have three forms to suit the three divine hypostases. It
does not belong to the category of the 1810tng of just one hypostasis, but it is rather
the xoivov of the divine essence. Therefore, Christ is in possession of all which is

ontologically proper to the oo ia of the Father, since He is Opoovotog with Him.
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3.3.2 Conclusion

It seems to result from the above that Theodoret's concept concerning the Person of
the Son is primarily motivated by his dynamic view of the gemetic Father-Son
relationship within the Holy Trinity as it appears in Scripture. The Son's specific
names and titles gain ontological importance and do not stand alone, but are a result
of a relationship between the divine hypostases. In Theodoret's view it is
undoubtedly the Son through whom the children of God recognise their heavenly
Father and get an insight into the évépyeia of the Trinity.

Although his notion of the divine oboia and @Uo1g is rooted in the principle of
God's impassibility, in his biblical exegesis with the outlook towards the Sgoloytia
Theodoret does not seem to find any difficulty in identifying the bndoTacig of the
Son with the Person of Jesus Christ. Nevertheless, certain issues remain, on which he
will be able to make his point clear only from a Christological and soteriological
perspective. This Trinitarian teaching on the Son bears some obvious marks of the
author's intense theological struggle against Arianism and Apollinarianism. In his
effort to resist these challenges, Theodoret normally appeals to biblical exegesis, by
the help of which he tries to interpret the tradition he inherited. He also develops the
terminology in order to remove both the biblical and the theological basis of the
heresies. His defence and explanation of the various titles and terms (e.g. Firstborn,
1v) speaks of his firm intention not to surrender any terminological ground to the
heterodox. Whatever is theologically and terminologically inherited from the doctors
of piety concerning the Father's Only-begotten, must therefore be preserved within
the 3e1a. d18aokalia of the Church, even if some of these are in need of further
elaboration. It might even be said that Theodoret's teaching on the second
vnootaoig of the Trinity — together with its internal tensions — serves as a proper
basis for a forthcoming Christology and does not necessarily anticipate a harsh

separation of two different subjects within the Word of God incarnate.

The declared intention of the author is to show 'from thc cvangelic teaching the
dignity of the Only-begotten' [Ex 17 eDayyeAikfg OSidackaAiog TO0

Movoyevotg v agiav] (col. 1176B). In doing this, he repeatedly quotes and
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interprets the words of 6 Aeonotng Xpiotog, whom he regularly considers as being

the Son Himself. Nevertheless, it has to be admitted that there is a certain tension
within this dynamic doctrine based largely on Scripture. Theodoret himself faces the
difficulty in trying to bring close to the believer a divine mystery of e.g. eternal
begetting whilst knowing that human analogies are imperfect, the interpretations of
the heretics are misleading and the tradition is in need of further development. He is
bound to have a tension within the corpus of his exposé. Some of the results of this
tension will be inevitably carried over into the doctrine of the olkovoutia, where
even more disturbing issues wait for a settlement. Without anticipating those, from
this end it seems acceptable that within the Trinitarian framework the Bishop of
Cyrus presented a dynamic view of the Word's being — with all the internal tensions
this presentation might take — in opposition to a static picture of an immanent and

distant bnoctacg, who is part of an incomprehensible divine odoia.

3.4 The teaching about God the Holy Spirit

Theodoret's doctrine on the Spirit contained in Chapters 19-27 is no less interesting
than his teaching on the Son. He has already said on a few occasions that the Spirit

takes active part in the life and instruction of the believers:

e The disciples can change the wild olive-tree into a cultivated one by the art of the
Spirit (Ch. 1);

e the universal teaching of the Spirit is the pattern of the divine instruction (Ch. 2);

e The Spirit instructed those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and

servants of the Word in the theology concerning the Only-begotten (Ch. 6).

These statements reveal the importance of the Spirit for Theodoret. The entire
mission, tradition and theology itself (including the orthodox teaching) ultimately

depends on the being and work of the Holy Spirit, about whom the author states:

Therefore, as I have said, we believe in God the Father who is without
beginning, and in God the Son who is by nature co-eternal with Him,
who had been begotten by the Father, and is eternally together with the
Father. [...] And we believe in the pure, the guiding, the good and the
comforting Holy Spirit, who comes from God; He was not begotten,
because there is one Only-begotten; He was neither created [o0d¢ pnv
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ktio%ev], since we find Him nowhere in the Holy Scripture being
enumerated along with the creation, but rather ranked together with the
Father and the Son. We have heard that He proceeds [Ekmopgvopevov]
from the Father, yet we do not inquire the mode of His procession [o0
noAvmpoypovoduev ndg Ekmopevetai], but rather acquiesce in the
limits the theologians and blessed men have fixed for us (col. 1176C).

After having summarised the most important attributes of the Father and the Son,
Theodoret gives his formula concerning the Holy Spirit. He is first confessed to be

'coming from God' [t0 &k 000 npoeA86v]. The second part of the chapter,

however, makes it clear that this coming is to be taken as a procession from the

Father [Ex t00 ITatpdg]. The Bishop of Cyrus logically excludes a second begetting
as a possible origin of the Spirit, saying that He is o0 yevvndev: eig yop

Movoyevnc, underlining that the title Only-begotten belongs to the Son only.

The difference between the way Theodoret shows the divinity of the Son and of the
Spirit is rather interesting. In the case of the Son he affirmed His divine co-eternity
with and timeless begetting by His Father. In respect of the Spirit, however, our
author seems to have reversed the process. After having mentioned His procession
from God, he denies the Spirit's being created on the basis of His not having been
enumerated [cuvapiduoduevov] in Scripture along with the creation [tf] kticet],

but rather being ranked together [cuvtattouevov] with the Father and the Son. This

is how the chapters devoted to Theodoret's pneumatology are constructed.

3.4.1 The Spirit's specific attribute in relation to the Father and to the Son

Each of the three divine hypostases has His own 1810tng: the Father is dyévvnroc,
the Son is anadd¢ yevvndeig, moreover Movoyevng. Thus, the Spirit can neither
be yevvntov nor ktiodév, but rather is £k 800 mpoed8ov, more specifically €k
100 Tlatpog éxmopevouevov. The determination of this specific 1810tng of the

Spirit points back to the Cappadocians, more specifically to Gregory Nazianzen,
whom — following the observations of Karl Holl — we can consider as being

Theodoret's primary teacher in respect of the Spirit's procession.”” The Bishop of

*7 Concerning the differences between Basil's and Gregory Nazianzen's concept of the Spirit's origin,
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Cyrus faithfully followed not only his terminology, but also Gregory's prevailing

pacifism regarding the investigation of the inaccessible.

The 1810tng of the Spirit establishes His partaking of the divine essence, but also
delimits His place within the Trinity. Theodoret argues that these different titles

resulting from the dynamic relationship between the three Omootaceig do not
presuppose or create any kind of subordination within God's ovoia, but that all three

remain ranked as equals.

In Ch. 9 of Theodoret's Expositio we find a similarly concise summary of the Son's

and the Spirit's origin, where Theodoret extends the Nicene ¢@d¢ €k @®TOG onto the

procession of the Spirit also:

Tv adtv 8¢ fyv@oiv kol mnepl TOD GYLOL  TVELHOTOG
KoTEXWUEY, 0TL, wonep O Yiog &k tov [latpdg, ovtwg kot to
[Tvebpar mAnv ye M 1@ tponw Thg Lmaplewg drotoel. "O pev
Yap, 0dG £k QwToC, YevvNnTdg EEEAapyev, TO O, OMBG HEV EK
eWTOg Kol adTd, OO PNV yevvntdg GAA’ Ekmopevtdg mpofAdev:
outwg ovvaidiov Ilatpi, oVT®WE TNV ovolAV TAVTOV, OVLTKG
anad@g tkeidev gknopsvdev. Ovtwg &v tH Tpradt tnv povado
voovpev, kol &v 1] povadr v  Tprada yvwpilopev
(PG 6, 1224A — cf. Otto, lustini Opera, 32).

The problem of the Filioque

Theodoret started the third part of his teaching also with miotebopev. The traditional
formula suggests that this should not be taken as a personal opinion. It is rather the
confession of all Christendom concerning the eternal being of the Holy Spirit.
Nevertheless, Theodoret is aware of the dispute between the East and the West

concerning the issue of Filioque. This argument caused internal tensions also within

Holl writes: 'Worin bestand nun aber eigentlich die Differenz zwischen Gregor und Basilius
hinsichtlich des Dogmas vom heiligen Geist? [...] Sie differierten, um mit Basilius zu reden, iiber den
tpomog Thg vrapewg des Geistes. Gregor fand ein nappnoialestar v dAndeiav erst da, wo
auch iiber die Art der Entstehung des Geistes eine bestimmte dogmatische Aussage gemacht wurde.
Er begriff nicht, wie man da zdgern konnte. Denn ihm schien Joh. 15:26 dafiir eine geniigende
Grundlage zu bieten. Auf dieses Wort hat er sich ausdriicklich berufen. [...] Aus dem Stichwort in
Joh. 15:26 formte Gregor eine Bezeichnung fiir die 1§10tng des Geistes. In der Eknopevoig fand er
die Paralelle zur yévvnotg, und fiir ihn erhielt erst mit der Einsetzung dieses Punktes das Bekenntnis
zur Homousie des Geistes seinen sichern Riickhalt.' Karl Holl, Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem
Verhdltnis zu den grossen Kappadoziern (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1904), 160-61.
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the Eastern Church between those more sympathetic towards the Western position
and those clinging to the letter of the Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum. This is why —
together with the acceptance of the original version’® — Theodoret attempts to
mediate between the two positions. He proposes the abandonment of an investigation
concerning the mode of the Spirit's procession together with the humble acceptance
of the 8potg set out by the theologians of the past.”” As we have quoted,
gxkmopevopevov 8¢ adto &k tod [latpdg Mrovoapev, kal oV

TOAVTPAYUOVODUEY TG EKMOPEVETOL, GAAG OTEPYOUEV TOLG
tedsioly Nuiv 6polg LMo TAV FeoAOYWV KAl pHOKAPLOV AVEPDV.

Theodoret seems to have taken seriously the uselessness of such moAvmpaypovetlv

throughout both treatises. At the end of Ch. 23 of De Trinitate, whilst commenting
1 Corinthians 2:12-16, he approaches the mystery of the Spirit's procession in a

similarly humble manner:

'That is why he [Paul] says that the Spirit is of God, teaching that He
receives His existence from the Father, and shares His nature, although
not by begetting, but in a mode that is known only to the Son-knowing
[Father], the Father-knowing [Son] and to [the Holy Spirit] who knows
both the Father and the Son. For we have learned that [the Spirit] is of
God, but we were not instructed about the mode [tpomov] [of His
procession]. Hence, we shall be satisfied with the measure of knowledge
[uétpoic thig yvdoewc] we were bestowed with, and do not investigate

unmindfully the incomprehensible [ta avepikta] (col. 1181AB).

[s it possible to determine more precisely what Theodoret meant by 0poig and
petporg and whom did he consider being among t@dv 3goloywv kail pokapimv

avdp@v? This passage of Gregory Nazianzen seems to provide us the answer:

00 noAvmpaypoveig tnv tod Yio, eite yevvnoiv xpm Aéyeiv,
glte OLMOGTAGLY, €116 TL GAAO KLPLOTEPOV TOVTWV EMLVOEL [...]
unde ot Ilvevparog mepiepyalov v mpdodov. [...] * Akoveirg
yévvnorv; To ndg pn mepiepyalov. *Akoverg 611 10 Ilvedpa
npotov €k 1ol [latpog To Onwg un moAvmpaypdver. Ei 8¢
noAvnpaypoveig Yiob yévvnouy, koi [lvedpatog mpdodov, kayw

*® Hahn mentions that the Cod. Sangall also adds xai Yio0. Hahn, Bibliothek, 165, note 23.
*® The term 8pog was already used in a somewhat similar sense in Ch. 2 (col. 1149C). He suggests a
reconciliation based on the 6pog of the traditional formula.
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o0V TOALTPAYHOVA TO Kpdpa Yuxfg kal cwpatog (Oratio 20 in
PG 35, 1077AC).
Theodoret preserves this attitude in both treatises. In fact, he returns briefly to the
issue of Filioque at the end of the second treatise, in one sentence. In Ch. 34 of De
incarnatione, which is the closure of De Trinitate, Theodoret repeats the admonition
of his Cappadocian forerunner:
Let us give up investigating erroneously the procession of the Holy Spirit
and trying to find out [something], which is known to the Father, to the
Son and to the Spirit only (col. 1476C).
The reconciliatory tone of these two works concerning the Filioque is peculiarly
remarkable because in the months preceding their composition Theodoret had
crossed swords with Cyril over the mode of the Spirit's procession. In his refutation
of Cyril's ninth anathema, Theodoret wrote:
We say that it was not God the Word, co-essential and co-eternal
[Opoovoiov kal cvvaidiov] with the Spirit, who was formed by the
Holy Spirit and anointed, but the human nature which was assumed by
Him at the end of days. We shall confess together [with Cyril?] that the
Spirit of the Son was His own if he spoke of [the Spirit] as of the same
nature [0¢ Opo@uEG] and proceeding from the Father [kail £k [Matpog
gxnopevopevov], and shall receive the expression as pious. But if [he
would speak of the Spirit] as being of the Son, or as having [His®’] origin
through the Son [el 8¢ g €€ YioD 7 81" Yiob tnv rapEiv Exov]
we shall reject this as blasphemous and impious. For we believe the Lord
when He says, "The Spirit which proceeds from the Father' and likewise
the most godly Paul saying, "We have received not the spirit of the world,
but the Spirit which is of God' (4CO, 1, 1, 6, 134).
Some analysts of the short dispute over the Spirit's procession between Cyril and
Theodoret came near to the conclusion that whilst the former might be considered as
an early Filioquist, the latter is rather the precursor of Photius and the monopatrists.
It is not my task to settle this issue within the limits of the present work.

Nevertheless, I adhere to the relevant conclusions of André de Halleux.®!

5 Theodoret always refers to the Spirit as to a divine person. In order to avoid any confusion
concerning the problem of 'who' and 'what', I translate all his references to the Spirit with masculine,
although in the Greek text we encounter the appropriate neuter form.

°" André de Halleux, 'Cyrille, Théodoret et le Filioque', RHE, 74 (1979), 597-625. Among those
having contributed substantially towards the debate, de Halleux mentions: S. Boulgakov, Utesitel’
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Returning to Theodoret's dispute over the Spirit with his illustrious opponent we can
mention that in his Letter 151 to the Eastern monks the Bishop of Cyrus summarised
his critique of Cyril's anathemas, including the ninth one:
Bloaoonuel 8¢ xal €ig 10 ayiov Ilvedpar ovk &k tov IMotpog
adto Aéyov Exnopeveclat, kata thv 100 Kvpiov govnv, GAA’
g€ Yiob v vmopéiv gxeiv. Kai todto 8¢ t@v *AnoAivapiov
onepuaTOV O kKopmog yertvialer 8 kot T Moakedoviov
novnpd yewpyia (SC 429, 102).°
Without entering the details of this largely debated issue, it is probably worth
observing that Theodoret's reference to the alleged 'Apollinarian seed' was not
entirely groundless. In his | kota pépog miotig, Apollinaris wrote:
opoAoyovpev [...] To0 te mveLpatog €k NG ovoilag tov [atpog
31" Yiod aidimg Exmeppdévrog, aylactikod Tiig OANG KTLOEWG.
[...] tékerov 8& kol tO mvedpo 10 dytov &k Bgod 8t Yiod
xopmyovuevov £ig Tovg viodetovpuévoue.”
The charge of Cyril approaching Macedonianism — as de Halleux observes — is
probably an allusion towards the ninth anathema's supposed negation of the

coessential divinity of the Spirit, i.e. His ranking alongside with the creatures brought

(Paris: 1936), 108; M. Jugie, De processione Spiritus Sancti ex fontibus revelationis et secundum
Orientales dissidentes, Lateranum (Rome: 1936), n.s., II, 132, 168-72, 282; H. du Manoir, 'Dogme et
spiritualité chez S. Cyrille d'Alexandrie’, Etudes de théologie et d'histoire de la spiritualité, 2 (1944),
224-25; J. Meyendorff, 'La procession du Saint-Esprit chez les Péres orientaux', Russie et chrétienté, 2
(1950), 164-65; A. Seider, 'Allgemeine Einleitung zu Theodoret von Cyrus', Bibliothek der
Kirchenvdter (Munich: 1926), vol. 50, p. 83; P.N. Trembelas, Dogmatique de I'Eglise Orthodoxe
Catholigue (Chevetogne: 1966), 334. See also George C. Berthold, 'Cyril of Alexandria and the
Filiogue', SP, 19 (1989), 143-47,

2 1t is interesting to mention that in HE Theodoret quotes the anathemas of the Confession of Pope
Damasus (written in fact by Ambrose — CPL 1633) in a Greek translation. Its beginning may have
also influenced Theodoret's view on the whole question of the Filioque: Eneidn peta v &v
Nwkalg ovvodov avtn N mAavn dvekvyev, dote ToApdv tivag Pefnie otopatt einsiy,
t0 [lvebpa 10 dylov yeyeviicGar dia tob Yiod, avalepatilopev tovg Wn HETE maoMG
ghevlepiag knputtoviag ovv @ lMatpl kai 1@ Yig thg pidg kol Tfg avthg odolag 1€
xat ggovoilag mapyelv to dyrov Ivedpa (GCS 44, 297-98; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 272). It seems
that the suspicion of the Spirit being 'created’ if confessed as proceeding 'through the Son' was an issue
well before Theodoret's time, who quotes Anathema 18 also: €l Tig €inn 10 7MVEDHQ 1O AyLOV
moinua 7 e to0 Yiod yeyeviioBar, avadepa otw (HE in GCS 44, 301; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek,
274).

% Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1904), 180-81. The
Spirit's procession from God through the Son is upheld by Gregory Thaumatourgos, probably the
second authority for Cyril after Athanasius. In his confession Gregory writes: kol €v nveipo dylov,
gx Beob v OnapEiy Exov kai 81 Yiod meenvog (SnAadn toig dvBpwrnolg), eikadv tod
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into being by the Word of God.** It was of course not so, since neither of the two

theologians denied the divinity of the Spirit. The Christological consideration played

the crucial part for both of them. De Halleux gave the correct answer to the dilemma:
La conclusion parait donc s'imposer: lorsque 1'évéque de Cyr objecte au
neuvieme anathématisme: 'l'Esprit procede du Pére, il ne tient pas son
existence du Fils, ou par le Fils', il veut simplement affirmer: 'L'Esprit
procéde de Dieu, il n'est pas créé'. En d'autres termes, le refus
théodoritien de dire I'Esprit-Saint £k Yiod 7} 81" Yio0 ne doit pas étre
interprété comme un rejet des deux formulations filioquistes classiques

de la procession intra-divine de la troisieme Personne. Il s'agit plutdt
d'une double dénégation de I'origine créée de I'Esprit.*

Finally, after having read Cyril's Laetentur caeli, Theodoret writes in his Epistle 171
to John of Antioch™ that he is satisfied with the new theological position taken by the
Alexandrian bishop. Among other important issues, he expresses his joy upon Cyril
having confessed kot 10 ITvebpa 10 dytov ovk €§ Yiob 7} 8 Yiod v
OnopéLy Exov, GAL’ £k to0 Ilatpog Exmopevdpevov, idrov 8¢ Yiod wg

opooveiov dvoualouevov (SC 429, 234).

In his Laetentur caeli addressed to John of Antioch Cyril indeed seems to have
drawn back a little from his former viewpoint represented in the ninth anathema,
although probably not to the extent to which Theodoret's aforementioned letter
would imply. Cyril wrote to John: O0 yap floav adtol ot Aarodvreg, GAAL TO
nvedpa tob Beob katl Ilatpog, O eknopeveTat pev €€ adTOD, 0TIV 3¢ ODK

aAlotprov o0 Yiod kata tov Tfig odoiag Adoyov (ACO1, 1, 4, 19).

Y100 etc. (Hahn, Bibliothek, 254).

 André de Halleux, 'Cyrille, Théodoret et le Filiogue', 622.

® Halleux, 'Cyrille, Théodoret et le Filiogue', 623.

% According to Sellers, Theodoret's letter was probably written after the peace of 433 between Cyril
and John of Antioch, upon Theodoret having read not Cyril's Letter 33 to Acacius of Beroea, but
rather his Laetentur caeli (PG 77, 173-81; cf. ACO 1, 1, 4, 15-20), written — according to de Halleux —
on the 23" of April 433. Having examined the latter epistle, the Bishop of Cyrus was convinced that
his former opponent did not hold the extreme views of his Anathemas anymore, including the issue
concerning the origin of the Holy Spirit. Following de Halleux's calculations concerning the date of
the provincial synod held at Zeugma with the participation of Theodoret, Andrew of Samosata, John
of Germaniceia and others, Azéma concludes that Theodoret wrote his letter to John in the spring of
433. See Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, 21, note 5. Cf. André de Halleux, 'Cyrille, Théodoret et le
Filioque', 604-8 and SC 429, 232, note 1.
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Was indeed Theodoret a reluctant momnopatrist in opposition to Cyril's early
Filioquism? Some would probably agree to this. Nevertheless, it has to be admitted
that all the statements of both theologians about the Holy Spirit resulted from their
Christological picture and cannot be assessed by themselves. For Cyril, the Spirit

being Christ's very own is a result of his identification of the Onoctacic of the

Word with the person of the Saviour. Thus, the Spirit coming from the Father
through the Son is in fact Cyril's way of saying that the three hypostases are of the
selfsame essence. On his part, Theodoret fully agreed with this, yet what he feared
and wanted to evade was probably the Macedonian danger — which of course was not
by a long chalk Cyril's case — namely, that the procession of the Spirit through the
Son in the sense of €€ Yio0 7% 81" Yiod tnv Onap&iv Exov might be interpreted
as the Spirit's being created by the Word. That is probably one of the reasons why in
De Trinitate Theodoret spends a considerable time to prove the Spirit's uncreated

being as well as His Opoovoia with the Father and the Son, with the emphasis upon
gk 100 Ilatpog Exer VmapEiv. This was an entirely groundless concern,

moreover, it is very likely that from a pneumatological perspective both theologians
were trying to evince the same thing (the Spirit's full divinity), but approached it

from two different angles predetermined by their own Christological standpoint.

I think that the proper answer to the problem of Cyril's and Theodoret's possible
influence upon the much later evolving controversy around the Filioque was again

given by André de Halleux at the end of his aforementioned article:

I n'est certes pas interdit de s'interroger sur la position que chacun des
deux adversaires aurait prise dans le grand schisme sur la procession de
I'Esprit-Saint, qui éclata plus de quatre siécles apres leur mort. On peut
tenter d'extrapoler cet hypothétique engagement a partir des principes de
leur triadologie, a la condition de respecter la différence des contextes
historiques et le progrés de la réflexion théologique. Mais il y aura
toujours une bonne part d'appréciation subjective dans la spéculation sur
ce genre de conditionnels passés. De toute fagon, on ne saurait, sur la
base de la controverse qui opposa Théodoret a Cyrille, prétendre qu'ils
furent, respectivement, monopatriste et filioquiste au sens étroit que la
polémique photienne et scolastique devait conférer a ces étiquettes.
L'opposition des deux Péres en matiére de pneumatologie se situe encore
fonciérement au plan des christologies rivales: l'alexandrine, d'union ou
d'immanence, pour laquelle le Verbe incarné communique a la nature
humaine son Esprit de filiation divine; I'antiochenne, de distinction ou de
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transcendance, pour laquelle 'humanité assumée du second Adam regoit,
la premiére, les dons du trés saint Esprit qui 1'éléveront a la condition de
ressuscité, par la victoire sur le péché. La conciliation de ces deux
approches de la pneumatologie christologique du Nouveau Testament a-
t-elle perdu de son intérét de_Fuis les quinze siécles et demi qui nous
séparent du concile d'Ephése?®

It seems therefore an admissible conclusion that at least for the time of the
composition of De Trinitate and De incarnatione Theodoret had put behind him the
bitter controversy around Cyril's ninth anathema. He does not mount any direct or
indirect attack upon his opponent although the storm is far from being over. This
seems to meet the description of these two treatises as being a positive attempt
towards solving the up-to-date problems with the author's intention to give up the
polemic of the day for the sake of edifying the readers. The returning irenical
prospect confers a distinctive place for these two works of the Bishop of Cyrus in the

midst of the tempest surrounding the third ecumenical council.

3.4.2 Other titles and properties of the Holy Spirit

In Ch. 20 of De Trinitate Theodoret invokes the words 'of our Saviour, Jesus Christ',
who teaches that the Holy Spirit completes the Trinity by quoting Matthew 28:19.
This also means that the Spirit is ranked above all creatures. His dominion

[6eomoteia] includes the works of the Spirit, who bestows on us the gift of sonship
and sets us free. Speaking about the Spirit's own dominion Theodoret concludes, that
'if one sets others free, He cannot be a slave [Himself], but rather He is a free
Master, who donates freedom to those He wants to. According to Ch. 21 the Spirit is
KoLvwvov Tfg deomotelag, pointing back to a previous argument, i.e. that the

dominion is not the exclusive property of one divine Ondotacig, but it belongs to

the common ovoto. and eOog of the whole Trinity.

The Spirit as Creator
The short Ch. 22 argues that the Spirit is dnuiovpyov but not brovpytkov. Thus,

the Spirit took active part in the Creation together with the Father and the Son, but

7 André de Halleux, 'Cyrille, Théodoret et le Filioque', 625.
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not as an 'underworker'. Theodoret even says that the Spirit tTniv a0tV ovoiav
gxer IMatpi kol Yi@, advancing the terminology of Nicaea, because — together

with the Son — he considers also the Spirit as being coessential with the Father.

It is notable that Theodoret interprets the first person plural from Genesis 1:26 as
referring to the Trinity. This has some traditional foundation, since the symbol of
faith drawn up at an Antiochene council directed against Paul of Samosata includes:
“Ov o0k dAlov nemeiopedo, B tov povoyevi] Yiov tod 6Oeod
fedv, @ xai gine moinowpev avlpwnov kat glkova kol kol
opoiwoiv fuetepav (Hahn, Bibliothek, 179).
Further, one could even say that the previous tradition did not merely allow
Theodoret to interpret the above passage as referring to the Trinity, but rather that it
prescribed this for him. The direct Trinitarian or Christological interpretation of
some relevant Old Testament passages was in fact made compulsory by the first
council of Sirmium in 351. The fourteenth anathema issued by this council asserts:
Eil 116 10° mowmowpev avBpowrov pn tov Iatépa npog tov Yiov
Aéyerv, GAA’ adtov mpog Eavtov Agyor tOv Beov eipmxévanr,
avadepoa gotw (Hahn, Bibliothek, 198).
Other anathemas of Sirmium require the exegete to acknowledge that the Son and not
the unbegotten God appeared to Abraham (Anathema 15) and that Jacob fought with
the Son as with a human being (Anathema 16). The radical demand for a Trinitarian
interpretation of the Old Testament suggests that there must have been quite a strong
exegetical practice and tradition (interwoven perhaps with an anti-Arian and anti-

Jewish polemic), which preceded the formulation of these anathemas.

Theodoret in some sense is partaker of this tradition: for him the Son being 6 @v is a
matter of course. Nevertheless, he does not agree with Sirmium in a number of
matters, since e.g. he refuses to apply the title bmovpyikov even to the Spirit when
talking about the act of Creation, whilst the 27" anathema of Sirmium labels the Son

Himself bnovpynkée 1@ Matpl gig v t@dv SAwv dnuiovpytov.®

8 Hahn, Bibliothek, 199.
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Based on a similar analogy of the e€ikwv after which humankind was created,
Theodoret concludes: ®v 8¢ 7 elk@v pia, tovTOV dnAovott kal 1 ovola pia
(col. 1177D). The idea of the Spirit's coessentiality with the Father and the Son will
return again in Ch. 24.

The Holy Spirit as God of God

Four somewhat longer chapters (23 to 26) focus almost entirely upon the aspect of
the Holy Spirit being truly very God of very God. The various biblical arguments
lead our author to extend his affirmation concerning the reciprocal knowledge of the

Father and the Son to the Spirit also:
As nobody knows the Father except the Son, and nobody [knows the
Son] but the Father, in the same fashion, as [Scripture] says, nobody
knows the things of God except the Spirit of God. Nevertheless, from the

things said we are taught the commonness of the nature [of the Father,
Son and Holy Spirit] (col. 1180C).

The affirmation koivov T @Uoewg is the basis for a true equality between the
vrootacels. At the end of Ch. 23 Theodoret warns against any Arian and Eunomian

identification of God Himself with the Spirit of God and argues that the Spirit is

different from the other two Umootdcelg. As mentioned in connection with the
Filioque, the Spirit receives His existence from the Father [Ex to0 Ilatpog €xet

VnapEiv], yet the mode of His procession should not be investigated.

Another proof of the Spirit's divinity is His grace through baptism, by which the
believers are called the temples of God. In Ch. 24 we find another example

suggesting the ontological importance of 'naming' for the Bishop of Cyrus:

Therefore, if the believers receive the grace of the Spirit [tnv yapiv
100 [Tvedpatog] through baptism, and we — being honoured by this gift
— are called the temple of God [vaog Bgob ypnuatifopev], it follows
that the Holy Spirit is God indeed. That is why the indwelling of God is
effected upon the receiving temples;®® yet, if those who benefit from the
grace of the Spirit are the temples of God and are called so
[kaAobvTat], it is clear that the Holy Spirit is of divine nature and is
coessential both with the Father and the Son [kai [latpt kot Yi®

% Corrected on the basis of Vat. gr. 841.
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odupoovaetov]. Hence, if [the Spirit were] a creature [ktiopa] and of a

different essence, it would be unjust to call [npocayopevdeiev] God's

temples those who received His gifts. Yet, if those who received the

grace of the Spirit in a greater or smaller measure are indeed called

[ovopalovrat] temples of God, from this appellation we shall conclude

that [the Holy Spirit] is akin [to the Father and the Son] (col. 1181CD).
The various expressions used in order to describe the act of naming converge
towards the same end: the biblical title or name refers to its bearer in the closest
ontological sense. The sharpest example of this conviction is comprised in the
categorical statement: €k Tfig TMPOONYOPLOG VONOOUEV TNV GLYYEVELQYV, i.e.
Theodoret deduces again the sameness of divine essence directly from the biblical
appellation. Moreover, the principle works also the other way around: if the Spirit is
God's ktiopa, and €€ £tepag ovolog tuyyxovet than the Father, then it is not fair
[o¥k €lkdtwg] to call [npocayopevdeiev] God's temples those, who received the
gifts of the Spirit. This is how the exegete controls the dogmatician: the biblical text
dictates not only the usage of terms, but it defines their mode of applicability also.
Gregory Nazianzen in his determination of the term &xndpevoig acted in the same
manner. Having found the term in John 15:26 he made it the key-expression to
describe the 1810tng of the third broctacig, without having the smallest concern of
whether it expressed or not the appartenence of the Spirit to the divine essence. It
was a biblical title, which had to suffice. As Holl justly affirms, Gregory did not

understand how one could hesitate at that point.”

Theodoret seems to have followed the above method in his usage of biblical titles
and naming also. As we shall see, expressions like tpoonyopia, ovopa will have
an important ontological role to play in Theodoret's Christology, since by the means
of naming he in fact identifies a person, a TpOG®WROV or a DTOGTAGLG Or even two
@VogLg within one Tpocwnov in a given context. Several Christological issues have
to be addressed and understood from this angle, which will be dealt with in some

detail in Chapter 4 of the current work.

0 pp begriff nicht, wie man da zdgern konnte.' See Holl, Amphilochius, 161.
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Theodoret brings forward two biblical arguments in support of the Spirit's divine
ovota. The first is the story of Ananias, who was reprehended for trying to deceive
the Holy Spirit. The second one deals with the return of Paul and Barnabas to
Antioch where they recount the great things God had done with them, hence in fact it

was the Spirit who did it all. The method and the conclusion is the same as before:

Thus, if the Holy Spirit had effected these through the apostles according
to His will, but nevertheless, Paul and Barnabas told the congregation
gathered around them that God had done great things with them, it
follows, that the Holy Spirit is God, according to the words of the
apostles (col. 1184D).

In the same Ch. 26 of De Trinitate there is an exclamation, where $goAoyia appears
again as a technical term: 6pdte [...] tTnv Sgoloyiav 1o Ilvedpatog, i.e. behold
'the theology of the Spirit', or 'the naming of the Spirit God'. Here 8€oAoyla. quite

probably means again the discipline concerned with God's being and the Trinity. The
exclamation in fact introduces another argument based on 1 Corinthians 14:23-25,
the outcome of which is again the conclusion that the naming of the Spirit 'God' or
even the naming of His gifts as being God's undoubtedly proves His divinity. The

Kolwvwvia TthHg @voewg brings the three Persons of the Trinity into ontological

togetherness, since all of them approve or take active part in each other's actions:

He [Paul] teaches that the Holy Spirit is God, and that it is the same to
say 'God' or 'Spirit' through the commonness of the nature [dia tnv
kolwvwviav thg ¢@uoewg]. For the Son and the Spirit participate
[ovvepyel] in the things effected by God the Father, whereas the God
and Father simultaneously approves [cuvevdokei] those accomplished
by the Son and the Spirit (col. 1185C).

This is in fact what Theodoret had already said in Ch. 5 concerning the Father and
the Son, declaring that they were 'inseparable [G)xwplotwg] from each other
according to their names as well as to their realities [ta te OvOpata, kol Ta
npaypata]'. The common ovoia is the guarantee of the harmonised activity of the
three Gnootaceic. In this way, the particular 1810tng of either Person does not

disturb by any means the imperturbable internal accord of God's divine being.
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The Holy Spirit is uncreated and eternal

The One proclaimed to be of God is not a creature, but of the divine
essence. That is why the blessed Paul calls Him eternal and existent
without beginning: 'For if the blood of bulls and of goats and the ashes of
a heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifies to perfection, how much more
shall the blood of Christ, who offered Himself through the Holy Spirit
[8ra TTvedpatog ayiov]?' Thus, if the Holy Spirit is eternal and God is
eternal also, the conclusion is evident (col. 1188AB).
At the end of his exposé on the Spirit, Theodoret returns to asseverate that the very
ovota and @votlg of the divine Spirit cannot rank Him with the creatures, nor can
He be subject to time. In the above biblical passage quoted from Hebrews 9:13-14

we find two notable textual differences. Instead of mpog v tfig capkog
kadapotnta Theodoret says mpog tederotnta, and instead of dia Ilvedpatog
ailwviov he asserts dia I[lvedpatog ayilov (see Mai's note also). The latter
alteration is probably a result of a copying error (although there are some NT text
variants, which preserved this version), since the reason why Theodoret in fact
quoted this text was to prove the eternity of the Spirit. This is evinced by the chapter
title as well as by the sentence after the quotation. The title of this Ch. 27 underlines
the significance of 'naming': 011 axtiotwg €k Bgob 1o Ilvedpa 10 ayiov, 810
kol oloviov koAgitai. From the affirmation of the chapter title, it directly
follows that whatever expression is linked with kaAetitau, it is ontologically relevant
for the condition of the One, about whom it is asserted. In his Trinitarian teaching
Theodoret gives a few hints concerning the relevance of this issue for his own
understanding, nevertheless its deeper meaning will become evident only in the

Christological part of his treatise.

3.4.3 Conclusion

Theodoret's teaching on the Spirit is in concordance with the Nicene faith, moreover
with the assertion of His being [Tatpt kal Yi@® opoovoiov the Bishop of Cyrus in
fact develops this terminological inadequacy of the formula. His understanding of the
Spirit's procession does not lead him to determine authoritatively whether one should
or should not speak at all about the Filioque. He rather pursues an irenical line,

putting behind him the bitterness of the Nestorian controversy, and tries to solve the
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problem in the manner he had learned from Gregory Nazianzen. His suggestion to
the reader is to accept that the mode of the Spirit's procession is known to God only.

He is insistent about the sameness of the divine obola and upon the distinct and not
servile Onootacig of the Spirit in relation to the other two Persons within the

Trinity. The role of the Spirit within the life of the church is also taken seriously,
since the Spirit Himself is the One who in fact teaches true theology for the

believers.

3.5 Theodoret's doctrine on the Trinity - summary

From the last Ch. 28 of De Trinitate entitled * Avakepalainolg t1i¢ nloTEWC, as
well as from the entire tract, it becomes evident that for Theodoret the Holy Trinity is
uta. odola, pia QUOLE &V Tplolv 1dL0TNoLv Kol Lnootacsoiv. His
interpretation of the terms oboio and bnoctaoLg is Neo-Nicene, i.e. he assumed the
distinctions effected by the Cappadocian Fathers into his own theological thinking.
Thus, for him oboia and VoG denote synonymous concepts, whereas OnOGTAOLG
begins to receive the meaning of 'individual entity'. On one hand, it is the
vnootaclg and not the odoia or the @Uolg in which the Bishop of Cyrus
recognises the 1810tng of each divine Person. On the other hand, the essence or
nature is the common factor within all the three divine hypostases, representing the

very basis of the indivisible Trinitarian union.

Theodoret sees and conceives the divine essence or nature in total opposition to the
human. The divine obola is timeless, uncreated, omnipotent, free, incorporeal,
infinite, immutable and impassible. These characters of the divine nature will have
an important role to play in Theodoret's Christology in the same fashion as his

ontological interpretation of naming.

The relationship between the terms npocwnov and brnocTOGLG, as well as their use
and applicability for the Bishop of Cyrus in this treatise implies his early attempt to
identify the two as synonyms. One might say that an adequate Trinitarian counterpart

of the Chalcedonian &v npdcwnov &v 800 @UogoLy is Theodoret's nioTELOUEV
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plav ovolav &v tpioiv i8idtnolv yvwpilopévny, to which he adds the

expressions bootaoelg and TPOCWTAL.

The properties of the divine hypostases - an outlook to Christology

With the acceptance and introduction of the notion of 1810tng in his Trinitarian
doctrine of the three hypostases Theodoret stands very much in the tradition of the
Cappadocians, thus not without precedence in the history of doctrine. The three
vrootacelg retaining their specific attributes and functions within the one being of
the harmoniously One God will have a resonance in Theodoret's understanding of the
preserved attributes of the two natures within Christ. The Trinitarian version of the
issue seems to have been set out by Gregory Nazianzen already: &meidn ye
avoykoiov Kol TOv €va Beov TNpelv Kal TaG TPELG LIOCTACELS OLOAOYELY,
Kol Ekaotnv peta tig 1dtotnrog (Oratio 2 in SC 247, 140). In his Oratio 31
Gregory says: €v ta, tpla tf eotntL, kol tO €v Tpla taig idtotnov (SC
250, 292). In his Oratio 43 again: Tplo pev toig 181otnouy, €v 8¢ 17 JedotnTL

(PG 36, 537B).

A similar pattern of assessing the divine threesome unity has been drawn up by Basil
the Great in his confession also. The idea of the preservation of the attributes can
nonetheless be found here:
EKAGTOL OVOUATOG TOD Ovoualopevoy TNV 1810TNnTa. coE®G UiV
dlevkpivolbvtog, Kol nepl EKAGTOL TAV OVOUALOUEVOV MAVT®G
vV eEalpEtov 1diopatwv edosfdg GewpovpEvev, TOD UEV
[Motpog &v 1@ idwwpart tod Ilatpdg, 100 8¢ Yiod &v 1d
iditwpatt tob Yiod, 100 8¢ ayiov Ilvedpotog &v 1@ Oikelw
rwpatt (Hahn, Bibliothek, 270).
This heritage might indeed have a word to say e.g. regarding one's attitude towards
communicatio idiomatum. The idea of the unconfused properties of the divine
hypostases upheld by the three Cappadocians undoubtedly had an effect upon the
further formation of the Christological thinking of the Bishop of Cyrus. The faithful
disciple could in fact regard the interpretation of 'l and the Father are one' of Gregory

of Nyssa as a beneficial advice even in Christology:
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axovoavieg toivov Ot &yw kol O Ilatnp v &opev, 10 t€ €€
aitiov tov Kdplov kai t0 kato thv QUOLV ATAPAAALAKTOV TOD
Yio0 kai tod Ilatpog &k thig eovhg Emaidevdnuev, odk &ig
plav LROCTACLY TNV TEPL AVTAOV EVVOLAV GLVAAELPOVTEG, AAAQ
PUALACCOVTEG HEV SLNPMUEVNV TNV TAV LIOCTACEWV 1810TNTa,
oV cvvdiaipodvieg 8¢ T0lg MPocWNOLG TNV TTig ovolag EvoTNTa,
WG av pun VO ETEPOYEVH TpAYMHATA £V TR THG APYHS AOY®
vroAlaupavoito kol S tovtov mapodov  Adafor @AV
Mavixaiov 1o 8oyua.”

The admonition @UAGGGOVTEG HEV SLNpMUEVNV TNV TAV DLROGTAGEWV
1810tnta will resound fully in the Chalcedonense concerning the preservation of the
properties of both unconfused natures within Jesus Christ. The idea of a cuvdaeeia

understood in the sense of unconfused union of the three divine hypostases and of the
two natures within Jesus Christ had a long tradition already in both the Eastern and
Western theological literature including Tertullian, Basil, Ambrose, the
Cappadocians and the Antiochenes.”” Its effects, however, will be more apparent in

the oikovopto. than in the 8soloyia. Concerning the distinction without separation

of the three divine Persons, in his De fide ad Gratianum Ambrose writes:

Distinctionem etenim accepimus Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, non
confusionem, distinctionem, non separationem, distinctionem, non
pluralitatem [...] distinctionem scimus, secreta nescimus, causas non
discutimus, sacramenta servamus (CSEL 78, 1V, 8, 88).

Theodoret himself seems to have preserved and carried forward a substantial volume

of this Neo-Nicene Trinitarian tradition, by writing:

We believe that the Trinity has one nature and one essence perceptible in
three persons/properties [Ev Tpioiv 1810tnoiv yvopilouevnv], whose
power is undivided, the kingdom without partition; [there is] one
Godhead and one Lordship. Thus the unity [povag] is shown in the
sameness of the essence, whereas the threeness is perceptible not in the
bare names, but in the persons [ev talg Onootaceot] (col. 1188B).

As a clear rejection of Sabellianism, the Bishop of Cyrus implies that the hypostases

preserve their particularities, moreover, this is how in fact the Triad is perceptible,

" Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium I-11, ed. by Werner Jaeger, Gregorii Nysseni Opera (Leiden:
Brill, 1960), I, 173-74.
7 Abramowski, 'Tuvaoesia', 80-93. See also section 4.5.6 Terminology in Ch. 4 of the present work.
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and not merely through the names. The distinction between the hypostases based on
the ontological significance of their appellations appears in a condensed form in
Gregory of Nyssa's confession, where the third Cappadocian asserts that we believe
in 'the name' of the divine Persons: miotevopev [...] €lg 10 Ovopa to0 Ilatpog
kol 100 Yiod kai tod aytov Ilvedvpotog. This biblical language was
continuously filled with new meaning by Theodoret's forerunners and he continued

the course in a similar manner.

There is another traditional expression, which also has its echo in De Trinitate and
therefore should not be neglected. Its immediate effect cannot be observed in
8eoloyia, yet it has a major influence upon the Christological exposé. Gregory of
Nyssa asserts the famous term concerning the unconfused union of the hypostases in

his Refutatio confessionis Eunomii, as follows:

10ig 3¢ yvwplotikoig T@v Lnoctdcewv idiwpactv eig IMatpog
e kai Yo «koi [lvedpoatog aytov mictiv  Sigpnrot,
adraoctatmg te peptlopevov kol GoLyXOTOG EVOOUEVOV.

This idea of acvyy¥tog €vwoig is nonetheless present in Theodoret's Trinitarian

doctrine, although it is not given as much attention as its Christological version,

where it equals the meaning of cuvdgeeia. Having noted the importance of the

dvoparta in identifying the three bnostdoerg, Theodoret eagerly resists tritheism:’*

For we do not call the One 'three-named' according to the contraction and
mixture of Sabellius, Photeinos and Marcellus.”” We do not [say], that
[there are] three [persons] of different kind and distinct essence, unequal
and dissimilar, superior to one another, measurable and definable through
[human] intellect and tongue, according to the impious meddling of
Arius, who separated and estranged’® [the Persons] from each other.
Hence, we speak of the three Persons, but the one nature of the Trinity
(col. 1188C).”

> Werner Jaeger, ed., Gregorii Nysseni Opera, 11, 314-15.

™ Theodoret rejects the notion of quaternity also in his Letter 144 to Andrew. See SC 111, 160.

" ‘I'he third tormula of the second Antiochene council held in 341 contains an express anathema
against Marcellus, Sabellius, Paul of Samosata and against their followers. Hahn, Bibliothek, 187.

’® The depreciative expression moAvmpaypocvvn refers to Arius's diminishing of the Son in the same
fashion as it referred to those trying to degrade the Spirit by asserting that He comes not from the
Father alone, but rather, as Theodoret seems to have interpreted it, is the kTiopa of the Son.

"7 Cf. with Expositio 7: éva. Toivov Bgdv mpootikev opodoysiv &v Matpi, kol Yig kai dyiw



Chapter 3: Theodoret's Trinitarian Concept 131
The Bishop of Cyrus wrote the following against Sabellius in HFC: piov
vonootooly ggnoev eivor tov Ilatépa, kol toOv Yiov, kol T0 QAyLOv
[Tvedpa, kail &v Tprwvopov npocwrov (PG 83, 396C), repeating the wording of
his charge concerning the 'One three-named." He wrote similarly against Marcellus
and Photeinos. As opposed to their teaching, the young Theodoret had already
emphasised the perfection of the three hypostases:

doov 8¢ evoePec pdAlov kai mpeémov th Gelq yvwoer kata

dovapiv ovAre€avteg, Thg pidg Beotntog TNV €V TeEAglong
TpLoly Lmootacest yvaolv eEedeuela (Expositio 9 — PG 6, 1224B).

The unity in essence, nature, and works of the Trinity is equally important together
with the distinct functions and titles of each ULmootacig. Theodoret rejects
ocvvaipeoic and cvyyvoig, as well as dratpeoig and aAAoTpilwotg as applicable
to the Trinity. This two-by-two pattern of excluding the heretic deviance on either
side with the assertion of the specific terms reminds the reader of Theodoret's
intention expressed in the first chapters of the treatise to pursue a midway between
both extremes. It is almost a Trinitarian basis of Chalcedon's subsequent famous four
expressions, formed similarly of two antonymous word-pairs. Theodoret proceeds
likewise in the Christological section of the treatise, and asserts the expressions,
which later shall be validated by the fourth council. His terminology is under
formation, being rooted in the Cappadocian tradition and bound together with his
Antiochene theological heritage. The connection between &goloyio and
oikovoptia for Theodoret means therefore a terminological continuance as well. The
Trinitarian foundation underlying the doctrine concerning the Incarnation shows a
terminological consistency in respect to four crucial terms: ovola, @UOLG,
vnootactg and mpocwnov. Theodoret will use three of these regularly and
consistently within the second treatise. The terminological pattern of oikovopia
will be the reversal of what we have found in the 8¢oAloyia. Thus, on one hand,

what is one in the Trinity (i.e. pio. odotia and @Voig) will logically become fwo in

[Mvedpatt yvopilopevov: 7 pev [Matnp, kai Yiog, kail [lvebpa aylov, g pidg Geotnrog
tag vmootacelg yvopifoviag M 88 Oedg, TO kAT OVGLAV KOOV TV UNMOGTACEWY
voovvrtag (PG 6, 1220C).
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Christology (800 @Vogig and odoiat). On the other hand, what are three in the
8eoloyia (tpécwna and Onostacelg) will become one within the oikovopta (Ev
npocwnov — as we have said, Omootacig is not yet part of Theodoret's

Christological vocabulary). The concept of union in the case of the Trinity is realised

on the level of the common divine obola and eOoig, on the level of Christology it

will be conceived on the level of the One tpdcwnOV.

Theodoret's understanding of the uni-essential Trinity together with his emphasis

upon the dvopata of the three Persons and their specific attributes and actions being
harmonised within the one divine ovoia and @Voig largely determines his
interpretation of the harmony within the mpoownov of Jesus Christ, the Word

incarnate. The summary at the end of De Trinitate is parallel to the second formula

of the symbol of faith drawn up at the second Antiochene council in 341, which says:

[Miotevopev] dnrovott Matpog dAndag IMatpog dvrog, Yiod 8
aAnddg Yiod Ovrog, to0 8¢ ayilov mvevpatog aAnddg ayiov
MVEDUOTOG OVTOG, TAV OVOMOT®OV Ov) OmADG OVLdE ApYdS
KELHEVOY, GALO oNuoivoviev Gkpifdg tiv olkelav Ekdotov’®
T®v Ovopalopeveov Lrootacty kal taglv kol d0&av g eivat
tij pgv Hrootdost tpia, i 8¢ cvppwvig Ev.”’

Finally, Theodoret does not regard his work as being original, but rather as part of a
long Christian tradition continuously engrafted by the Spirit of God. The truly
honourable way of Christian teaching for the Bishop of Cyrus is the humble
acceptance and re-actualisation of the biblical message in an irenical manner for the

existing community in accordance with the 318ayn t@v Seodoywv avdp@dv:

This faith we preserve, since this had the theologians instructed us. Yet,
for those who argue based on [human] reasoning, we say: that is your
share, your heritage according to your fate; our share however, is the
Lord, and following Him we shall not forsake the right way, for we have
also the divine Scripture as a teacher. Thus, we exclaim rightly so: "Your
law is a lamp unto my feet, and a light unto my paths.' Being illuminated
by this light we recognise the footprints of the foregoing fathers and
follow thosc until we all reach the resurrection of the dead in Christ
Jesus, to whom shall be glory forever. Amen.

" Socrates read: Ty 18lov ExdoTov.
" Hahn, Bibliothek, 185-86.



Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret's De incarnatione

4.1 Introduction

Theodoret's Christological thinking in De incarnatione is of peculiar interest for the
period around the Council of Ephesus, since this treatise is the representative piece of
work within which the Bishop of Cyrus intended to summarise the main points of the
Antiochene theology in a mostly irenical manner. Its emphases are quite clear
concerning both the soteriological and pastoral concerns of the author. Of course,
some passages directed e.g. against Apollinaris may seem indeed oblique attacks
upon Cyrilline Christology (since at the time of writing Theodoret suspected Cyril of
Apollinarianism), and the whole treatise may not be regarded as being entirely
'innocent’ from the viewpoint of theological reconciliation. Just because the name of
Cyril does not appear in either tract it cannot be said that all polemic allusions are
missing. Nevertheless, the fact that in the other pre-Ephesian writings of Theodoret
his opponent is often clearly denoted or hinted at still validates the general
assessment that the Bishop of Cyrus made an attempt to put some of the already
accumulated bitterness behind him whilst composing De Trinitate and De
incarnatione. In support of this irenical character — or at least of the intention to

approach the issue with less altercation — one could bring two further arguments:

1. Theodoret mentioned these two treatises in his quoted letter to Leo, whilst he left
out e.g. the Counter-Statements, the Pentalogus as well as the Defence of
Diodore and Theodore. By doing this, he himself characterised this work

indirectly as being at least less hostile to Cyrilline theology than the others.

2. Without forcing an 'argumentum ex silentio', it ought to be recognised that
according to the available evidence the fifth ecumenical council in 553 did not
condemn these tracts, although it is unlikely that they could have been unknown
to the participants, the more so since Severus had noted in 520 already that

certain passages from De incarnatione were parallel to the Counter-Statements.

In the introductory remarks of Ch. 1 the author expresses the same intentions as in

De Trinitate, i.e. to speak &v gbogfdv ocLAALOY®, his aim being 'not to contradict
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the impious, but to expound faith for the disciples of the apostles'. The connection

between the two works is made by the following: T§) $goloylq v oikovoptiov

ocvvantov (PG 75, 1420B).

The structure of the treatise, although it bears some marks of a quick editing during
the turmoil of the Nestorian controversy, contains a clearly discernible major line of
discussion following the sequence of salvation history. It begins with the creation,
continues with the fall and God's beneficial acts towards humankind in the Old
Testament. Then we encounter the discussion of the Incarnation and the related
issues, the author concluding with the resurrection of Christ, the command to baptise

all people and the assumption of our nature into heaven.

Within this framework there are some doctrinal and terminological digressions,
polemical excursuses, by which the author intends to clarify his position concerning
certain interpretations of Scripture in his own time. As a result, some themes
discussed from one perspective reappear in later chapters in different contexts. The
work itself as handed down to us is composed of 35 chapters (instead of the original

37) structured roughly around the following lines:

e The first seven chapters summarise the creation and the fall of man;

e Chs. 8-10 deal with the Incarnation and mount the first attack on Apollinarian
Christology;

e Chs. 11-12 return briefly to the Incarnation and to the question of sin;

e Chs. 13-14 contain the analysis of the Temptation-story;

e Chs. 15-19 present additional reasons for the assumption of a rational soul
(second attack upon the Arian-Apollinarian Adyoc—oapg model);

e Chs. 20-22 deal with the mode of the union and the appellations of Christ;

e Ch. 23 is consecrated to the birth from the Virgin Mary;

e Chs. 24-28 summarise the earthly life of Christ (baptism, temptation, miracles,
passion, death, resurrection and command to baptise all people) with recurrent
digressions concerning the union and attributes of natures, the temple assumed by
the Word, the naming of the Saviour etc.

e Chs. 29-30 return to the problem of 'naming’, the discussion of the temple, of sin

and of the union;
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e Chs. 31-32 are terminologically clarifying chapters: the author rejects the notions
of teaching two Sons or a mixture of natures instead of an unmingled union
(third, terminological attack on the Arian-Apollinarian model);

e Ch. 33 speaks of the grace and the role of the Spirit following the assumption of
our nature (in Christ) into heaven;

e Ch. 34 is the closure of De Trinitate with the acceptance of the 'boundaries’ set by
the fathers;

e Ch. 35 is the closure of De incarnatione, with the juxtaposition of 3g0t0xog and

av8pwnotokog, concluded by a Trinitarian doxology.

Although a chapter-by-chapter analysis is sometimes better in order to interpret the
author's thought faithfully (this is what I have done mainly in the previous chapter,
since in De Trinitate one can find a more clearly discernible structure), yet such a
discussion of De incarnatione could hardly be achieved without repetition. This is to
some extent evident from the very basic outline above also. Therefore 1 have
attempted to provide a thematic discussion of the issues involved, with the awareness
that however careful the selection and structuring of themes as well as the aim of
comprehensiveness may be, it still remains a somewhat subjectively imposed method

to handle the material.

In the present chapter, therefore, I propose to discuss the Christology of De
incarnatione in the following manner: in the first section I shall present Theodoret's
anthropology, which underlies his Christological thought, including the issues
concerning the human body, flesh and (rational) soul in general and in Christ in
particular. This will be followed by Theodoret's concept of sin and its soteriological-
Christological significance. In the next section I shall discuss the divine and human
manifestations of Christ in the oikonomia, with special consideration of the author's
favourite themes, including the Temptation-story. The third section will deal with the
properties of each nature as seen by Theodoret, his concept of union and the issue of
the subject of predication within the Person of Christ, where I shall give attention to
the issues of ontological naming and union of worship. The last part of the chapter is

devoted to terminological clarifications.
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4.2 Anthropology underlying Christology

In order to understand Theodoret's concept of Christ being fully human and fully
divine, we ought to define the elements which constitute a human nature for our

author as well as their theological significance.

4.2.1 The human body

The human body as part of human nature is the result of God's creation. Moreover,
the creation of the body preceded the soul, as it appears also in Theodoret's HFC:

For also the most divine Moses said that the body of Adam was formed
first and then God breathed the soul [wuyn] into him (PG 83, 481CD).

According to Ch. 2 of De incarnatione God transformed [ueteBaAev] the earth
[xo¥¢] into human nature [g1¢ avO@pwnov @Ooiv] (PG 75, 1420D). This sentence
will be contrasted in Ch. 8, where by the use of the same verb petafaAliew the
author underlines that during His incarnation, the Word of God Himself did not
transform the divine nature into human (col. 1426D).' Thus, he clearly distinguishes
between the terminology of 'creation’ and 'incarnation'. Theodoret reacts promptly to
Apollinaris's concept of the Word and His flesh at the beginning of Ch. 18:

Apollinaris [...] said that the Word-God assumed the flesh and used it

like a veil [rapanetdoua]. There was no need for the mind, [he said],

because He [i.e. the Word] took the place of the mind for the body. 'But,

my dear fellow' — could someone tell him — 'the God-Word would not

need the body either, for He was not in want! He could have
accomplished our salvation by His mere command!' (col. 1448C).

The reality of the body of Christ is an indispensable part of His true human nature, of
course, without the slightest impairment being done to His divinity: "Nor does [John]
say, that the divine essence was somehow turned into flesh, but proclaims that the

human nature was assumed by the God-Word' (col. 1449B).

" See also Theodoret's reply to the first Cyrilline Anathema.
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4.2.2 The human soul

The famous sentence 'the Word was made flesh’ is explained in Ch. 18 with an anti-
Apollinarian emphasis, through which the author shows that Scripture often labels
the whole by the part (i.e. the entire human nature by the flesh), and therefore John
1:14 has to be understood as the Word assuming the entire human nature. Whilst the
argument concerning the acceptance of a true human body by the Saviour could not
meet any substantial opposition amongst the adepts of the Adyoc—oapE model,
nevertheless, the issue of the presence of a rational soul within Christ — especially the
kind of participation this soul could have in actual moral choices — had been for long
a subject of contention between Antiochene and some Alexandrian theologians going
back to as early as Diodore and Apollinaris. As Grillmeier and Béhm rightly observe,
'the soul of Christ [for Athanasius] is a physical [i.e. verbally acknowledged], but not

a theological factor'.”

The human soul is very much a theological factor for the author of De incarnatione.
It is therefore important to assess first what the human soul meant for Theodoret
anthropologically in order to understand his relevant Christological concerns.
Consequently, I shall start with the presentation of the soul's place and role within the

human being and then turn to discuss her function within the Person of Christ.

The soul as the greatest gift of God
After having formed the body of the human being, God gave life to His creation.
Theodoret first mentions yoyn in Ch. 2, but there it is a more or less open question
whether the term should be translated as 'soul' or simply 'life'. As our author says, the
Creator gave beauty and yoyn to the formless clay (col. 1420B), whilst a few lines
later he explains the most important gift of God:

In addition, [He] gave [him] a governing and guiding mind [vovuv] filled

with wisdom, infused with overall knowledge and understanding; [He]

made the clay-figure conscious [Aoyikov] and created the statue of dust

in His own image, and gifted the ruling, autocratic and creative [one]
with the spiritual and immortal soul [t7] voepd woyx1] (col. 1421A).

2 Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 325. See also Bohm, Die Christologie des Arius, 65.
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The most precious possession of the human being then is the spiritual and immortal
soul, which is also the governing power of the individual. In HFC Theodoret wrote:
We say that the thing infused [t0 &p@Vomnua] was not a part of the
divine essence [00 pépog tu ThG Belog ovelag], according to the
folly of Cerdon and Marcion, but we say that the nature of the soul [tfig
youyfic TNV eOoiv] is signified through this, that the soul is a spirit, both
rational and intellectual [0TL mvedbpa €6TLv 1| Yoyxn, AOyLkov T€ Kol
voepov] (PG 83, 481CD).
The human soul is not just a life-giving source, but rather the intellectual governor of
the entire human being and a substantial component of what our author calls 'human
nature'. This soul is depicted as 'the imitator of the Creator', since it was for the
intellect's sake that the visible world was created 'because God does not need these
[things]' (col. 1445CD). Thus, Christ indeed 'renewed the whole worn out [human]
nature', not leaving aside the mind, which is its most valuable part, as the Platonic
parallel shows: '[The intellect] is the charioteer [fjvioyxog], the governor and
harmonising [force] of the body, by which human nature is not irrational, but full of
wisdom, art and skill' (col. 1448A).> Theodoret concludes in Ch. 17:
[Even] the coming of our Saviour happened for the sake [of the mind],
thus the mystery of the dispensation [tfig oikovopioag pvotnplov]
being accomplished. For He did not receive the salvific sufferings for
[creatures] without soul or mind [ayVyxwv 7 avontwv], nor for
senseless [GAOywv] cattle or soulless stones, but for people possessing
immortal souls [yoynv a8davatov] within [themselves] (col. 1448B).
The attributes of the soul granted by the Creator make her worthy of being saved. It

is perhaps not superfluous to consider the main virtues and responsibilities of this

soul which seem to make her thus indispensable in the course of the oikonomia.

The moral attributes and responsibilities of the human soul

According to Ch. 5 of De incarnatione, the human soul is capable of receiving and

understanding a given law. In Eden God gave man a commandment as an 'exercise of

 Cf. with the following passage from Theodoret's De providentia oratio X: Tod Aoyikod
Tolyapobv 1 UYEle @povnoig Ovopaletar [...] oépetal 8t edtaktwg Eni 1OV inmwv O
nvioxog vodg (PG 83, 645D).
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virtue' [youvdaoiov apetfig] which 'is quite easy for the sound-minded' (col.
1424A). This commandment is God's protective act towards man, making him aware
that he rules but is also ruled by his Creator. Moreover, 'the giving of law is suitable
for the rational [creatures] [tolg Aoyikoig], because lawless existence is proper
only to the irrational [&AOywV yap 18Lov 10 vOpwv ywpic moAitevesBat]'. The
expression moAiteveoBatr might as well refer to human civilisation. So when
Theodoret says that the mindless creatures do not have 'laws', he does not refer to the
'natural law' existent among them in various forms, but rather to human laws as being
a result of God's decree or of a moral agreement between people, which by itself

presupposes the existence of a higher intellect.

It follows that the human rational soul, i.e. the mind or the intellect, had to play a
crucial role in the fall of humankind also. Theodoret affirms this explicitly in Ch. 17:
For the entire human being was beguiled [fratn®n], and entered totally
under sin, yet the mind had accepted the deceit before the body [rnpo t0o0
cwuatog 8¢ TNV Andtnv O vovg Lnedeyxato], because the prior
contribution of the mind sketches out [okiaypagei] the sin, and thus by

its action [i.e. of the mind] the body gives shape to it (col. 1445C).
The emphasis upon this aspect of moral responsibility ascribed to the soul is both
pastoral and soteriological. With the insistence upon the fact that 'human nature [...]
drew upon itself servitude voluntarily' (Ch. 12, col. 1437B), the author prepares the
soteriological ground for the restoration of the human soul's initial dignity by Christ
'accepting the sufferings of salvation voluntarily' (title of Ch. 26, col. 1465B). Yet,
before analysing the role of the human soul in Christ we have to define the difference

between the anthropology of Theodoret and of the heresies he is arguing against.

Bipartite anthropology

Theodoret's anthropology is clearly bipartite. What is interesting, though, is that the
Bishop of Cyrus has a clear insight into the Apollinarian tripartite anthropology and
does not condemn the former Bishop of Laodicea based on mere misunderstanding.

In Ch. 9 he points at the common root of Arianism and Apollinarianism:

Some of those who think the opposite of piety try to attack the doctrine
of truth with apostolic words. On one hand, Arius and Eunomius
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maintain strongly that the Word of God assumed a soulless man
[ayvyov av@pwnov]. On the other hand, Apollinaris [maintains that
there was] a soul [in the man] [Euyvyov], but that it was deprived of
intellect [vovg] (I do not know what he meant by the human soul) (col.
1428A).
Theodoret touches here upon a very important aspect, namely, that the otherwise
conflicting Arian and Apollinarian systems have a common model of Christ: the
Adyog—oapE framework. Grillmeier traces back their origin to Paul of Samosata:
If we can accept the tradition about Paul of Samosata as genuine, it
would be possible that we had here the common root of Arianism,

Apol]injirianism and some aspects of the Christology of the Alexandrian
church.

Milton V. Anastos holds the same view.> Thomas Bshm does not ascribe the concept
of 'soulless body' to Arius himself, yet he admits that it certainly was not a decisive

problem for the heresiarch.®

Theodoret was also familiar with Paul of Samosata,” whom he labels as the 'false-
named Paul' in Ch. 10. Moreover, his awareness of this common root of the Arian
and Apollinarian Christologies might well have been influenced by other ancient
writers, like the friend of Eunomius, i.e. Eudoxius of Constantinople,8 who in his

confession summarised the central Arian doctrine on the incarnation:

We believe in [...] the one Lord, the Son [...] who became flesh, but not
man [capkwdevia, ovk évavipwnnoavta]. For He did not take a

* Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 165.

* It is curious that, despite their insistence on freedom of the will in Christ, the Arians believed, as did
Apollinarius later on, that the place of the rational soul in Christ was taken by the divine Logos.'
Milton V. Anastos, 'The immutability of Christ and Justinian's condemnation of Theodore of
Mopsuestia', DOP, 6 (1951), 125-60 (126, note 6).

© 'Es scheint, daB die Lehre vom o@pa dyoyov bei Arius eine zu schwache Textgrundlage besitzt,
als daBl sie auf Arius selbst angewendet werden konnte. Vielmehr diirfte die Frage nach der
menschlichen Seele bei Arius so wenig wie bei Athanasius das entscheidende theologische Problem
gewesen sein.' Thomas Bohm, Die Christologie des Arius, Studien zur Theologie und Geschichte, VII
(St. Ottilien: EOS, 1991), 66. For a recent presentation of the scholarship on Arius and Arianism see
Rowan Williams, Arius, Heresy and Tradition, 2nd edn (London: SCM Press, 2001), 1-25.

7 See HFC 11, 8: 'After a certain Malchion, who was earlier a sophist by profession and later by
ordination an honourable presbyter, held a debate with Paul, the latter was found saying that Christ
was a man, who was exceedingly honoured by divine grace [Belag yapitog drapepoving
NEwwpévov]. Then, moreover, rightly they excommunicated him from the holy lists [katadoywv]
(PG 83, 396B).

¥ See HFC PG 83, 416C-421B.
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human soul, but became flesh [oUte yap woxnv avlponivny
avellneev, aAllo cap& yeyovev], in order that through the flesh as
through a veil [51d copkoc d¢ dia napanetdoporoc]’ God might be
revealed to us human beings (Hahn, Bibliothek, 261-62).

Arius also omitted the 'becoming human' [Evav3pwnncig] from his confession sent
to Constantine and accepted only the Word's 'taking flesh’ [c&pxo. avarapovral.'’
The same is valid for Eusebius of Caesarea (Hahn, Bibliothek, 257-58). Eustathius of
Antioch, one of our author's spiritual fathers in doctrinal matters, exclaims in his
polemic against the Arians: 'But why are they [i.e. the Arians] so eager to show that

Christ assumed a soulless body [dyvyov o@ua]?"

The argument against the Arian-Apollinarian dyvyog avpwnog reappears in the

doctrine of Theodoret, who realises that the common fault of Arianism and
Apollinarianism lies in their incomplete model of Christ. He makes the necessary
distinction between the two by admitting that Apollinaris accepted the existence of

the yoym, but not of the vovg. Nevertheless, this does not modify the basic picture.

Our author says 'l do not know what he [Apollinaris] meant by the human soul

[avOBpwnreia yoyn]'. Of course he does, since he knows that the most Apollinaris

could mean was 'source of life!, i.e. something which by its mere presence ensures

that the body is alive. He certainly did not assign any spiritual functions to the yoyn,
since the governing role belonged to the vovug, the third component of Apollinaris'
anthropology which the heresiarch denied to Christ. Theodoret considers the yoyn
as being a youym Aoyikn, i.e. both life-giving and governing intellect, and this latter
function of the rational soul is what he is concerned with here.

The point against Arius and Apollinaris is enforced with the reinvocation of the

terminology adopted from Paul the Apostle in Ch. 10: 'The essence of the servant,

that is of the human being, does not only mean the visible body [t10 @aivopevov

o®pa] for the sound-minded, but the whole human nature' (col. 1432B). Theodoret's

? Theodoret rejected mapanetdopa, yet he ascribed the idea (certainly not by mistake) to Apollinaris.
' Opitz, Urkunde 30, 64.

"' Eustathius, De anima adversus Arianos, ed. by M. Spanneut, Recherches sur les écrits d'Eustathe
d'Antioche (Lille: 1948), 100; also in PG 18, 689B.
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bipartite anthropology requires that the recognition of the full human nature should
involve the union of body and rational soul. The text of De incarnatione shows that
our author has understood the Apollinarian tripartite anthropology and that he finds it

faulty. This is shown by his repeatedly occurring formula: capko Aaov epyoyov

e Kol Aoyiknyv (col. 1433A-B).

For Apollinaris the oap§ and the life-giving yoyxn form the human nature. The
vovg, when added to these two, brings about a human person in the Apollinarian
system, which he [Apollinaris] cannot then admit to be assumed by the Word in
order to maintain the union of the one incarnate Person of the Word. This is where
the famous Apollinarian formula pio @Oo1lg, pio OnOcTAGLG, pia EvEpyeia, €V
npéowmov of the Incarnate Word emerges from.'? In opposition to this, in

Theodoret's bipartite anthropology the full human nature involves two elements,

which in the Apollinarian system would mean three.

Theodoret knew that his anthropology was biblical as opposed to the one of

Apollinaris, since he wrote in Letter 146 at the beginning of 451:

Apollinaris asserted indeed that He assumed a soul with the body also,
yet not the reasonable one [tv Aoyiknv], but the soul which is called
vivifying or animal [GAAa v CoTiKNV  HYOLV  QUTLKNV
ovopalopevnv]. For, he says, the Godhead fulfilled [EnAnpov] the
function [tnv yxpetav] of the mind. Hence, he learned [about] the
distinction of soul and of mind by the outsider [i.e. pagan] philosophers
[yoxfic 8¢ xai vod tnv diailpeoiv mopo TAV @ pepadnke
@1Aoc0@wv]. For the divine Scripture says that man consists
[cvvestavai] of soul and body. For it says [Genesis 2:7]. And the Lord

in the holy Gospels said to His apostles [Matthew 10:28] (SC 111, 182).

It is evident that the biblical verse £yéveto 6 dvipwnog gig yoynv {doov means

for our author that man became a rational being also. Indeed, for Theodoret who
argues from a biblical perspective the human body and rational soul together form a
complete human essence or nature. He does not seem to share Apollinaris' concern

that this union would consitute already a human person. If the Bible does not

12 Apollinaris, De fide et incarnatione 6 in Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine
Schule (Tlibingen: Mohr, 1904), 199.
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distinguish between the soul and the mind, the theologian is not allowed to do so
either. Thus, the main motive behind Theodoret's emphasis upon the assumption of a
rational soul is not merely his eagerness to maintain the divine impassibility of the
Word (as we shall see below) but to validate by exegesis the teaching of Scripture

concerning the human being.

Theodoret's anthropology can be understood even better when we consider his

concept of death. [ am quoting a relevant passage from Ch. 19:

The foremost of the apostles testifies that these [things] are so, when he
says in the Acts, that His soul [} yoyxn avtod] will not be left in hell,
neither shall His flesh [} coapf avdtov] know decay. So then, the
destruction of the temple is the separation [ywpiopog] of soul and body,
and again, resurrection is the returning [of the soul] into her own flesh.
Therefore, if every human being had two souls [wuyag 80o], as the
leaders of the heresy are saying, one vivifying [Cwtiknv] and the [other]
rational [Aoyiknv], and flesh were inconceivable without vivifying soul
(for, he [i.e. Apollinaris] says, this is named body [c®pa] and not flesh
[cap€]), yet Peter said, that not the body of the Lord, but the flesh of the
Lord shall not see destruction and His soul will not be forsaken in hell, it
is evident, that the mortal flesh possessed the vivifying soul (or I do not
know how they call it), because without her, as they say, it could not be
named [living] flesh. But even the immortal and rational [soul], which is
entrusted to govern the living [creature], was not forsaken in hell, but
returned to her own flesh; and in vain do they babble, labelling the
temple of the God-Word [as being] soulless and irrational. Yet we follow
Peter, who preached that neither the flesh received corruption, nor the
soul was forsaken in hell, but returned and conjoined [cvva@Beicav]
with her own body (col. 1452C-1453A).

Evidently, Theodoret sees the death of Christ as a truly human death, involving the
separation of the body from the soul and not merely the separation of the Word from
the flesh. Moreover, he uses the Apollinarian interpretation of these terms in order to
contradict the Arian-Apollinarian Christological model. As we see from the above,
cap for the heretics is the union between owpo and yoxm Cwtikn. This is
interesting, since one may expect it to be the other way around, 'body' meaning more
in any language than 'flesh’. Yet, exactly this is the intention of thc author, i.e. to use
the terms in the sense Apollinaris had applied them, and to point out the
inconsistencies through biblical arguments. If death is the separation between the

body and the soul, yet not the cwpa but the cap& was not forsaken in hell according
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to Peter's words, it means that both the owpo and the vivifying yoyxn were

recovered from hell. Thus, the only option remaining to describe a true human death

of the Lord is the separation of His yoyxn Aoyikn from His capé (consisting of
cwpa and yoyn Cwtikn), because if He did not have a true human death, He was

not truly man either. As a consequence, Theodoret argues, the rational soul had to be
a necessary part of the incarnate Word's own being even if we interpret these terms in
the manner of Apollinaris. It is also clear that for our author only the rational soul is
immortal, the Apollinarian vivifying one is not. Further, Theodoret emphasises that
this 'temple', which in his usage means the perfect humanity, is the Word's own. The

return and cvvageie of the soul with the flesh is therefore a true resurrection

following a true human death, i.e. the redemption of the whole human nature.

The term ocvvageia denotes here an unmingled union between the soul and the

flesh. Although we shall return to the analysis of this term in the terminological
section, a last important occurrence concerning the issue of anthropology has to be
pointed out. In Ch. 32 Theodoret defines the relationship between the human body
and soul in the following manner:
For we do not say that the soul is mixed [kexpaoc®ai] with the body, but
rather that she is united [|v@®o8ai] and conjoined [covieGat] [with it],
dwells [oikeiv] and works inside [it] [evepyeiv]. Nobody would say that
the soul is mortal or the body immortal without being entirely in foolish
error. So while we distinguish each [nature], we acknowledge one living
being [Ev {@ov] composed [cvykeipevov] out of these. We name each
nature with different names, [one is] the soul, [the other] the body,
however, the living being composed out of both we give a different
name, for we call that human being [av@pwnov] (col. 1473A).
This is the way Theodoret conceives a 'true humanity'."> The soul-body relationship
of union, connection, indwelling and inworking is the key to understand his
anthropological concerns underlying his Christology. Any separation between the

body and the rational soul cannot be interpreted otherwise than as an incomplete

" There is one passage in the Expositio 11 (PG 6, 1225B-1228C) where the soul-body relationship is
likened to the union of the divinity and humanity in Christ. Theodoret argues here that the human
being is one nature consisting of two elements, whilst Christ is two natures. Nevertheless, for the sake
of a better organisation of the argument, I have chosen to present this at the end of the terminological
section. See Rejection of misleading terms and the 'image’ of the oikonomia at the end of this chapter.
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humanity. In order for Christ to be 'very man', a true human €v {®ov, He had to live,

die and even be resurrected according to the pattern sketched out above.

4.2.3 Theological reasons why Christ had to assume a human rational soul

It is clear that from the anthropological viewpoint of our author Christ had to assume
a human rational soul. Nevertheless, anthropology is not his only argument. A very
obvious theological concern can be sensed throughout the work in connection with
the rational soul assumed by the Word. Apart from the (by then fairly known)
Cappadocian point of 'what was not assumed, was not saved' (around which e.g. Ch.
17 is built), Theodoret brings forward biblical, soteriological, forensic and pastoral
arguments. The biblical evidence is quoted from Luke's gospel:

Luke, the godly inspired evangelist distinctly shows us the human mind

[tov voOv 1ov avipwmivov] of the Saviour Christ [Luke 2:40 and

2:52]. Hence '"increased in wisdom' cannot be stated about the wise God,

who is not in want [of anything], is eternally perfect, and accepts neither

increase nor decrease, but about the human mind, which develops

together with the age, needs teaching, receives the arts and sciences, and

gradually perceives the human and divine [realities] (col. 1453D-1456A).
Thus, in order for Luke's words to be true concerning the growth and 'waxing strong
in spirit' of Christ, our author insists upon the presence of the rational soul within
Him. Until this point he is in harmony with all the non-Apollinarian theologians of
Alexandria also. Nevertheless, the place he intends to give to the rational human soul
in the act of the salvation — although deriving from soteriological concerns — meets
the opposition of some representatives of the other side. The text of the former Ch.
15 is quoted in its entirety by Marius Mercator (see PL 48, 1075B-1076A) in order to
show Theodoret's Nestorianism:

These [facts] refute the thoughtless talk of Apollinaris, who said that the

Word of God dwelt in the place of intellect [&vti vob Tov Bgov Adyov

gvoikfioat Aéyei] in the assumed flesh. If the assumed nature did not
possess a human mind, then it is God who fought against the devil, and
God is crowned in victory. Hence, if God is the winner, I gained nothing
from the victory, because | did not contribute to it with anything. I have
been deprived even of the joy concerning it, like one who is bragging
with someone else's trophies. The devil, however, is boasting,
swaggering, haughtily gloating and disdaining, like one who fought with
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God and was defeated by God. Since for him even being defeated by God

is a great [achievement] (col. 1441D-1444A).
The issue at stake here is 'my role' in the salvation. We have seen that the oikonomia
happens for the sake of the fallen mind. Although it might sound peculiar, what
Theodoret means by 'my role' here is none else than the role of the general human
nature. This is a clear soteriological and forensic point: the same nature, which
trespassed, has to pay the price. If this did not happen and if the Word was indeed
replacing the mind in the assumed manhood then 'the devil could find some
justifiable excuses' (col. 1444A)."" In the same fashion, 'the sinners also have an
excuse if the Word of God did not assume the mind because of its weakness' (col.
1444D). The author appeals to God's justice:

Then these [i.e. the sinners] can fairly say to the God of all: 'We did not

commit, [oh] Lord, anything unforgivable or deserving punishment,
because the governing intellect received [from You] is weak [voOv
nyepova AoBovieg aoBevn] and is unable to keep Your laws [...] But
why should one say more? You yourself, Lord, when You arrived in
flesh and assumed our flesh, You rejected and did not accede to take on
the intellect, which hinders the gain of virtue and easily accepts the deceit
of sin. You had replaced reason [in] the flesh, and in fhis manner You
fulfilled righteousness. In this way You defeated sin. For You are God,
You do with Your will what You want, You change reality with a nod.
But we possess human mind, which You did not want to assume. Thus
we are necessarily fallen under sin, being unable to follow Your
footsteps.' [...] Those who chose to serve sin could justly say this, if the
God-Word really assumed a man without intellect'® (col. 1444D-1445B).

Apart from its forensic character, this is a strong point of theodicy concerning the
mode in which the Atonement had been fulfilled. Theodoret emphasises that Christ
had gone through a true human life, suffering and death involving also moral
decisions and challenges brought against His human soul even to the point of this
soul's separation in death and reunion after resurrection with His body. If all this did
not happen so and Christ had shown merely a 'divine performance' lacking any

human character, then the salvation was simply not accomplished, only mimed. This

" The issue will be dealt with below in section 4.5.3 The subject of predication.

'* Vat. 841 reads: sinep & 0edg Adyog GAnddg dvouvv dvélaPev dv@pwnov (cf. PG 75,
1445B), whereas Zigabenus had: eingp aAnlaog 0 0eog Adyog dvouv Ehafev avlpormov (PG
130, 925D). Migne's edition is a result of a faulty reading of the manuscript.
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is a valid argument given the soteriological and pastoral perspective of the tract. If it
were not, then one has to question the entire soteriology behind it. In order to
understand this connection between the excuses of the sinners and the assumption of

the rational soul in the oikonomia one ought to analyse Theodoret's concept of sin.'

4.3 The concept and meaning of sin

Sin is the voluntary act of the rational soul against God's explicit will or command
(see Chs. 5, 6 and 12). It also alters the image of God in man, an image, which has to

be restored by the Word Himself through the 'ineffable mystery of the oikonomia':

For the Word of God Himself, the author of all creation, the
immeasurable, the indescribable and immutable, the spring of life, the
light of light, the living image of the Father, the brightness of [His] glory,
and the express image of [His] Person, takes on the human nature and
recreates His own image [tn)v oiketlav gikova veomoiel] which was
altered by sin. He renews its statue aged by the rust of wickedness and
shows it even more beautiful than the first, but not by forming it of the
earth, like before, but by accepting it Himself (col. 1425CD).

Thus, sin having altered the image of God within all people, it is the task of abtog 0
Adyog tod Beob, the acting subject of the above passage who is also the image of
the Father's Aypostasis (like in De Trinitate) to restore it within humankind. Jesus
Christ bears therefore two e1koveg: the one of God the Father as well as the original
. €lkaVv of God given to man which Adam and Eve had worn before the fall, so that
the divine elxwv might restore the destroyed eikwv of the human @Voig. This idea
returns twice again in De incarnatione. In Chs. 11 and 23 we read about 'the Creator,
who pitied our nature for being threatened by the Evil One, exposed to the bitter
arrows of sin and thrown over to death, [comes to] defend His [own] image and
overwhelms the enemy' (col. 1433BC) as well as 'the Creator commiserating with

His own striving image exposed to death' (col. 1460B).

' See Ambrose's Anathema 7 quoted by Theodoret under the name of Damasus in HE:
avalepatifopev kakelvovg oitiveg dvri Aoyikfg woyfg Stioyvpilovrar dtL 6 ToU Beov
Adbyog Eotpagn Ev 10 avBpwrivy capkl. adtog yap 0 Yiog 6 tol Beot Adyog odxi avri
TS AOYKTS Kol voepag wuxfg &v 1@ £aVTOD CWHATL YEYovev, GAAG NV TuetEpav,
TOLTESTL AOYLKNYV KOl VOEPAV, AVEL THG auapatiag yuxny aveélape te kol Eocwoev (GCS
44, 298; cf. with the Latin version in Hahn, Bibliothek, 272).
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These occurrences strengthen Theodoret's point concerning sin as being the
insurmountable obstacle between God and fallen humankind. Sin brings about death
as its just punishment, yet this also shows God's mercy at the same time (Ch. 6). God
had saved humankind by proving the injustice of sin and destroying the power of
death. Since it had put both the fallen humankind and the only righteous one (i.e.
Christ) under the same punishment of death, sin 'is inevitably thrown out of power

[because of being] unjust [®g adikog g eEovatag exParretar] (col. 1436A).

Sin is the cause of Christ's sacrifice (Ch. 27); it is our illness for which the
medication is the na3Mpata of our Saviour (Ch. 28, col. 1468B). Moreover, sin is

the key to explain the difference between us and the humanity of Christ.

Sin as the only difference between our human nature and of Christ

It is a thoroughly pursued argument of De incarnatione that Christ had a complete
human nature. Nevertheless, sin is not just the barrier between God and us, but also
between the human nature of Christ and our fallen human nature. The author
emphasises repeatedly that Jesus is in all equal to us, sin excepted (Ch. 10). As the
very dogmatically formulated sentence reads, av3pwnog yap yevopevog [kata]
™My VoY, o0 KaTo TNV Guaptiov yeEyovev dvdpwmog,'’ 'that is why in the
likeness of the sinful flesh He condemned the sin in the flesh (col. 1429B)'. He
received our passions fully, except sin (Ch. 24), even became sin for us (Ch. 18), yet
His goal was not to justify the assumed humanity, which He had kept intact from the
arrows of sin (Ch. 11 and 29). He being tempted, is able to help those in temptation,
since He was tempted like we are, yet without sin (Ch 21). This idea is developed to
a very interesting pinnacle in Ch. 18:

He wanted us to be partakers [koivwvia] in [His] success: that is why

He took on the nature that had sinned [pVoiv v fuaptnkviav] and

made it right [Sikaiwoag] by His own torment, released it

[amAAa&ev] from under the bitter tyranny of sin, of the devil and of
death. He honoured it [n€iwoe] [i.e. the human nature] with heavenly

"7 The negative particle 0¥ is missing from Vat. 841, but as Mai notes, it has to be put there.
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throne, and by that which was assumed He gave [uetedwkev] freedom to

all humankind [ravti t® yevetr]' (col. 1448CD)."®
The text above evinces Christ's divine grace who is ready to assume the sinful nature
although not in the sense as to be born in sin or to become a sinner, but rather to
share all the sufferings, temptations and challenges of sinners. The concept of Cyril
and Theodoret concerning original sin was somewhat different from Augustine's as
observed by J. Meyendorff. He argues that the two Eastern theologians did not
emphasise our own culpability directly on account of Adam's sin, but rather argued
that the fall of Adam subjected the entire human nature and race to the slavery of the
Evil One as well as contaminated it with corruption and mortality.'” That is why
Theodoret labels baptism 'a garment of immortality' at the end of Ch. 27 of De

incarnatione, since it removes the effect caused by Adam's sin.

This being granted, though, the usage of the phrase @Uoilv v Tuaptnkviav
above is of a peculiar significance. It is not my task to provide here a detailed
analysis of Theodoret's concept of original sin. Nevertheless, the text of De
incarnatione — including the above paragraph — provides us with sufficient evidence
that the author did not base his Christology on 'Pelagian' presumptions.”” Theodoret
avoids this by insisting upon the sinlessness of Christ, thus, upon His perfect
humanity, which is perfect both in the sense that it is complete (i.e. it includes the
rational soul), but also in the sense of being free from sin. Thus, in the sentence 'He
showed that in human nature it is possible to overcome the arrows of sin' the 'human
nature' is none else than that of Adam before the fall, who thus had the same chance

to obey or disobey God's commandment (col. 1429BC).

The mode of Christ's incarnation, including His Virgin birth, is the further proof of
His total sinlessness. This qualifies Him to be the second Adam indeed, i.e. humanly
the same as Adam before the fall: this Pauline idea is carried through Theodoret's

entire description of the oikonomia, which will be discussed in the following section.

'® Cf. with HFC in PG 83, 425D-428A.

% J. Meyendorff, " Eo’ & (Rom. 5,12) chez Cyrille d'Alexandrie et Théodoret', SP, 4 (1961), 157-61.
% For further evidence see e. g. the end of Ch.11 and Ch. 12 of De incarnatione, where not only death
itself is depicted as inherited from Adam, but the author asserts that 'the fall/defeat [fjrta] of our

forefather became our common fall/defeat [qTta kowvn]' (col. 1436D).
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4.4 The divinity and humanity of Christ in the oikonomia

Once we have clarified the basic anthropological and soteriological concepts of our
author including his hamartology it is time now to analyse how these ideas are
applied in various moments of salvation history. In this section I shall follow the
main events of Christ's earthly life and their significance for Theodoret with a special

treatment of the Temptation-story, the very heartland of Antiochene soteriology.

4.4.1 The birth and childhood of Christ

Ch. 23 is consecrated to 'the ineffable birth from the Virgin'. The author conceives

the descending [kataPacig] of the infinite Word as condescending
[cvykataBaocic]. The parallel of the first and the second Adam is already present in

this poetically formulated chapter. Moreover, by the use of the same formula, the
creation of Eve is linked with the becoming human of the Word through Virgin

Mary. In Ch. 4 concerning the creation of the feminine nature, Theodoret wrote:

Thus having formed and named him [i.e. Adam], [God] immediately
created for him a helper, a coadjutor, a life-companion. Yet He [God] did
not take the origin of [her] fashioning [AapBaver tag GQoppag TG
drandaocemg] merely from the earth [obk &€k povng 8¢ thg yfg), like
in the case of the other [i.e. Adam], but He took one of [Adam's] ribs and
using this as a groundwork and foundation He created the feminine
nature [Tnv yovaikeloy @UoLy moteil] (col. 1421D-1424A).

In Ch. 23 he writes:

He [the Word of God] moved in and prepared Himself a temple, formed
the intact and pure stall; and because the first [man] served the sin, He
arrived without a father, having only the earth as [his] mother. [...] This
is why the Only-begotten Word of God took the origin of His fashioning
[tag agoppag AaPwv g dranddacewg] only from the Virgin [Ex
povng IMapBevov], and in this manner formed His untouched temple
[dyswpyntov vadv] and uniting it with Himself, came forth of the
Virgin (col. 1460D).

One can observe the occurrence of tag agoppag tfg drandacewg, that of the verb
AapBave as well as of (00x) €k povng. Concerning Eve's 'origin of fashioning' we
are told that this happened not because the Creator was running out of prime

material, but because He wanted to implant 'the bond of concord' [tOv cVvdeopov
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Tl Opovolag] into the [human] nature. In the case of the Incarnation, 'the origin of

fashioning' comes only from the Virgin in order that the One who will be born might
be the second Adam indeed. Thus, the creation of Eve and the conception of Christ
present us with similar patterns: the one who is born or made out of the other should
be of the same nature with his/her 'source’, in order to be either in concord with him
(in the case of Adam and Eve) or to bear the same nature with her, yet a nature

without the original sin (in the case of Mary and Jesus Christ).

We can also note that in both cases the verb AapBave represents the action of the
Creator God (in forming Eve) and of the Word of God (in taking the origin of His
own human fashioning from Mary). Since Theodoret had already shown in De
Trinitate that the Word is the Creator Himself (see PG 75, 1152D-1153A), we might
say that both actions of Aaupdveiv are ascribed to the same divine Person. The
importance of o0k €k povng 8¢ tig YNg in the case of Eve and the emphasis upon
gk povng IapBdevou in the case of Christ come to serve the same purpose, i.e. to
underline the validity of the Pauline sentence regarding the first and the second
Adam: 'The first man is of the earth, earthy' (since only Adam was made of earth,
Eve not); 'the second man is the Lord from heaven' (since He was born of a woman,
but without having a human father, his entire humanity being taken solely from the
Virgin). This parallelism of the first and second Adam is present all the way through
the Antiochene view of the oikonomia (Ch. 8, col. 1425D). The 'first' refers to Adam,
since the author adds that this time the human nature is not formed of the earth like

before, but is rather accepted [katadeEapevog] by the Word Himself.

It is also interesting that the role of the Holy Spirit in the conception of Christ is
mentioned only allusively without any greater emphasis. The author merely says that
'the Creator [Word of God] [...] announced the birth by angelic voice, explaining
beforehand the mode of conception, thus dispelling the fear of the Virgin' (col.
1460CD). Without laying too much stress on this point, it is remarkable that in
Theodoret's presentation of Christ's earthly life the role of the Spirit comes less into
the forefront than e.g. in the theology of Theodore. These differences will occur also

concerning Jesus's baptism and the Temptation-story.
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The picture of Christ's virgin birth as 'the bunch of grapes rising from the earth
without a wine-twig' in Ch. 23 is paralleled with the first sign and miracle given at

the wedding in Cana (Ch. 25): 'thus, being untouched [Gyswpynrtog] [Himself], He
furnished untouched wine [dyedpyntov oivov].?' The wordplay of dyedpyntog

evinces both the miracle of His birth and His being free from original sin.

The relationship between the two natures of Christ is carefully described by the
author concerning the incarnation already:

He [the Word] does not change [petafaiwv] the divine nature into

human, but unites [cuvayacg] the divine with the human. Thus

remaining what He was, He took on what He was not [Mévwv yap 6

fiv, £EAaBev & odk Av] (PG 75, 1426D).2
The main concern here is that the two uniting natures do not undergo any alteration
within the process. There is no petaoAn on either side, but rather a cOvayig or
ovvageta, which will be reinforced by the most frequently used expression,
&vwoig.” This leads to the conclusion that each nature remains in essence the same
as it was before the union. Here is a likely explanation for the use of neuter terms for
both natures: the Word remains what He was and takes on what He was not.
Nonetheless, it is the Word, who does the assuming and the uniting. We find similar
examples of the kind in other parts of the treatise, where Theodoret addresses the two
natures impersonally. I shall reflect on these occurrences in the subsection dealing

with the subject of predication.**

By His incarnation the Word 'became one of the subjects, one of the threatened ones,
hiding the magnificence of the Godhead within the poverty of the manhood' (Ch. 11,
col. 1433C). The idea of 'the visible' and the 'hidden' in the Person of Christ will have

*! Concerning the patristic parallels of the issue discussed by Origen, Chrysostom, Cyril, Ephrem and
others see Guinot, 'Les lectures patristiques grecques (IIle-Ve s.) du miracle de Cana (Jn 2, 1-11).
Constantes ct développements christologiques', SP, 30 (1997), 28 41.

2 Cf. with the Confession of Phoebadius of Aginnum (358): 'Verbum caro factum esse, non amisisse,
quod fuerat, sed coepisse esse, quod non erat' (Hahn, Bibliothek, 259-60).

* See also section 4.5.6 Terminology at the end of this chapter.

 The other two technical terms imported from Philippians 2:5-7 are 'the form of God' and 'the form
of the servant', terms which are explained more fully in Ch. 10 and represent the divine and the human
nature or essence. These are discussed in the section 4.5.1 The properties of both natures.
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an important role during the Temptation. After birth, the Lord 'is called Christ, which

indicates both the assuming and the assumed natures' (Ch. 24, col. 1461 B).25

The childhood and youth of Christ is presented in Ch. 24 with the author laying
emphasis on the fact that 'the new and only sacrifice of the world was Himself
purified' according to the law. When He was in the temple at the age of twelve,

He somehow slowly revealed [His] divinity [...] He showed that He is

not only the visible [thing] [t0 Opwpevov], but also God hidden

[xpontopevog] in the visible [thing], timeless and eternal [Orepypovog

Kol mpoal®viog], who came forth from the Father (col. 1461D).
Here the humanity is addressed in neuter, whereas the divinity in personal terms. The
varying of this language shows that the Christology of Theodoret is under formation,
yet an interesting pattern can be observed: he addresses the humanity in personal

terms only after its union with the Word.?

4.4.2 The baptism of Christ

The issues concerning the baptism, temptation and passion of Christ are important
since the mode of their treatment defines one's soteriology and consequently one's
Christology also. Although the Temptation-story seems to be the foremost issue in

De incarnatione, the moment of Christ's baptism and His passion cannot be ignored.

The author mentions the baptism of the Saviour for the first time in Ch. 13, before
the longer exposé on the temptation, yet only in passing: 'after His baptism, the Spirit
took Jesus into the wilderness to be tempted by the devil' (col. 1437D). At the end of
this chapter (to which we shall return a little later) we read that the tempter had seen
so many divine things concerning Him, including the utterance of the Father ('This is
my beloved Son') and the grace of the Spirit coming upon Him. A fuller presentation
of Jesus's baptism is given in Ch. 24:

He [Jesus] went to John the Baptist, persuaded the reluctant [John] to

baptise Him, prefiguring [rpotuomoil] our baptism in the Jordan. He

fulfilled the law [318wol t€log T® vou®] and opened the gate of
grace, being announced by the Father from the heavens, and attested by

3 See the section The ontological importance of 'naming'.
* See section 4.5.3 The subject of predication.
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the presence of the [Holy] Spirit [t} mopovoiq tov Ilvevparog

detkvutai], then led up by the Spirit into the wilderness like into a

suitable wrestling school (col. 1461D-1464A).
We find here the ideas of Christ being the "prototype’ for our baptism, His putting an
end to the law by fulfilling it, thus opening 1| 8Vpa tfg xapitog. This is a new
aeon, the time of grace, in which humankind can recognise and acknowledge God
not only as a lawgiver Master, but rather as merciful Father by the mediation of His
Son. The issue at stake is perhaps not merely to define how is Jesus Christ who He is,
but why is He who He is. Theodoret returns twice to the significance of baptism: at
the end of Ch. 27 concerning the piercing of the Lord's side and the fountainhead of
life emerging from there, which 'renews us in the bath and clothes [us] with the
garment of immortality'. Finally, at the end of Ch. 28 he says that the Lord sent out
the gift of baptism to all humankind through the apostles. He concludes:

Baptism [i.e. our baptism] is the sketch and model [okiaypagia kol

tOnog] of the Master's death. Paul says: [Romans 6:5] (col. 1469A).
The baptism of Christ as a prelude to His temptation does not occupy a very
important place in Theodoret's view of the oikonomia. We have seen that in Ch. 13,
which introduces the discussion of the Temptation-story, the baptism of the Lord is
merely acknowledged, yet it is not given any further weight during the subsequent
analysis. The role of the Spirit is also of less prominence in the case of Christ than in

ours, including both baptism and temptations.

This almost certainly means a detachment from the heritage of Theodore, whose
'theology of baptism' lies at the heart of his soteriology. The presence of the Spirit at
Jesus's baptism as well as His role in leading Christ to the wilderness and being there
during the Temptation were crucial points in Theodore's theology, 'whose central
datum is, in any case, not the incarnation but Jesus's baptism'. Theodore conferred a
suitable role to the Spirit in the Temptation, since 'if the Spirit is allowed actively to
determine the conduct of Christ's human nature, the Logos will not need to assume

the function of the vovug; the competition between Logos and Spirit at this point
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worked positively, demonstrating the equality in status of these persons of the Trinity

and allowing no opportunity to put the Spirit on a lower level than Father and Son'.”’

Theodoret seems to evade successfully the problem facing Theodore in respect of the
Spirit's and Word's alleged 'competition’ within Christ, nevertheless, at the cost of not
employing the 'soteriological fruitfulness' of the former's theology of baptism. As
Abramowski rightly observed, the younger Antiochenes did not inherit Theodore's

line of thought, and thus 'the theology of baptism is a feature peculiar to Theodore'.”®

Theodore's answer, then, to the Arian-Apollinarian Adyoc—capE model was the

active inclusion of the Spirit in the Temptation. Theodoret, however, follows a
slightly different and perhaps more vulnerable path when he tries to show the active

role of Christ's human soul during His struggle with the devil.

4.4.3 The soteriological heartland of Theodoret's early Christology:

the Temptation-story

As already attested by the relevant scholarship, the story of the Temptation is
certainly one of the Antiochenes' preferred soteriological passages.” It is nonetheless
interesting that the story appears only in the synoptic Gospels.”® Without drawing
sharp lines between the two traditions, it can be claimed that to a certain extent the
Antiochenes relied perhaps with a little more emphasis on the synoptic tradition,

whilst the Alexandrians followed John's gospel. This might explain some motives

?" Luise Abramowski, 'The Theology of Theodore of Mopsuestia' in Formula and Context: Studies in
_garb; Christian Thought (Aldershot: Variorum, 1992), 1-36 (pp. 34-35).

Ibid., 35.
** Among the more recent scholarship concerning the issue we could mention the following (the list is
far from being exhaustive, whilst the quoted page numbers refer to the passage connected with the
Temptation within each work): Abramowski, 'The Theology of Theodore', 31-34; L. Abramowski,
Untersuchungen zum Liber Heraclidis des Nestorius, CSCO, 242 (Louvain: CSCO, 1963), 224-225;
Milton V. Anastos, 'The Immutability of Christ and Justinian's Condemnation of Theodore of
Mopsuestia', DOP, 6 (1951), 125-60 (p. 126); Clayton, "Theodoret', 219-24; H. M. Diepen, 'Théodoret
et le Dogme d' Ephése', RSR, 44 (1956), 243-47, followed by the answer of Jean Daniélou on 247-48;
Guinot, 'L'Expositio et le traité...", 58; V. Kesich, 'The Antiocheans and the Temptation Story', SP, 7
(1966), 496-502.
*® The biblical narrative was preserved only in the synoptic tradition, although Mark merely
summarises it without details (Mark 1:12-13). Matthew and Luke give us a fuller account of the event.
The main difference between them is that Luke presents the last two attempts of the devil in inverted
sequence (Matthew 4: 1-11; Luke 4: 1-13), as well as that Luke's version does not exclude a
continuous forty-day temptation, whereas Matthew explicitly says that the tempter approached Christ
after He had fasted for forty days. Theodoret follows Matthew's narrative in his analysis.
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and methods of those who relied perhaps with a little more emphasis on the first
three gospels whilst constructing their model of Christ. V. Kesich gives a good

summary of these differences:

The Antiocheans, like the Alexandrians, explained the temptations of
Christ by contrasting them with the temptations of Adam and relating
them to those of Israel in the wilderness. Nevertheless, the analogies are
more stressed in the Antiochean school than in the Alexandrian.’!

This affirmation, especially concerning the analogy between Adam and Christ is
certainly valid for the Theodoret of De incarnatione. This parallel dominates not
only the Temptation-story, but most of his soteriological thinking, exercising a major
influence upon his anti-Arian and anti-Apollinarian Christology. The importance of
the Temptation in Theodoret's theology is underlined by the fact that the otherwise
very restricted manuscript tradition (including Marius Mercator, Nicetas of Heracleia
and Euthymius Zigabenus) preserved for us almost the entire section from the
beginning of Ch. 13 until the end of Ch. 17.

In Ch. 24 our author summarised very epigrammatically that the Master Christ
'defeats him [i.e. the tempter] with human wisdom and not with divine power
[av8pwnivy @rhocogiq, AAL' odk gEovoiq Geotnrog] (col. 1464A), showing
that for him the assumed rational soul is indeed a 'theological factor' in the

atonement. He provides a juridical foundation for the Pauline analogy:

The benefaction of our Saviour expands to the whole nature of
humankind: because with [our] forefather Adam we share the curse, and
like him, we all have arrived under the [power] of death; in the same way
we own the victory of Christ the Saviour, and being partakers of His
glory, we shall share the joy of [His] kingdom also (col. 1436BC).

By making use of Romans 5:15, which follows this passage, Theodoret connects the
forensic issue (i.e. that by Adam's transgression we have all fallen under
condemnation) with God's merciful act, i.e. that the salvation is effected through the
victory of Christ. He nonetheless does not make the law our judge, since that would

mean our eternal condemnation, but rather being in possession of our nature fulfils

31y, Kesich, 'The Antiocheans', 497.
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the law and makes us partakers in His victory. Therefore, the common link between

Christ and us is His human nature.>?

God's intention on one hand was to crown the victor and on the other hand, 'to
declare the other one [i.e. Satan] defeated, to encourage and strengthen everybody
against him'. As we have already mentioned, the role of the Spirit seems to cease
once He has taken Christ into the wilderness, since Theodoret continues:

Hence, not the God-Word but the temple assumed by the Word of God

from the seed of David was taken [Gvny8n] [there]. For the Holy Spirit

did not lead [annyoye] the God-Word to battle against the devil, but the
temple formed in the Virgin for the God-Word (col. 1437D).

Here we reencounter vaog, a typically Antiochene technical term describing the
manhood of Christ in a similar manner like poper 8ovAov. The role of the Spirit is
to take and lead this temple of the Word to battle. This would raise the eyebrows of
Theodoret's Alexandrian contemporaries, yet the 'why' here determines the 'how' and
not vice versa. The text seems to imply a separation of subjects, i.e. of the Word
from His va.og formed in the Virgin. Theodoret uses this kind of language when he
argues from a primarily soteriological and in this case forensic point of view: in these
instances, the question 'why' almost certainly precedes the 'how'. Nevertheless, the
Word controls the battle, since the Temptation is according to His will. Although the
Spirit is the One leading Jesus Christ into the wilderness, this is neither against His
human will (since He accepted to save humankind voluntarily), nor against His
divine will (i.e. of the Word), because if it were so, that would flatly contradict
Theodoret's affirmation in Ch. 26 of De Trinitate:

For the Son and the Spirit participate [cvvepyeli] in the things effected

by God the Father, whereas God the Father gives His consent

[ovvevdokel] simultaneously to those accomplished by the Son and the

Spirit (col. 1185C).
The stage is set: Theodoret will now present the story with all the analogic

references possible. The picture of the first and the second Adam dominates the

2 Cf. with the Confession of Leporius, a priest in Massilia and then (425-26) in Hippo: 'in vero
humanitatis habitu factus obediens in homine, illud in se per humilitatem et obedientiam naturae
nostrae restituit, quod per inobedientiam perierat in Adam' (Hahn, Bibliothek, 301).
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scene, and the author is eager to show how Christ respected the rules of the contest,
fulfilling all the requirements of the law, including fasting. Vindob. 300" of Nicetas'
Catena preserves a sentence here, which in Vat. 841 appears only in Ch. 24 (col.
1464A). It reinforces the point that Christ viiotevel pev od nEpa dE TAOV PETPWV
g @Loswg (cf. PG 84, 77B). The text then continues in Vat. 841:

[Jesus] spent forty days and the same number of nights without eating.

He did not want to exceed the ancient measure of fasting, so that the

opponent would not run away from the battle against Him, lest

recognising the One who was hidden [tov kpvrtopevov], he should
flee the struggle against the visible (col. 1437D-1440A).

Jesus respecting the ancient measure of fasting suggests that He could have resisted
more with the aid of His divinity, but this is exactly what He wanted to avoid: the
Word, who is obviously present, has to remain, at least for now, kpuntopevog. The
Word's being hidden serves a double purpose, which we could summarise as being a

tactical and a forensic concern:

e That by recognising Him, the tempter does not flee from the battle;

e To allow the same human nature to finally resist Satan, since otherwise the
'oixovoutio. of the Lord' cannot be 'a common benefit for all mankind', as
declared in the title of the chapter. Despite all this, the Word is in control of the
human experiences, since He is the One who shows the suffering of the human
nature and permits it to feel hunger after the expiration of forty days:

Therefore, after the already mentioned number of days have passed, He
shows the suffering of the human nature [tfig avipwnetag @voewg T
nadog Lrmogaivel], and allows hunger to occur [cvyxwpel T neivy
xopov AaPeiv], thus giving the hold for [the devil] by famine (col.
1440A).

Satan is depicted as being familiar with the prophecies about Christ and as the

careful observer of all the great moments of His earthly life, including His birth, the

choir of angels, the three wise men, the Father's testimony at His baptism, as well as
the resting of the Spirit upon Him. Thus, the 'hiding' of the Word together with His

'permission’ for hunger to occur is meant to 'give the hold' for Satan:

The devil was astounded by these and other similar things [in Christ's
earthly life], and he did not dare to approach the champion [a8Antng] of
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our nature. But as he discovered the occurrence of hunger, saw Him
needing human food, and [observed that] He cannot endure more than the
old men, he came closer to Him, thinking that he had found the greatest
hold, believing that he would win easily (col. 1440B).

Satan, therefore, had to be convinced that despite all the miraculous things around
Him, his opponent is truly man, and he [Satan] is not fighting against God, because
in that case he would have known that there was no chance for him to win the battle.
The Word does not abandon the human nature, but makes Satan believe that he is

fighting against a mere man. If this were a deception, the battle was not fought fairly.

It is interesting that the idea of the Word 'deceiving' Satan by being tempted Himself
instead of the human nature seems to represent an issue of theodicy for Theodore,
Theodoret and Pseudo-Nestorius, yet it is not a problem for Cyril and Nestorius, who
both argue that the Word helped the human nature He assumed (Nestorius), or the
Word was Himself tempted according to the dispensation (Cyril), yet the devil did

not see this in his folly and in his totally darkened mind. >

The entire struggle between Christ and the devil is presented as a dramatic sporting
contest in a great arena. The devil behaves like a very patient and sharp adversary: he
‘'examines [Christ] from a distance, trying to find the uncovered part to fling the dart
there and wound the adversary.'! He sees Christ 'fully armoured with complete
righteousness', and 'seeks for an ideal spot to dart his spear at'. This spot is exactly
the 'by the Word permitted’ weakness of the human nature:

As soon as he [Satan] noticed® the appearance of hunger, he daringly

approached [Christ], like having found what [he was] looking for,

because he observed in Him the weakness of the forefather. He [Satan]
had also deprived him [Adam] of [his] untroubled life by food and

** In his Commentary on Luke, Cyril wrote: 'Satan made use of these verses [Psalm 90] as if the
Saviour were a common man [0g &n’ avOponov xoivov]. Since for being in full darkness and
having his mind totally darkened [...] fiyvonoe 6tv Beog dv 6 Adyog yeéyovev avBpwmog, kot
avtog v 0 olkovoplk®g melpalopevog' (PG 72, 533BC; cf. 529C). Nestorius's similar argument
is summarised by L. Abramowski: 'Aus den Nestoriana kann man auch entnehmen, wie sich Nestorius
die Funktion des Gott Logos beim Kampf Christi mit dem Teufel denkt. Bei Ps. Nestorius ist die
Gottheit der Richter tiber den Kampf zwischen Jesus und Satan, sie spricht den Sieg der Menschheit
zu, den diese allein, durch ihren Gehorsam und die Unterwerfung unter Gottes Willen errungen hat.
Nestorius sagt dagegen, der Gott Logos habe der von ihm angenommenen menschlichen Natur
geholfen, der Teufel in seiner Dummbheit habe das nicht gesehen' (Untersuchungen, 224-25).

* Vat. 841 has: &g £i8e (PG 75, 1440C), Nicetas had: g ebpev (PG 84, 77D).
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harnessed him into the yoke of swelter, humiliation, and death (col.

1440C).»
Satan provokes Christ to reveal His divinity by urging Him to transform the stones
into bread by His word. Theodoret is certain that Satan 'would not have done that if
the Saviour didn't accept the suffering of hunger'. He had to learn by his own
experience that Christ was 'the One foretold by all the prophets', and therefore later
he could not bear even His close look, but ran away and said: "What do you want
with us, [oh] Son of God? Why did you come before time to torture us?' The attitude
of Satan before and after the Temptation is what Theodoret intends to contrast here,
for he writes: 'Then, before the temptation he [Satan] did not speak in this manner
[i.e. like in Luke 8:28], but rather he drew near [to Jesus] very confidently, saying:
"say that these stones should become bread".' This radical change in Satan's attitude
towards Christ in Theodoret's view was caused by his defeat in the wilderness. That
is another reason why the Temptation-story is so important, since it brought about a
profound change in human history. The language of the passage is dramatically

tense, the author putting these words into the tempter's mouth:

| heard the voice coming from above, he [Satan] says, which called You
like this [i.e. Son of God], but I do not believe it until I receive a practical
teaching. Convince me by facts that You are truly in possession of what
You are called! For if I learn this, I shall run away and flee. 1 shall
withdraw myself from the struggle against you, because | know what
kind of difference is between me and You. Show then the miracle, and by
the wonder teach [me] who is the author of the miracle:* 'say that these
stones should become bread' (col. 1441A).

Jesus replies to the challenge humanly: 'upon hearing these words of the Evil One,

the Lord*®" conceals [His] Godhead [kpOmter pév thv 8edtnta] and speaks from

* The analogy of gluttony as the first step towards the fall is not Theodoret's invention. It appears e.g.
in John Chrysostom's Homily XI1I in Matthew (PG 57, 209), and also by Cyril in his Twelfth Sermon
of the Commentary on Luke. Here the patriarch of Alexandria says: 'And observe, | pray, how the
nature of man in Christ casts off the faults of Adam's gluttony: by eating we were conquered in Adam,
by abstinence we conquered in Christ.' P. R. Smith, ed., 4 Commentary upon Luke by Cyril, 11, 54.

36 Here 1 followed Nicetas instead of Vat. 841, because it seems to construe better with Theodoret's
argument. Vat. 841 reads: 8e1€ov tolvuv 10 Jadpa koai v Javpatovpyiay, didafov tov
to0 Savpatog mownyv (PG 75, 1441A). Nicetas had: 8si€ov toivov 10 Sadpe, kai §idagov
M Gavpatovpyiq tov Tob Gavpatog mowntnv (PG 84, 80B).

7 Govoag yoov tdv 100 IMovnpod pnudtev 6 Kbprog (see PG 84, 80B). Some manuscripts
have yap instead of yoOv.
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His human nature [gx 8¢ thg avOpwneiog draleyetar @voewg]'. The answer,
therefore, is of the humanity relying on God's providence. The biblical parallels of
Israel and the manna, Elijah, Elisha as well as of John the Baptist all converge to the
same end: 'it is not unbelievable that we can be nourished by God with unknown
food and do not need bread'. Such unknown food is God's own word [pnpa] also. In

his Commentary on Luke Theodore had also added that this word of God was His

creative power [Ty mointiknv BovAnoiy tob Beov] (PG 66, 720B).

The 'hiding' of the Godhead shows the presence of the Word. If He were not present,
He ought not to be hidden. Nevertheless, His concealment is the only way Theodoret
can conceive that indeed a fair contest was fought and a true victory was
accomplished over the devil by the Saviour. Certainly, as he argues further, the devil
'felt pain as being once®® defeated, but he did not abandon victory, because he heard
that [his opponent] was human. For, as He says, "man does not live on bread
alone”®® This sentence has two implications: from Satan's viewpoint all human
beings are corruptible. Hence, Christ Himself said that 'man' does not live on bread
alone. Thus, if this present opponent is truly human, he shall certainly lose the fight
sooner or later. But if it comes out that He is not, then he did not fight according to
the rules. This is why Christ has to answer and resist within His humanity for the

second and third time also. In the end, Satan is defeated:

Unable to bear the shame of defeat, [Satan] ran away being afraid,
trembling and waiting for the abolishing of [his] tyranny. After having
emptied all his darts and having brought forth all the tricks of his deceit,
he found the athlete unwounded and invincible. He went to Him like to
Adam [before], but he did not find whom he expected (col. 1441CD).

In his De providentia oratio X Theodoret came to say that Satan approached Christ
as Adam, but he found the Creator of Adam wrapped around with Adam's nature:
npooeAnivde pev wg 1@ " Adap, edpe 3¢ tov tob ~Adapn IMointnv v tod
Adap mepikeipevov @uolv (PG 83, 752C). The language and the dramatic mode

of expression of our author has clearly changed after the Nestorian controversy, but

% Nicetas adds: &nag (he also has 6 [Tovnpdg instead of S1aBoAog) - PG 84, 81A.
3% Only by Nicetas: ook &n’ dptw yap, onoi, pove {hoetal dvBponog (PG 84, 81A).
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the traditionally fundamental principles he had defended were noteworthy even if

they were not always presented with unambiguous consistency.

The author is eager to show that Christ defeated the devil with 'human wisdom' and
not with 'divine power'. Giinter Koch argues that the entire exposé on the Temptation

is described as an ideal picture of ascetic life, and that the expression dv8pwnivn
@lAocogia in Ch. 24 during this time was already used as a technical term

describing the monastic form of life. As he says:

Man kann wohl sagen, dall leben und Wirken des Herrn hier nach dem

Idealbild der mdnchischen, asketischen Existenz gezeichnet sind [...] Der

Begriff der Philosophie hat in dieser Zeit seinen Sitz im Leben vor allem

im monastischen Bereich, er ist geradezu 'terminus technicus' fiir die

monastische Lebensform.*’
This is indeed a very interesting point, since the author of the HR was spiritually
connected to the monastic ideal. Moreover, his birth and upbringing also attracted
him towards it. Apart from the biographies written by E. Venables and Henry
Newman, Shafiq AbouZayd has shown quite a number of monastic connections both
in Theodoret's childhood as well as during his later years.‘“ Nevertheless, the
question of divine justice as well as the pastoral concern regarding our temptations in

life is at least as important here as a presentation of the monastic ideal for our author.

Since God did not fight on the side of the first Adam, therefore Christ must have had
the very same chances for triumph or failure as Adam, who was also instructed
previously, but left to his own free will at the moment of choice. The aspect of God's
impartial justice as well as the claim for a personal holiness of every believer — the
tempted Lord being a true human example and stronghold of obedience — are the
main forensic and pastoral concerns underlying Theodoret's dramatic exegesis of the
Temptation-story. Christ's voluntary acceptance of the sufferings (Ch. 26) shows the
existence of both wills in Christ, which is, in fact, an idea well ahead of Theodoret's

own time. As R. V. Sellers observed,

“ Giinter Koch, Strukturen und Geschichte des Heils in der Theologie des Theodoret von Kyros,
Frankfurter theologische Studien, 17 (Frankfurt am Main: Josef Knecht, 1974), 141.

oF Shafiq AbouZayd, fhidayutha, A Study of the Life of Singleness in the Syrian Orient, From
Ignatius of Antioch to Chalcedon 451 AD (Oxford: ARAM Society for Syro-Mesopotamian Studies,
1993), pp. 129, 194, 268, 294, 345, 349-50, 365-68, 392-93 etc.
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These [Antiochene] teachers are supremely interested in man the moral
being [...] they may be called anthropologists, but their anthrogology is
intimately associated with their ethical and soteriological ideas.”

Once having brought Jesus into the wilderness, the Spirit does not seem to participate
in the Temptation. Nevertheless, His role is quite important in the case of our
temptations. Apart from saying that 'inasmuch as He Himself [Christ] suffered being
tempted, He is able to help those in temptation' (col. 1457D), Theodoret consecrates

one entire chapter (33) to present the Spirit as the master [naidotpipng], trainer

[yopvaothg] and champion [aywviotng] in our life-struggles:

[The Spirit is] like a vigilant protector of the believers [...] a leader who
teaches [how] to fight courageously against the devil. [He] gives wings to
those falling to the ground, educates the earthly for the life in heaven
[tovg ynivovg TV T@®V ovPAVEV TOALtelav maldevovial, to
disdain flesh [katagpovelv oapkog] and take care of the soul
[EmripereloBor woxfg], to despise the present [SiomtOelv 1o
nopovta] and long after the coming things [EplecBar T@V
peAdovtwv], to regard those [things] they are waiting for through faith,
[...] and simply to follow close after wisdom [@lAocogiav
petadiwkerv] (col. 1474C-1476A).
Thus, as opposed to the temptation of Christ, the Spirit has a prominent role in our
temptations and challenges, helping us 'to follow close after wisdom', which has a
wider meaning here than just 'monastic ideal’, since the text above as well as the
whole tract targets a Christian congregation and not merely a community of monks.
Theodoret obviously preserves the Eastern Christian ideal of personal holiness — a
specific type of imitatio Christi aided by the Holy Spirit — which he himself followed
during his life. His personal life shows that the above sentences have nothing to do
with either a so-called 'Gnostic' view of the body and soul or with an unnatural
rejection of everything that belongs to this world. Theodoret remains a shepherd of
his earthly flock with the eager wish to help it prepare for 'the coming things'. The
practical guidelines to a decent Christian behaviour are intended for the believers
who at present are the citizens of earthly kingdoms, yet they should behave
themselves as the citizens of the heavenly society in this world already. The author

tries to provide a basis for the continuation and practising of brotherly love in a

2 R. V. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon (London: SPCK, 1961), 164.
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world and time when he sees the 'tempest' coming upon the Church as he himself

will write a year later to the Eastern monks. The longing for the aiov péAiwv

promised by the resurrected Lord for which the Holy Spirit prepares His people is a
further sign of this pastoral concern, which seems to govern most of his approach to

the oikonomia. Perhaps it is not superfluous to refer back to Sellers' quoted remark.

4.4.4 The passion, death and resurrection of Christ

Theodoret emphasises in the entire Ch. 26 that Christ proceeded willingly towards

the predicted or prescribed sufferings [tolg avaypantoig madeoiv]. This refers

both to the prophecies and to the Lord's own predicaments:

He forecast these several times for the disciples, and even rebuked Peter
for not receiving with delight the good news of the sufferings [ta t®v
naddv edayyédia], and explained that through these the salvation of
the world will be effected (col. 1465B).

The suffering of Christ is nothing less than edayyéliov which ought to be received

with extreme joy. The description of the Lord's sufferings has a gradually
intensifying character, yet the conclusion is a shout of victory: 'by enduring these, He
achieved our salvation' (col. 1465D). Every moment in Christ's passion is given a
special significance. The closure of Ch. 27 brings the author perhaps closer than ever
to the Alexandrian allegorising tendency; at the same time the pastoral motives as

well as the ever-recurrent Adam-Christ-typology are emphatically present:

By the cross He repealed the sentence of the ancient curse (for [Paul]
says: [Galatians 3:13 and Deuteronomy 21:23]. By the thorns He brought
an end to the punishments of Adam (because after the sin it was heard
[Genesis 3:17-18]. With the bile He took onto Himself the bitterness and
toil of the mortal and passible human life, whereas by the vinegar He
accepted the changing of humankind to the worse while endowing the
way of returning to the better. He signified [His] kingship by the scarlet
and by the reed He alluded to the weakness and frailty of the devil's
power. By the slaps [on His face] He proclaimed our deliverance,
enduring our injuries, chastisements and lashings. His side was pierced
like Adam's, yet showing not the woman coming forth from there, who
by deceit begot death, but the fountainhead of life, which by [its] double
stream vivifies the world. One of these renews us in the bath and clothes
[us] with the garment of immortality, the other nourishes the (re)born at
the divine table, as the milk nurtures the infants (col. 1465D-1468B).
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Apart from the neatly applied allegories we find here a remarkable parallel of the
first and second Adam, each of them being pierced on the side. Although concerning
the role of Eve in the fall of humankind Theodoret follows Paul's line of
argumentation in 1 Timothy 2:14, the clear distinction between Adam and Jesus
shows that the former himself is regarded as the originator of death, whereas the
crucified Lord grants us eternal life. The blood and the water pouring out of His side

(John 19:34) become the symbols of communion and baptism.

Taken as a whole, then, Theodoret's view of the oikonomia — including the
temptation and the passions of Christ — is not merely a moralising theology in which
Christ is only the good or perfect human example to be followed. He is indeed the
simultaneously divine and human Saviour of the world and of humankind, whereas
His achievement (i.e. the entire work of salvation) and the gift of the Spirit given to
His flock is the guarantee and encouragement that His example can truly be
followed. The last section we have quoted exemplifies eloquently that without the
battle fought and won by Christ every human effort to obey God would be doomed to
failure from the very outset. The expressiveness by which Theodoret describes and
parallels the temptation and passions of Christ with our sufferings serves one central
purpose: to show that our will to follow God is already the result of Christ's
accomplishment, which is the token of our success. The reason why one may indeed
hope to succeed is the awareness that the battle had been won already — and not by
us. For this victory — which is ours indeed, yet not as a result of our own efforts but
through gracious attribution — we owe Christ an eternal gratitude which can best be
expressed by our continuous zeal to follow Him. Thus, our obedience is most
emphatically not the payment for our sins — since that had already been completed by

Christ — but rather a life-lasting expression of this thankfulness.

It is then perhaps fair to conclude that whenever Theodoret emphasises the
accomplishment of Christ's human nature in the atonement he does not do it with the
intention to diminish His divinity but rather to prepare the ground for the attribution
of His victory to us by the means of the common human nature (soteriological point)
as well as to encourage and ensure all the believers that obedience is the only way
and it is attainable, since Christ 'showed that in human nature it is possible to

overcome the arrows of sin' (col. 1429B) (pastoral point). This seems to me the
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proper starting point for the analysis of Theodoret's Christological model and the

right way to interpret faithfully his own intention formulated in Ch. 1 (col. 1420B).

4.5 Theodoret's Christological model: Two natures — One Person

The analysis of Theodoret's Christological model will be carried out in the following
sequence: first I shall investigate Theodoret's understanding of the properties of both
natures considering also his attitude towards communicatio idiomatum. Then comes
the discussion of the ontological significance of 'naming' throughout both treatises in
general and referring to Christ in particular. It will be followed by an examination of
the subject of predication within the Person of Christ, special consideration being
given to the concrete designations for the human nature such as 'the temple', 'the
form of the servant' etc. In the concluding part I shall highlight the issue of the union

of worship and provide a terminological overview of Theodoret's Christology.

4.5.1 The properties of both natures

It is a well known and widely shared scholarly opinion that the prominent figures of
the Antiochene school had laid strong emphasis upon the unimpaired and distinct
properties of the two natures within Jesus Christ. Theodoret inherited this from his
masters, Diodore and Theodore. Therefore, in his Christology one may expect and
indeed find a consistent accentuation of the 'retained properties'. The fundamental
point behind this concept is the awareness that the union of the human nature with
the Word involves a relationship between a created and an uncreated reality utterly

unique and unrepeatable in the history of the world.

The basic difference between the two natures is therefore seen from the perspective
of their origin, i.e. through unconditioned self-existence and creation respectively.
This is why our author was so eager to evince the differences between Creator and
creation in De Trinitate; this is why one encounters regularly the usual antonyms
within his Christological descriptions: ‘created-uncreated’, 'mortal-immortal’,
'corruplible-incorruptible’, 'passible-impassible’, 'temporal-eternal’, 'humble-glorious',

'inferior-superior', 'changing-unchanging', 'alterable-unalterable’ etc.
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Whilst discussing the reasons behind the emphasis laid upon the difference between
the properties of the natures one element must be given special attention, namely the
notion of divine impassibility. The eagerness of earlier fathers and thus of Theodoret

to maintain the impassible character of the Word and of the divine @¥o1g and ovola

of the Trinity was addressed on several occasions by modern scholarship, frequently
resulting in a negative judgement.”” It was perhaps too often suggested also that the
entire idea of God's impassibility is alien to Christian doctrine and was chiefly a

servile adoption of Greek philosophy by the Antiochenes.*

Regarding Theodoret's oeuvre in general and De incarnatione in particular 1 assess
that an adopted philosophical main argument concerning divine impassibility is too
weak a ground to motivate all his Christological concerns. The emphasis upon the
full humanity of Christ as the common link between Him and us seems to occupy at
least an equally important place within his theological system, as is evident for
example in the Temptation-story. We shall see it in the section concerning the

subject of predication also.

Further, 1 am not entirely convinced that the widespread charge of exclusive
philosophical origin of divine dnadsio adopted indeed by most fathers is a fully
valid one. As H. Chadwick already suggested, the effect and importance of the
centuries-long Christian criticism of the pagan gods possessed by human weaknesses
and passions cannot be ignored.”> This is obviously true in a more accentuated
manner for the author of the Graecarum affectionum curatio, which is widely
regarded as being the last great early Christian apologetic work. It seems to construe

better with Theodoret's thinking that beside his awareness of the issue's philosophical

“ See e.g. Clayton, 'Theodoret’, p. VI.

** The idea of divine impassibility as a result of philosophical adoptions is to some extent accepted by
M. Slusser, 'The Scope of Patripassianism’, SP, 17 (1982), 169-75 (p. 174). Further, see the following
observations of O'Keefe: 'In a way, Theodoret's philosophical commitments drive his reading of the
biblical text. [...] Theodoret's intellectual commitment to divine impassibility made it impossible for
him to rest in the paradox of the incarnation. [...] The Antiochene position interprets the [biblical] text
in the light of philosophy, the Alexandrian position interprets the philosophy in the light of the text.’
See O'Keefe, 'Kenosis or Impassibility', 359, 364-65. It seems to me that O'Keefe is largely reading
back his contemporary American 'historical critical model' — which he disagrees with probably in the
same measure as | do — into the writings of the Antiochenes, whom this new trend in my opinion
unjustifiably considers as being its forerunners. Paradoxically, O'Keefe asserts: 'It seems to me that
despite our best efforts we always find in ancient texts something that reminds us of ourselves' (364).
5 Chadwick, 'Eucharist and Christology in the Nestorian Controversy', JT'S, 2 (1951), 145-64 (p.158).
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implications, his idea of God's impassibility is aimed also at preserving, as it were,
God's moral integrity over against the pagan gods, who are subject to all kinds of
passions. Kallistos T. Ware provides a very interesting account of Theodoret's
concept of human na8og together with its philosophical connections (including
Plato, Aristotle and even Philo), yet he does not conclude that the entire theological
thinking of the Bishop of Cyrus was necessarily under the influence of philosophy to

the extent to which I think John J. O'Keefe suggested it to be.*

There is another aspect of the issue concerning divine impassibility which I reckon
was often ignored or not investigated in detail, especially when formulated as a
charge against Antiochene Christology. Although it sounds almost absurd, the

question relates to the proper meaning of divine anaSsia itself. Those who

condemn this term often interpret it as being unsuitable for God, since it removes His
ability for compassion, pity, love etc. The chief misunderstanding here is that God's
anadeio as it appears in Theodoret has nothing to do with the English word
‘apathy'. If any of the ancient theologians could express vividly God's mercy towards
humankind to the extent of sending His own Son to the cross, the Bishop of Cyrus
was surely one of them. His idea of divine dna8eia does not imply by any means
God's incapability of partaking in our sufferings, even less His lack of empathy. This
suggestion is contradicted e.g. by Chs. 7, 8, 13, 26, as well as by Ch. 23, where the

entire motive of the oikonomia is God's commiseration with the fallen humankind.

The meaning of the term is rather different: it also targets the passions to which
human beings and pagan gods are subjected, but more importantly it concerns God's
immutability. If God — and thus the Word of God, i.e. Christ also — could be shown
as being 'passionate’ in the sense of being influenced by the moment and not rather
being 'the same yesterday, today and forever', then He would unavoidably be subject
to time (since changes happen in time), and would cease to be eternal and absolute.
This indeed has nothing to do with His empathy towards us, since these are part of
His very own eternal self and not brought about by some turn of events. His very

nature is to love His creation and does not need 'passion’ to bring this feeling about.

6 Ware, '"The Meaning of "Pathos" in Abba Isaias and Theodoret of Cyrus', SP, 20 (1989), 315-22.
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In fact, commiseration is the immutable and consistent character of His own Person,
since He is merciful even when having to reprehend and He 'mixes the punishment
with philanthropy' (col. 1424D). Thus, His ana8eio rather means that His love
towards humankind never ceases, since He does not change. The term is rather meant

to safeguard the integrity of the immutable, almighty and by nature merciful God.

The fact that the idea of God's impassibility was not a peculiar character of
Antiochene theology but rather a common feature of patristic thought could be
documented in some length. In lack of space I shall provide only two representative

examples. The first one is Pope Leo's Tomus ad Flavianum 4:

[Filius Dei] impassibilis Deus non dedignatus est homo esse passibilis, et
immortalis mortis legibus subiacere (4CO 11, 2, 1, 28).*

Cyril of Alexandria, often held as the champion of 'orthodox theopaschism’, in his
Epistola dogmatica to Nestorius writes:

o0y ™G tob Beod Adyov madovrog £ig idlav @VoLy 7 TANYaG T

dratpnoeig MA®VY 1 YOOV T £TEPA TOV TPAVUATWV ATATEG Yop

10 Beilov, 611 kal doopatov (ACOL 1, 1,27; cf. 11, 1, 1, 105).
Returning now to the analysis of Theodoret's Christological model, in order to
perceive his understanding of the properties of both natures we have to analyse his
interpretation of the difference between popon 6god and popen SovAov. We
ought to do this the more so since the author himself observes that each of the
heretics (i.e. Arius, Eunomius, Apollinaris, Marcion and Mani) 'establishes his
audacious and false doctrine based on the appropriation of this [of Philippians 2:5-7]'
(col. 1428B). In Theodoret's view concerning their concept of two 'forms' Arius,
Eunomius, Apollinaris and their followers form one group, since they 'declare, that
the [Pauline expressions] "form of a servant", the "fashion" [t0 oxfua] and the
"likeness of man" [t0 Opoimwpa tod av3pwrov] signify the visible [side] of our

nature [t0 @oLvOpevov THg MUETEPAS OLOEWG]":

7 Cf. with Anathema 7 attached to the Creed of the First Synod of Toledo held in the year 400 against
Priscillianism: 'Si quis dixerit vel crediderit, deitatem Christi convertibilem esse vel passibilem,
anathema sit' (Hahn, Bibliothek, 212). Cf. with the Confession of Leporius: 'Inconvertibilem enim et
incommutabilem et impassibilem naturam divinitatis jam superius professi sumus' (Ibid., 300).
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From this [Philippians 2:5-7] it is clear, that the form of God remained
what it was [0 fv], but also took [EAape] the form of the servant. And he
calls 'form' not only the appearance [t0 @aivopevov] of the man, but
the entire human nature. Therefore, as the form of God signifies the
essence of God, since the Godhead is formless and shapeless, [...] thus,
the form of the servant does not indicate only this visible [thing], but the
whole essence of the human being (col. 1425D-1428A).

We observe the careful distinction between the uniting uncreated and created
ovoiat, a distinction almost impossible e.g. for Apollinaris. The use of impersonal
terms for both natures have their Pauline origin. The acting subject of Philippians
2:5-7 is 'Christ Jesus', who is already [Ondpywv] in the form of God, and takes on
[AaBwv] the form of the servant. Following this pattern, Theodoret applies these two
'forms' to the odola of the Godhead and of the manhood. He therefore has to speak
in impersonal terms about the two 'forms' (as Paul himself does), since an obcila or a
Vol does not have a personal quality in itself. The question whether the one
Person of Jesus Christ is therefore a tertium quid or not in Theodoret's vision will be
discussed in some detail in Chs. 10, 21 and 32 of De incarnatione.*® In Ch. 10 we

find an argument similar to the explanation of the difference between fv and

gyeveto already encountered in De Trinitate:

[Paul] does not say that 'He was made [yevopevog] in the form of God',
but that 'He was [Orapy®v] in the form of God'. Neither does he say,
that [Christ] thought it no robbery to be equal with Himself or equal with
angels or equal with the creation, but he rather says [that he thought it not
robbery to be] equal with God the Father, with [His] Begetter, the
unbegun, the unbegotten, the infinite, the Master of all (col. 1429CD).

The above passage carries the same meaning as Ch. 6 and especially the end of Ch. 8
of De Trinitate. In Theodoret's mind the sequence of fjv, of Ondpywv in comparison
with £yéveto is the only way that the Incarnation can be conceived and the salvation
could be successful. This is important in order to assure the prevalence of the Word
both in the act of the Incarnation and of salvation. The idea concerning the difference
of the natures within the union bound together with the antithesis of 'is' and 'became’

returns once again in Ch. 21:

* See also the section Rejection of misleading terms and the 'image’ of the oikonomia of this chapter.
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'To become' [yevésBar] is contrary to 'to be' [elvar], because who is the
brightness of the glory and the express image of [God's] Person, did not
become better than the angels, but is better than them, far more than that:
[He is] their Creator and Master also. But if 'is' is opposite to 'became’,
then under the former we understand the eternal One [t0v ael Ovta],
and under the latter that which was assumed from us [t0 & Mudv
avolnedev] and became superior to the angels by its union [dia
gvwoiv] with the One, who assumed it (col. 1456AB).
This passage together with maintaining the different properties of the natures

according to the éveépyeiat addresses the Word in personal, whereas the assumed
humanity in impersonal terms. One indeed cannot say that Theodoret is consistent in
doing this throughout De incarnatione, yet his usage of terms is sometimes
motivated by the biblical source (like Philippians 2:5-7) and also by his eagerness to
counterbalance the Arian-Apollinarian static picture of Christ's humanity, which is
inadequate for the soteriological and pastoral goals of the Bishop of Cyrus.
Apollinaris did not recognise Christ's true humanity: Arius denied His true divinity.
Or, as L. Vany6 had more accurately put it: 'The crossing point of the theology of
Apollinaris and of Arius is that whilst Arius united the lessened Godhead with the
diminished manhood, Apollinaris united the full Godhead with the diminished
manhood.” Thus, both heresies operate with a similarly diminished manhood of
Christ. Theodoret's occasional practice to render the Saviour's human nature in
concrete terms could partly be interpreted as a reaction to this incomplete human

model of Christ.

An interesting parallel, though, is noteworthy. When refuting 'the false-named Paul' —
who unlike Arius and Apollinaris admitted the full humanity of Christ, yet denied
His full divinity — the author renders the Word in personal terms, whilst referring to
the humanity in an impersonal manner:
[Paul of Samosata] on one hand denied the begetting of the Saviour
before the ages, and on the other hand, according to the Jewish thinking,
confessed only the [birth] from the Virgin. Hence the divine Paul teaches

that the Word of God is the One who assumes, and the human nature is
that which was assumed [tnv av@pwnetav @Ooiv v Anedsicav];

* Vanyé Lészlo, Bevezetés az okeresztény kor dogmatiorténetébe (Introduction to the Doctrinal
History of the Early Christian Era) (Budapest: Szent Istvan Tarsulat, 1998), 368.
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that the form of God is the pre-existent, and the form of the servant is
that which was assumed by [the form of God] [an’ &keivng] in the
fullness of the times' (col. 1432A).

It seems on occasion that the use of personal or impersonal terms is partly motivated

by the heretical trend against which a certain passage is directed. Moreover, the

author equals unreservedly the Word of God with the Pauline popen 6god, thus

personifying it by the ascription of all the actions of the Word.

Once he had defined the terms he is operating with, our author employs them

accordingly. Thus, 'the form of God', being the odota of God, is sometimes used to

represent the Word acting in His divine essence. The same goes for the form of the
servant denoting the human nature. The above passage is a good example for this: the
active subject is the Word (addressed in concrete terms), and the object is the human
nature (addressed in impersonal terms). In the concluding sentence, which is to some
extent a repetitive confirmation of the first, Theodoret uses 'the form of God' as being
the active subject (as an equivalent for the Word's divine essence), whereas the form
of the servant replaces the human nature, addressed again in impersonal terms. This
alternate way of speaking has both its benefits and its dangers. On one hand it helps
the author to distinguish between the human and the divine attributes of the One
Person. On the other hand, it raises the suspicion of those who in such language
might sense a divisive tendency. What we can observe here is that in order to
elucidate some of his mainly soteriological points, Theodoret often feels compelled

to use this kind of language together with its more or less obvious deficiencies.

The preservation of the attributes of both natures involves our author's insistence
upon the fact that before, during and after the incarnation neither of the natures were
subject to change. Notably, he raises this point both against Arius and Apollinaris:
Apollinaris, together with Arius and Eunomius can learn again, that the
unchangeable God-Word was not changed into the nature of the flesh
[o0y O Beog Adyog O atpentog £ig capkog Lol etpann], but by
assuming our essence, He achieved our salvation (col. 1432A).
Here again, the Word is the active subject of the Incarnation and of the salvation,
although the author wants to make a distinction between the unchanging and

uncreated divine nature of the Word and that of the created human flesh. The refusal
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of any Tponn of the Word rejected again in Ch. 32 is meant to uphold His divine
impassibility and immutability, yet without denying Him the achievement of
salvation. The language often depends on the viewpoint of the author. When he looks
at the Person of Christ and at His work, he sees the union (looking, as it were, at the
whole picture from outside), whereas when he enters the details and the internal
'how'-s of one particular issue involving the participation of both natures on different
levels (e.g. ontological or attributive), he is more likely to spot the specific properties
of the natures. Whilst no alteration of the Word is admitted, the assumed human
nature undergoes a positive change after resurrection. Theodoret puts the following
words into the mouth of the resurrected Master Christ:

He says, 'in this way, the nature assumed from you has obtained the

resurrection by the indwelling [Evoiknoei] of and union [gEvwoet] with

the Godhead, having put off the corruptible [t0 @3aptov] together with

the passions, entered into incorruptibility and immortality. In the same

way you also shall be released from the burden of the slavery of death,

and having cast off corruption together with the passions [cLV tOig

nadeoiv], you shall put on impassibility [tnv anadeiav]' (col.1468D).
I shall return to the expressions 'indwelling' and 'union' in the terminological section.
Nevertheless, the change of the human nature is quite interesting: it entered [petefin]
into incorruptibility and immortality to prefigure our glorious redemption. Christ
donates to His redeemed people something that since the expulsion from Eden was
characteristic to the Godhead only, putting humankind back into the stage it had been
before the fall. This is not at all alien from the Athanasian idea of God becoming
human to make us divine or Augustine's thought concerning the four stages of
humankind according to which after glorification one is unable to commit sin. Whilst
the immutability of the Word has to be upheld, the change of our nature after
redemption is required in order for us to enter God's kingdom. Thus, the divine
quality of being exempt from passions, which is the primary meaning of dnadsia
for Theodoret, is passed onto the human nature — this is perhaps one of the very few
occasions when Theodoret can be said to profess a kind of communicatio idiomatum.

The admonition at the end of Ch. 34 refers again to this received quality: "We shall be
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taught [to perceive] perfection, when we shall not be harmed by imposture, nor fallen

into boasting, but we shall live free from passions'.*’

The roles of the terms applied in the Trinitarian doctrine are reversed. There the
Onootactg and the mpooswnov carried ta 1dwa of the divine Persons; in
Christology the odota and the Uog fulfil the same duty. Theodoret sees no other
way to preserve these attributes than to reject any notion involving the alteration of
the Word. That is why both oboiot must remain within their own 6pot — not to
restrict as it were the Word's field of action but rather to exclude the result of Christ

becoming a tertium quid out of the confusion of the two natures.

4.5.2 Communicatio idiomatum or communicatio onomaton?

The Bishop of Cyrus does not seem to admit or profess any kind of communicatio
idiomatum between the two natures of Christ. The one I have mentioned above refers
to the manhood receiving impassibility after redemption and thus is not directly
related to the general idea of the communication of properties, which is usually
applied for the actions and deeds performed by Jesus Christ before His death and
resurrection. Clayton did not find any evidence of communicatio idiomatum in
Theodoret's oeuvre and recognises this as a main defect of his Christology. His
argument is that the Bishop of Cyrus merely taught a communicatio onomaton, i.e. a
communication of names and titles which were applied to the common prosopon or
outward countenance of Christ instead of a real union.”’ Before addressing the issue
of 'naming' in the tract it is important to assess the validity of the idea concerning the

communication of properties in Theodoret's own time.

I would like to start the discussion with an example. The already quoted passage

from De Trinitate about the Father sending the Son into the world reads:

But if the Father and the Son fill all, then neither did the Father send the
Son to those whom He apparently was away from, nor did the Son go

% The phrase &v anadsiq Biwodpeda is not some kind of 'apathy'. Among the benefactions of
Christ is the deliverance of mankind from under the tyranny of sin and suffering. Therefore, in God’s
kingdom, we shall also be 'impassible' [i.e. free from torment] as our Lord Himself. Clayton seems to
miss the point behind Theodoret's use of the term (Clayton, '"Theodoret', 244).

2 Clayton, 'Theodoret', pp. VI, 232-42 etc.
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from one specific place to another. Thus nothing remains, but that the
sending [of Christ] is to be taken as referring to the assumed manhood
[oOkoDV Agimetatr voeiv thg avaAnedeiong avdpwnotnrog tnv
anoctolnyv eivai] (PG 75, 1168D-1169A).

The issue at stake is the Word's divine omnipresence. As we have seen, the

descending [xatafaocic] of the Word is meant as condescending [cvykatafoocig]

in Ch. 23 of De incarnatione. It appears that the property of omnipresence was not
given to the manhood, whereas the property of being limited in one place was not
given to the Word. Therefore it can be said that the sending refers to the assumed
nature. Does this necessarily result in the manhood becoming a second personal
entity within the Person of the Incarnate? Theodoret would probably have rejected
any such thought. Apart from the manhood being addressed as an object, this passage
also suggests that the Logos is united with the assumed human nature, nevertheless,
He is not confined or restricted by it. This does not presuppose a necessary division
in the mind of the author. It is rather his understanding of the Word being sent into
the world as human in opposition to either His being transformed into human (if we
accept the Word's obota. being limited by the ovotla of the manhood), or to the
deification of the manhood (if we uphold Christ's fleshly omnipresence). The Word
in His infinite divine nature cannot be said to move place, yet the assumed manhood
— with which the Word is inseparably united — can. Theodoret's reasoning here points
far into the future, anticipating a much later argument concerning the acceptance or
rejection of Christ's fleshly omnipresence, i.e. the famous extra Calvinisticum.>* The
communicatio idiomatum therefore does not take place, except in the verbal sense,
i.e. Scripture says that the Father sent the Son — which it could only affirm of the Son
incarnate, yet still of the Son. This differentiation between the Scriptural and
doctrinal communicatio idiomatum will become more obvious in the sixteenth
century concerning the 'figura loquendi' of the Holy Spirit, as the Helvetic Reformers

labelled communicatio idiomatum, interpreting it exegetically.”

2 I think it is not an exaggeration to say that Theodoret anticipates here the very basis of Helvetic
Reformed Christology. This argument shall resound in e.g. Question 48 of the Heidelberg Catechism.
* See e.g Bullinger's following interpretation of communicatio idiomatum: 'Haec figura loquendi
appellatur ab aliis @AAoiwog alteratio vel mutatio, a loan. Damasceno dvtidooig mutua largitio vel
alternata attributio. Vulgo nominari solet idiomatum communicatio, nempe cum alteri naturae ea
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Before continuing, we ought to address a related issue. It can be argued that
communicatio idiomatum is not a mere exchange of the properties between the Word
and the manhood but rather the attribution of the properties of both natures to the one
subject of the incarnation, i.e. to the bnootacig of the Word. Although this
argument may be valid indeed, yet it is inapplicable in the time and the case of
Theodoret. First, the doctrine concerning the communication of properties could
hardly be considered as elaborated to such a refined degree in the fifth century.
Further, the term OndotTaclg was not part of Theodoret's Christological vocabulary,
since it had been introduced into the theology of the Incarnation by none else than
Apollinaris himself, who remained the only theologian using it in Christology before

54
1.

Cyril.”” Grillmeier's following observation remains therefore conclusive:

Right up to the Council of Chalcedon, none of the strictly orthodox
theologians succeeded in laying the foundations for such a vindication in
the form of a speculative analysis [i.e. that communicatio idiomatum was,
in fact, a valid standard] (Christ in Christian Tradition, 436).

In assessing Theodoret's Christological ideas — or in fact anyone else's — two aspects
ought to be considered: on one hand, to understand him within his own heritage; on
the other hand, to measure him against the recognised theological standards of his
own time. The first point is important in order to see whether he remained faithful to
the tradition he inherited, or if not, to what extent he broke away from it. The second

point is necessary in order to avoid passing anachronistic charges.

Concerning Theodoret's accordance with his own theological heritage we can say
that he is very much inside the tradition which professed the unmingled preservation
of the properties of both natures. Amphilochius of Iconium had already taught:
anocwlwv &v avt® [ie. in Christ] t@v 800 @VoEwV TOV ETEPOLGLWYV

P \ 3 s 55
acvyYLTOV TNV 1dL0TNTA.

In order to comply with the second point of our assessment we need to investigate

the valid theological standards which would give us an idea concerning the generally

proprietas communicatur, quae propria est alterius'. Heinrich Bullinger, Sermonum Decades Quinque,
De potissimis Christianae religionis capitibus (Ziirich: 1557), Dec. 4, Sermo 6, 235a.

** See the section 4.5.6 Terminology at the end of this chapter.

%% See M. J. Rouet de J ournel, Enchiridion Patristicum (Freiburg: Herder, 1922), 407.
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accepted contemporary attitude towards the issue of communicatio idiomatum. The
most obvious one is the Chalcedonense itself, which apart from the famous four
adverbs [GovyyUTOG, ATPENTWS, AdLALPETWS, AxwploTwg] asserts clearly:
ovdopod TR T@V @Ooswv dragopdg AvmpMuEVNG dia TNV
gvwolv, cwlopévng 8¢ parlov TG 1810TNTOG EKATEPAG QUGEWG
(Denz. 302; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 166-67).>
Although the grammatical structure and the recurring 'One and the same' in the
Chalcedonense may involve a certain assumption concerning an early form of
communicatio idiomatum, this is rather the safeguarding of the unity of the Person
(which neither side disputed) and not a starting basis for claiming the validity of
communicatio idiomatum — as we have it e.g. in John of Damascus and Thomas
Aquinas — as a recognised standard in 451. What the Chalcedonense primarily claims
is that 'the One and the same' is the subject of all actions, nevertheless, without the

slightest impairment done to the properties of either nature. The words 003a.pod and
pdAdov in the above passage — together with the four adverbs — clearly express this

emphasis. Thus, the union does not remove the differences of the natures at all — or

in no way [008apuo0] — but rather [udAAov] the property of each is preserved.

The other universally acknowledged contemporary source, validated by the same

council and which also discusses the issue, is Leo's Tome 3:

Salva igitur proprietate utriusque naturae et substantiae,’’ et in unam
co&unte personam, suscepta est a maiestate humilitas, a virtute infirmitas,
ab aeternitate mortalitas. [...] In integra ergo veri hominis perfectaque
natura verus natus est Deus, totus in suis, totus in nostris. [...] Proinde
qui manens in forma Dei fecit hominem, idem in forma servi factus est
homo. Tenet enim sine defectu proprietatem suam utraque natura; et
sicut formam servi Dei forma non adimit, ita formam Dei servi forma
non minuit (4CO 11, 2, 1, 27 — my italics).

% An interesting parallelism is notable between this passage of the Chalcedonense and Cyril's Epistola
dogmatica to Nestorius. His text does not allow (at least verbally) a communicatio idiomatum either.
Although the second part of the passage in his letter differs from the Definition, yet even there we do
not find a clear statement of an exchange of properties: o0y ®¢ THg T@V QUOEOV dLoPopPdg
avnpnuévng dia v Evoolv, drotedecac®v 8¢ pdrdov fuiv tov Eva Kipiov ’Incodv
Xplotov kal Yiov, 8edtntog te xal avdpwndtntog, dia Tfig dgpactov kol AmopprTov
Tpog Evotnta. cuvdpoptic (Hahn, Bibliothek, 311).

57 As shown by L. Abramowski, the idea derives from Tertullian, Adversus Praxean c. 27, 11 (CSEL
47, 281-82): 'et adeo salva est utriusque proprietas substantiae'. Abramowski, 'Zuvaeera’, 68.
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The limits of the present work do not permit a deeper investigation of the matter, yet
the gathered authoritative evidence is unambiguous. In the first half of the fifth
century and even in 451 both the theological heritage of Theodoret and the
universally accepted standards of faith pronounced themselves clearly against any
idea which later became known as communicatio idiomatum. Further, apart from the
impressive elaboration of this doctrine by John of Damascus and especially by
Thomas Aquinas, no ecumenical or regional church council has ever included this
teaching among the elements of fides recta. Therefore, it is fair to determine that a
charge brought against any theologian of the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period
concerning their failure to apply this doctrine in their Christology is anachronistic.
The profession of such a teaching in those years would most certainly have raised the
suspicion of one's mingling or confusing the natures.® The later theological
development accepted communicatio idiomatum, although its application differs
quite notably even in the sixteenth century,”® nevertheless the reading back of its

elaborated arguments into this early period is unacceptable.

One idea, however, which is present at the beginning of Ch. 30 in De incarnatione
(col. 1469D) concerning the Word appropriating [oikelovtaL] 'the wretchedness
[tv edtéAeLav] of the form of the servant', still deserves a brief attention. I shall
quote the whole passage below in relation with the ontological importance of
'naming'. The sentence 0 0e0g Adyog oikelobTaL THE TOD doVAOL HOPOTG TNV
gvTELeLay is arguably an important step towards the subsequently developed idea of
the communication of properties. This does not necessarily mean that Theodoret
applied this helping doctrine in his Christology with all its later emphases, but rather
that the unity of subject in Christ was a true concern for him also. This "appropriation’
of the human weaknesses by the Word also shows how the 'One who was hidden'
during the temptation on one hand 'did not fight together with the wrestler', yet, on
the other hand He did not abandon the human nature, but in a certain sense He rather

participated in its suffering, i.e. by this peculiar oikeiwoig. The fact that this idea of

% It is this reading of the 'union’ which the Chalcedonense seeks to avoid in the quoted passage.
*® In lack of space I cannot elaborate here the differences between Luther's and Calvin's Christology,
yet the former is undoubtedly closer to the Alexandrian, whilst the latter to the Antiochene position.
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'appropriation’ is not a hapax legomenon in Theodoret is proven by his Commentary
on Isaiah 17:58-59:
gdetke [tnv] evolv tnv dekaueévnv to madog TO odpo yop TA
otavp® mpoonrodn, N 8¢ Feotng wkerovTo TO MAdog (SC 315).
Having thus addressed the question of communicatio idiomatum we can proceed now

to analyse Theodoret's peculiar way of handling the names, titles and appellations

referring to Jesus Christ — which Clayton labelled as a communicatio onomaton.

The ontological importance of ‘naming’

During the analysis of De Trinitate 1 have already emphasised the theological
relevance of 'naming' for our author. A name is not a mere epithet for Theodoret: it is
ontologically proper to its bearer and thus becomes a theological statement whenever
it is applied, especially if the appellation derives from Scripture. The name often
'teaches' us something. Perhaps it is useful to review a few representative

occurrences of 'naming' from the first tract with a little paraphrase:

Ch. 4: [God the Father] since ever He is — yet He is eternally — Father He
both is and is called [69’ oOnep Eotiv del 8¢ Eott, [Tatnp kol EoTL
kot kaAeitai] (col. 1152A). — If He is called so, He is Father indeed.

Ch. 6: [the apostles] labelled [rmpoomyopevoav] nowhere [in the
Scripture] the honourable Child [yevvnua] of God a creature [ktiopa]
(col. 1153B). — If they did not label Him a creature, He is not a creature.

Ch. 10: The Word is also named [6vopaletai] Son [...] He is called
[kaAeitar] God as well [...] the term Firstborn is the name of the
oikonomia (col. 1157D-1160A). — Thus, the Word is both Son and God.

Ch. 11: That is why [the Scripture] uses these names [of Father and Son]
so that from them we would learn the sameness [of their holders] [lva
gk T@V Ovoudtwv padopev v tawtotnta] (col. 1161C). — The
names themselves teach us the sameness.

Ch. 24: If those who received the grace of the Spirit in a greater or
smaller measure are indeed called [ovopalovtat] temples of God, from
this appellation we shall conclude that [the Holy Spirit] is akin [to the
Father and the Son] [¢k tfig mpoomyopiag VONGOUEV TRV
ovyyévelav] (col. 1181D). — This is one of the most eloquent examples
showing the extent of the ontological relevance of biblical appellations.
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Title of Ch. 27: 6t dxtictwg &k Beod 1o Ilvedpo 10 dyov, 310

kol aiwviov koAeital (col. 1188A). — The Spirit is eternal, because

the Scripture calls Him so.
These examples already give an impression about Theodoret's biblical rationale: if
Scripture uses a specific name to denote a person, this ought to be taken as being
appropriate in an ontological sense also. 'Naming' is present throughout the second
treatise and not only concerning Jesus Christ. The variety of verbs used is
noteworthy: dnoxaléw, S1dackw, kKAAEw, AEyw, Ovoudlw, mpocayopevw,

yxpnuatilo. I shall present a few representative examples from De incarnatione.

Ch. 3 of De incarnatione is consecrated to the explanation of Adam's naming. Based
on the Hebrew meaning of 'adamah' our author argues that after having created man
in His own image, 'God gave him the name of his nature' [tTi8nolv adT® 10 TG
@Voewg Ovopa]. The main reason for doing so was to avoid Adam becoming over-
confident and conceited by the peak of masterhood he was raised to by his Creator.
Therefore God raised an obstacle against Adam's haughty thoughts exactly by calling
him 'Adam' — lva &k tfig mpoonyoplag EvvodV TNV OLYYEVELAY, KOl TOG
aQopuog Thg @Voswg AoyiLopevog. Thus, man 'would behold his ancestry, the
dust [tov mpoyovov yovv] in front of his eyes, and would know himself [EavTtov
pev yvopin].' This is Theodoret's way of saying yv@8t ceavtov. Adam begins to
know his very own self through the name given to him by his Creator. The name in
this case comprises the main ontological difference between Creator and creature.
Theodoret regards the naming of the first man 'Adam' as being God's first

providential act towards him (col. 1421BC).

At the end of Ch. 23 'on one hand the mother is called Virgin, on the other hand the
Virgin is labelled mother,*® because she conjoins both the opposite names as well as
things'. Here the author suggests that the biblical appellation — although it might be

unusual or beyond our understanding — does not lose its ontological validity.

Let us move onto the appellations concerning Jesus Christ. In Ch. 20 we read:

 vat. 841: kol mapBévov pntépa kalovpévny (PG 75, 1461B). Nicetas had: kai mapdévov
HEV TNV untépa Kadovpuévny, untépa 8& v napdévov npocayopsvopévny (PG 84, 68B).
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For if the child within the Virgin received this appellation [i.e.
Emmanuel], it is clear, that He was God and man simultaneously, being
one and having received the other, perfect in each respect. By the
[expression] 'with us' the perfection of the human is shown, because each
of us possesses the human nature perfectly. Hence by 'God', with the
addition of the article, the Son's Godhead is acknowledged (col. 1453C).

Thus, the biblical appellation 'Emmanuel’ is an ontological proof for our author that

Jesus Christ is truly human and divine, ka8’ &xdtepov téLeLog, preserving the
Pauline sequence of brapywv and Aafwv. As the author says, Paul preaches the
unity of the Person [npocwmnov], 'that is why he names [rnpocayopever] Jesus

Christ both human and God' (Ch. 22, col. 1460A). In fact, the very juxtaposition of

Beotokog and avdpwnotokog, from which Theodoret will draw back after his

letter to the Eastern monks in 431-32, does not express anything else than this

simultaneous recognition of the double opoovoia of the same Christ:

Therefore concerning the theology nobody should be afflicted by
unbelief, nobody should be lame [in faith] about the dispensation,®' but
according to both [teachings] one should confess, that the Christ born of
Mary is God as well as man. That is why the holy Virgin is named both
God-bearer and man-bearer [3gotdxog kol &v@pwnotokog] by the
teachers of piety [On0 T®v tiig evoePelog Sidaokdrwv],* the latter
because she bore [someone] similar to her by nature, the former,
inasmuch as the form of the servant has the form of God united [to it].

This arguably justifiable juxtaposition was indeed not germane to Theodoret's
thinking. After signing the Formula (which did not contain the term dv8pwnotokog

in its original form of Sept. 431 drawn up by him either) and realising the extent to

which it was discredited because of being attached to the name of Nestorius, the

®! This last Ch. 35 is the closure of both works, in which the term Georoyia refers to De Trinitate, i.e.
'the teaching about God', whilst oikovoptia. represents De incarnatione.

52 Theodoret refers here to Diodore and Theodore. The latter in his treatise On the Incarnation writes:
'And because they ask: "Is Mary man-bearer or God-bearer?" — we say: both (dpeotepa). One [man-
bearer] because of the nature of things, and the other [God-bearer] because of the relation [Gvagopa].
Man-bearer according to the nature, because there was a man in Mary’s womb, [who] then came out
of there. But God-bearer, because God was in the born man, not around him according to the nature,
but within him according to the character of [good] will/understanding [katd TV o)EoLv TTG
yvoungl.” See H. B. Swete, ed., Theodori Episcopi Mopsuesteni in Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii, 2
vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1880-82), II, 310. Cf. Nestorius's Sermon 18 on the
Divine Incarnation (12 Dec. 430): '8gotoxog dico et addo et 10 av@pwnotokog [...] The entire
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Bishop of Cyrus simply does not use the term at all and he defends this later
abandonment in Letter 16. Cyril refused to compromise excluding any orthodox

interpretation of this conjunction e.g. in his Letter 50 to Valerianus:

opuordynoayv yap kai adtol pued’ Nudv, OtL kai B£0toOKOG EGTLV
N ayto IMap3évog, kal od npocedecav, 0tL XpLoTOTOKOG EOTLY,

¥ 3

f avlpwnotokog, kadd @acitv ot Neotoplov ta dvoTnve Kol

3 I

anodntvota dofapro epansvovieg (PG 70, 276).

One of Theodoret's most interesting ways of applying the biblical appellations
ontologically upon the Person of Christ is found in the current Ch. 29. Here, the

second overlooked chapter title is in a close theological parallel with the next one:

The overlooked title within the text of Ch. 29: | The title of the current Ch. 30:

Yidg avlpwnov 6 mpoairwviog t00 Beod | 6t Yiog 1 tod dovAov popon Sia
Aoyog nvdoknoev ovopalestar TNV CLVAQYELOY WOAVTOG

(col. 1469C) npocayopeveTat (col. 1469D)

The eternal Word of God was pleased to be The form of the servant is called similarly
named Son of Man 'Son' because of the conjunction

The parallelism of the theological terms contained within the two statements is
obvious. While the first title speaks of 'the Word being called the Son of Man', the
second deals with 'the form of the servant named Son [of God]'. Thus, Yiog
avBpamov is matched with Yiog [0g00], and 0 mpoaiwviog Beog Adyog with 1y
100 80VAov popen. The term 6 mpoatwviog is the counterpart of cvvageia:
whilst the Word is timeless and eternal, His conjunction with the manhood happened
in a certain moment of time. Thus, the 'form of the servant' is and can be called 'Son'
only after this conjunction had been effected. The Logos as the subject within the
Person of Christ is shown by the fact that whilst in the first title, He [i.e. the Word]
'was pleased' [N080knoev] to be called Son of Man, in the second sentence the 'form
of the servant' is simply 'called’, 'addressed’ or even 'labelled' [rpocayopevetat]

similarly 'Son [of God]' because of its conjunction with the Word.

The adverb @woavtwg [in the title of Ch. 30] referring to the verb mpocayopedeTat

points back to the verb dvopdales@ai within the overlooked title. The treatise De

confession of orthodoxy is, that we together with 8gotéxog also pronounce dvdpwmotoxog’. Loofs,
Nestoriana, 191, cf. 181-82, 297-313. Cf. Ibid, 353.
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incarnatione itself is abundant in such examples, since it is part of Theodoret's
writing style to express the two sides of a given issue by parallel chapters and titles.

In this case, the framework had the role of evincing its twofold message.”’

Clayton had labelled this aspect of Theodoret's Christology as 'communicatio
onomaton' ("Theodoret', 239-40), i.e. a mere outward communication of names and

titles between the Godhead and the manhood sharing the one common npocwnov or
outward countenance joined by a mechanical cvvageia instead of a true
communicatio idiomatum within an ontological evwoig. As far as the evidence goes,

the doctrine of communicatio idiomatum was not part of the accepted theological
standards of the time. Nevertheless, the objection remains valid: is a communication
of names enough to secure a real union? If not, then Theodoret's manner of
conceiving the model of Christ could be labelled almost as a kind of Christological
Sabellianism, i.e. that both natures use the outward countenance of the shared

npocwnov as their common npoowneiov or mask without really participating in the

actions of the other. Let us quote Theodoret on the matter:

Not that which was of the seed of David* descended from heaven, but
the Maker [of all], the timeless Word of God, who is existent before the
ages. Because of the union with the human [nature] [8ia 8¢ tnv npog
10 avdponivov évwoiv] He takes on [AapBavet] the name of the Son
of Man. [...] [John 5:27-29] This is not the attribute [t0 i8iov] of the
mere [yiAfig] humanity, but of the inworking Godhead [tfig
gvepyovong Beotntog] and therefore also of the visible humanity
because of its conjunction [cvvageia] and union [Evewoig] with the
Godhead (col. 1469CD).

It is important to note here that Mai's erroneous reading conferred a personhood to
the seed of David, whilst the manuscript refers to it in impersonal terms. The passage
therefore is fully susceptible to an orthodox interpretation. Nevertheless, the
occasional practice of personifying the manhood is indeed one of the most vulnerable
points of Theodoret's Christology and if we disregard the soteriological reasons

behind it, it can be interpreted as heterodoxy. Nevertheless, we need to consider that

%3 1. Pasztori-Kupén, 'An unnoticed title', 108-9.
® Mai's reading of Vat. gr. 841 is erroneous here, since he edited: ovy 6 &x oméppatog AaPid,
whilst the manuscript reads: o0 10 &k onéppotog Aapid.
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for our author the acceptance of 'the seed of David descending from heaven'
(although in this case it is a 'what') is equivalent to Docetism, i.e. the denial of
Christ's true humanity, against which he fought all along. The second sentence

speaks of the Word being in évwoig with the manhood. As a result, it is the Word

who takes the appellation Son of Man. This title is proper to the Word on account of
the union and it cannot be denied to Him after the incarnation. The great concern
behind this entire manner of speech is to maintain a union without confusion, despite
the fact that the seemingly antithetic names become entirely proper to the Word after
the union with the manhood. The last quoted sentence almost accepts a
communicatio idiomatum between the natures on account of the union — since

Theodoret almost seems to say that 'Son of Man' is more appropriate of $g0tng —

nevertheless, these properties are attributed and not ontologically proper to the
uniting Godhead and manhood. Thus, each nature necessarily retains its own
properties while forming one Person, who is the incarnate Logos. The other side of
the coin is presented in Ch. 30:
Thus the Word of God appropriates [oikelodtai] the wretchedness [tnv
evTéLeLav] of the form of the servant and [although] being [Orapywv]
God, He wants to be called man [dv8pwrog mNGEANCEV
ovopalecBat]. And as He shared [petédafe] in the humility
[tareiv@v] of the man, in the same fashion He confers [petadedmke]
on Him exaltation. For the infant [Bpggoc] of the Virgin is called
Emmanuel; the one swathed in swaddling clothes, sucking the breast and
being nurtured with milk is called Angel of great counsel, marvellous
counsellor, mighty God, ruler, prince of peace, Father of the coming age,

Son of the Highest, Saviour, Lord and Creator of all. For he says, 'One
Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all [things are]® (col. 1469D-1472A).

Here Theodoret speaks about 6 0gog Adyog making the wretchedness and the
humility of human existence His own. This idea of olkeiwoig is worthy of our
attention, since (as mentioned above) one may indeed say that it was arguably the
closest point to a certain kind of communicatio idiomatum in Theodoret's
Christology. As it appears in the text, this appropriation happens simultaneously

with the Word's acceptance to be called man, which again reinforces the ontological

% See 1 Corinthians 8:6. Cf. Romans 11:36 and Colossians 1:16.
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function of naming. Further, Mai's Latin translation can be misleading here, since it
translates petélofe with 'assumpsit’, whereas it means more a partaking in humility,
which is a truly human experience. The 'exchange of experiences' between divinity
and humanity is expressed with the use of the same preposition (ueta) for both
actions: on one hand the God-Word partakes (netélafe) in the humility of man, on
the other hand He confers (uetadedwke) exaltation on the man. The key issue is the
common participation in humility and exaltation of both natures, since our own
redemption and glorification depends on the exaltation of Christ's humanity, which is
the common link between Him and us.® This is why after the redemption Theodoret
can more comfortably assert that the human nature received impassibility, since for
him that is the true archetype of our own glorification. Thus, the appropriateness (cf.
again with oikelow) of the glorious titles given already to the Infant of the Virgin
will become evident in the moment of the human nature's glorification. The name
'One Lord Jesus Christ' describes this unparalleled union, the peculiarities of which
are emphasised for soteriological reasons. The sharing of the names is not necessarily
a mechanical process, on the contrary: we understand the reason of the application of
seemingly contradicting names to the one Lord Jesus Christ from the perspective of
the already accomplished atonement. We can see Him being 6£0g ioyvpog already
in infancy because we contemplate the entire inseparable union from the glorious
perspective of His victory. This oikovoptk®¢ manner of understanding the biblical
titles of Christ as ontologically proper to Him from a primarily eschatological
viewpoint (see e.g. the title [Tatnp 100 péAdovtog ai®@vog applied to the infant)

can be observed concerning the names 'Jesus' and 'Christ' also:

Truly the names 'Jesus' and 'Christ' are significant of the dispensation
[tfig oixovoutiag eiol onuavrtika]. And the dispensation happened
neither before the creation, nor immediately after the creation, but in the
last days. Therefore the name "Christ' indicates not only the assumed one

% It is interesting to observe that whilst for Theodoret the common link between Christ and us is His
human nature, e.g. for Cyril it is His divine nature through the participation of the Holy Spirit either in
a baptismal or eucharistic sense: "Here, behold, I pray, man's nature anointed with the grace of the
Holy Spirit in Christ as the firstfruits, and crowned with the highest honours [...] possessing the
glorious privilege of adoption, we have been made partakers of the divine nature by the
communication of the Holy Spirit' (Smith, 4 Commentary on Luke by Cyril, 50). This is very
significant in respect to the soteriological background of their Christological statements.
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[tov Ane8evta povov], but also the assuming Word together with the
assumed (for it is significant for both God and the man). Paul attributes
[Gvatidnot] the creation and arrangement of all to the visible also,
because of the union [Evwoig] with that which was hidden [t0
kpuntdpevov]. That is why elsewhere he calls [rpocayopevet] the
Christ God above all also, saying: [Romans 9:5]. Not because the
descendant [&ndyovog] of David is God by himself [adtog kad’
avtov] and God above all, but because he was the temple [vaog] of the
God who is over all, having the divinity united [fjvopeévnv] and
conjoined [cvvnuuevnv] with himself (col. 1472AB).
Therefore, our view of the oikonomia has an undeniable eschatological dimension
which primarily enables us to perceive the appellations applied to the Person of
Christ in ontological sense. The fact that the name 'Christ' indicates both the
assuming and the assumed nature raises the suspicion whether the author understands
it merely as being an ornamental epithet, i.e. a title of the common npocwnov to
which everything can be ascribed as to a more or less tertium quid. The text above
helps us to clarify two relevant points: first, that whatever name or title is given to
the Incarnate Christ becomes proper to Him ontologically based on the authority of
Scripture. Christ is not a fertium quid, since Paul attributes the creation to the visible

[t® opwuevy] also.”” The second observation is that for the sake of preserving the
union unmingled and unconfused, the author distinguishes between the application of
the biblical titles and of the properties of the natures respectively. It may be said that
the names are valid ontologically, whereas the properties are ascribed to the natures
attributively, i.e. on the account of the union. Therefore there is a communicatio
onomaton indeed, but this derives from the biblical narrative and is applied with
ontological authority within the eschatological standpoint. The communicatio
idiomatum is missing, yet that — at least for our author and for the theological
standards of his time — would mean the acceptance of a degree of confusion of the

natures. This is why Christ is indeed God above all according to Paul's words, yet not

7 Cf. with Letter 147, written in early 451: 6 Kopiog fjuév ’Inoodg Xpiotog odk dAro
npdownov oL mapd tov Yiov tAg Tpiadog mAnpwriikdv. O yap avtdg mpO HEV TAV
alovev Yiog v Movoyeviig kai Bedg Adyog, peta 8¢ v Evaviponnowv dvopacdn kai
*Inoolc kai Xpiotdg, and @V npaypatwy tag npoonyopiog deEapevog (SC 111, 206).
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because His humanity as the seed of David is divine adtog ka8’ adtov.”® The

above passage is meant chiefly to exclude such mingling — as a result, it carries the

risk of becoming open to a subsequent negative interpretation.

The fact that the manhood in the above text is called 'man’ draws attention to a
peculiar way in which Theodoret conceives the incarnation. The humanity is
addressed sometimes in concrete terms in the treatise, yet exclusively so after its
union with the Word. The reason for this can be found again in the title 'Christ' which
indicates both natures and returns in Ch. 32:

For the one conjoined with the other [Qatepov yap Batépw

oovagdev]®” is named Christ, whereas the bare [wiAn] form of the

servant stripped of the Godhead [yopvr tvyxdavovca tfg $e6TNTOC]

was never called so [EkAn10n] by the teachers of piety (col. 1472D).
Apart from the obvious Arian danger of calling Christ a mere man Theodoret tries to
avoid here another idea, namely that the humanity might be regarded as being worthy
in itself of the name 'Christ'. If the name 'Christ' is denied to the bare form of the
servant, it is because the human nature does not deserve this appellation by itself
ontologically. Thus, the relevance of ontological 'naming' is expressed again. The
humanity is raised to a 'personal’ status only after its union with the Word and is
addressed in concrete terms accordingly (i.e. only after the union), although the
mature Theodoret will gradually abandon this practice also. The suspicion
concerning the names 'Jesus' and 'Christ' as being mere titles of the shared outward
prosopon (thus denoting a tertium quid resulting from the union of God and man) is
contradicted by Theodoret's Letter 147 to John the oikonomos written in early 451:

0 yap adTOg mPO UEV TAV aldvev Y10¢ iV HOVOYeEVNg kal Bg0g

Aoyog, peta 8¢ v evavlponnowv wvouacdn kat " Incodg kai
Xplotdg, GmO TOV mpaAyHATOV TAG Tpoonyopilog deEauevog.

% This differentiation was further refined by scholasticism when the ascription of a certain property to
Jesus Christ was inadmissible in the cases where He was qualified 'reduplicative formaliter': for
example, one could not say that 'Christ as Man is God' or that "what belongs to the human nature can
be predicated of the divine nature'. These were heterodox statements even in the time of Thomas
Aquinas (Summa Theologica 111, Q16, A11 and AS5).

% According to the Syriac text of Severus' Contra Grammaticum, the expression suvodéy should be
inserted after atepov yop Gatépw. I am indebted to Dr. Paul Parvis for this correction based on
CSCO, Scr. Syri, Series Quarta, V, 257, line 19. Lebon's Latin translation of the fragment is the
following: 'altera namque alteri coniuncta, Christus nominatur' (my italics). 1bid., 181, lines 6-7.
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*Incodg pév yop Zwtnp épunvevertat [...] Xpiotog 8¢ kEKANTOL,

o¢ kata to Gvipwneiov 1@ [lvedpatt 1@ moavaylw yxprodeis,

KOL  YPMUATLOOG GPYLEPELG TUAY, KOl ATOGTOAOG, Kol

npoentng, kai Pacideds [...] Mndeig tolvuv avontwg dAlov

tiva tov Xprotov vopllEtw mapa tov Yiov tov povoyevii (SC

111, 206-207).
This is perhaps one of the clearest explanations of Theodoret's ontological
communicatio onomaton. The Word is called 'Jesus' and 'Christ' after the
inhumanation, being anointed according to the humanity by the Spirit and taking on
His triple office for our sake: high-priest, apostle and prophet as well as King. The
use of the name 'Christ' by Theodoret may sound suspicious, yet our author firmly
states that obk GALog &otiv 0 Xpiotog mopa TOv povoyevii Yiov tod Beod
(SC 111, 202). Of course, his Christological standard remains as it were a 'finitum

non capax infiniti'. His consistency can be seen at the beginning of Ch. 24 also:

Thus was the Master Christ born [...] (for after the birth it would not be
correct to call Him only God-Word or man stripped of Godhead, but
Christ, which indicates [dnAol] both the assuming and the assumed
natures) (col. 1461B).
The main reason for applying the biblical titles to Jesus Christ therefore is to keep the
integrity of both natures within the union. The eschatological-ontological
communication of names may not have been the ultimate solution to the problem, yet
it was perhaps one of the farthest points an Antiochene theologian could go towards
a real union in Christ in the fifth century. Since the communication of properties was
not a valid standard in Theodoret's heritage and his time — therefore it was not a

viable option for him either. Whether this resulted in a too loose connection between

the two natures or not is the following subject of our investigation.

4.5.3 The subject of predication

This section is consecrated to the analysis of a few representative passages of De
incarnatione where the author arguably introduces 'a second subject' of predication
within the Person of Christ or at least ascribes important words and deeds within
salvation history to the manhood often addressed in concrete terms. This is one of the

most controversial aspects of Theodoret's early Christology, the more so since his
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generally constant attitude seems to have undergone a change in the mode of
expression after Ephesus. This touches particularly the concrete designations for the
human nature which seem to fade out during the years of theological maturation.
Nevertheless, since these concrete designations play an important role in the
soteriology and Christology of De incarnatione, 1 shall try to give them an equitable

place within the analysis.

It is also important to note that whilst we have some standards to measure
Christological orthodoxy, we do not possess any concerning soteriological
orthodoxy. A different soteriological scheme, however, leads to different questions
and answers, shaping one's Christology accordingly. For example the two assertions:
'only God can save the fallen humankind' and 'the same nature has to show obedience
and undergo the punishment which trespassed' are similarly acceptable, yet if both
were taken as valid soteriological starting points they would almost certainly result in
Christological differences. I cannot enter the details of this issue, yet I would like to
refer the reader to the excellent article of D. F. Winslow, from which I quote:

There is the need further to determine both why the Fathers said what

they did as well as to assess what they said with critical attention to its

implications vis-a-vis the Christian faith. [...] Why are we more

comfortably disposed to the language of personal relationship than to the

language of satisfaction and propitiation? What leads some of us to react

negatively to dramatic interpretations of Christ's victory over the demons

and to react more positively toward His victory over sin and death? There

is no soteriological 'orthodoxy' to guide us, no credal assertions, no
uniform tradition.”

As signalled above during the discussion of the human soul we have to return to the
Temptation-story, more precisely to its conclusion. We have already assessed that the
Pauline analogy of the first and the second Adam is crucial for Theodoret's
understanding of Christ's human suffering, temptation and obedience. We have seen
that the Word 'permits hunger to occur', and that Christ 'hides' His divinity upon
hearing Satan speak, moments which attest the Word's presence. Nevertheless, it is
important from the viewpoint of God's justice that the humanity has to be given the

same chance once more as in Eden, to freely say 'no' to the devil. This is undoubtedly

" D. F. Winslow, 'Soteriological "Orthodoxy" in the Fathers', SP, 15 (1984), 393-95 (p. 394).
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a very subtle and peculiarly Antiochene point emerging from the synoptic narrative

itself. This has been the case for Theodoret's masters as well. As Anastos observes,

Theodore wished to emphasise the perfect humanity of Christ. He was
careful to insist that Christ was without blemish, but he deemed it
essential for the salvation of mankind that Christ should have been free to
choose evil and to sin had he wished to do so.”"

This is exactly the point to which Alexandria would not go: Christ cannot be even
supposed to have had the possibility to choose otherwise than He did. It seems to me
that this is Theodoret's way of understanding it also — that is why he underlines so
diligently Christ's complete sinlessness — but he wants to evade the other difficulty,
namely that Christ did not play a divine game upon the earth, that He had a truly free,
sinless human will and that His temptation and sufferings were completely real and
human, otherwise the whole salvation is in jeopardy, since God cannot be tempted.

This is in fact the argument within the devil's shockingly dramatic discourse:

Because if the God-Word replaced the intellect in that which was
assumed [Qv avti vod &v 1@ Anedévti], even the devil could find
some justified excuses, and reasonably might say: 'Ruler and Creator of
everything, I did not begin the fight against You, because I know Your
dignity, I am aware of [Your] might, and recognise [Your] authority. I
acknowledge my servitude even suffering from rebelliousness. I yield
victory even to the angels and to all the heavenly hosts, [although] once I,
the miserable one, had been also one of them. Hence, I started the fight
against this one, whom You formed out of clay, created after Your
image, honoured with reason [tiuncog @ Adyw],”* made the citizen
[mroAttng] of paradise and presented [as] the ruler of earth and sea. This
one I have defeated by using deceit, not force [tovtov, anaty
xpnoduevog, odk Gvdykn, veviknka].” Up till today I am still the
one who defeats [him], prostrates [him] and sends [him] to death. Bring
this one to the arena [elg 10 otadiov] and command him to fight with
me, be the spectator [8eatng] and judge [aywvodEtng] of the combat
Yourself. Even be his trainer if You want [roidotpipov moieiv], teach
him to fight, show him the holds of success, anoint him as You wish, just
do not fight together with the wrestler [uOvov um ovppaynong
nadatovei]. I am not so audacious and mindless to attempt fighting
against You, the Creator." The devil could have justly told this to the

' Anastos, 'The Immutability of Christ ', 126.

" griunoog @ Adyw could be interpreted either as referring to the intellect (i.e. God's greatest gift),
but also as '[You] honoured [him] with the Word', i.e. with both the Person and the written Scripture.
7 Only by Nicetas (Vindob. 71, fol. 308", line 26), cf. PG 84, 81D.
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Saviour Christ, if He were not man [properly], but [only] God, fighting in

place of man [ginep o0k dv8pwnog 7fv, aAla 6Ogdg, O avri

avlpwnov naiaiwv]. (col. 1444AC).
This is one of the most famous and perhaps one of the most disputed passages from
De incarnatione, which caused a long-term suspicion concerning the orthodoxy of its
author starting from his own days up till recent scholarship. It was quoted in greater
part and criticised by Marius Mercator. Garnier included it in his Auctarium (see PG
84, 81C-84B), whilst considering Theodoret a Nestorian. Two renowned scholars of
our time, H. M. Diepen and Jean Daniélou, have crossed swords heavily over this
selfsame passage. Paul Parvis and Paul B. Clayton’ commented on it in their
doctoral theses. Thus, before proceeding with its analysis, I shall try to summarise at

least the main lines represented by modern scholarship.

Diepen and Clayton seem to follow Mercator's and Garnier's judgement, forming the
category of those condemning Theodoret severely for his 'two-subject Christology'

and dissolving Christ's hypostatic union. As Diepen writes about the above passage:

En ce texte, Théodoret ne nie pas la divinité de Jésus-Christ. Nestorius
lui-méme ne 'a jamais fait, pas en ces termes du moins. Mais Théodoret,
comme Nestorius, nie la divinité de celui qui, en Jésus-Christ, a lutté
contre le diable, 6 malaiwv. Or, c'est précisement sous cette forme
subtile, trés différente des simplifications de Cassien, que le
nestorianisme a été condamné au concile d'Ephése. L'anathéme — et quel
anathéme! — a porté sur l'introduction implicite et subreptice de deux
sujets d'attribution dans un Christ, un Fils, un Seigneur Jésus-Christ. Par
une confusion fatale, Théodoret, comme Nestorius encore, englobe dans
une méme reprobation la folie d'Apollinaire et de dogme d'Ephése. Et si
le R. P. [Jean Daniélou] me reprochait de ne pas étre sensible a la beauté
d'un texte ou l'on trouve déja une 'psychologie humaine du Christ'
formellement esquissée, je réponds que cet avantage est payé trop cher,
son prix étant I'union hypostatique et le sens méme du mystére.”

Clayton shares this opinion and does not see any evolution within Theodoret's
Christology until the end of his life and depicts him as an inconvertible crypto-
Nestorian. Despite the fact that Diepen's argument concerning the condemnation of
Nestorianism in Ephesus in its 'subtle form' is difficult to accept when one considers

the atmosphere and the hurry in which the first sessions of Cyril's council were

™ Diepen, "Théodoret et le dogme d' Ephése’, RSR, 44 (1956), 243-47; Clayton, 'Theodoret', 219-26.
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conducted, and despite his reference to Cyril's fourth anathema, which was flatly
contradicted by the Formula of Reunion signed by Cyril himself, and despite the fact
that the Cyrilline anathemas cannot be regarded as being the commonly agreed
theological standard of the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period (since Chalcedon did not
formally approve them),”® we should still admit that the French scholar raises a real

Christological concern regarding the unity of subject in the above text.

Although agreeing about the heterodoxy of the quoted passage, Paul Parvis argues
that a later development in Theodoret's thinking and terminology did in fact occur:

'Only do not fight on the side of the wrestler.' [...] This is meant to
exclude Apollinarianism, but it excludes much else as well. Cyril would
undoubtedly have thought that the admonition povov pmn cvppoyxnong
nadatovil was a piece of truly diabolic theology, and it must be
presumed that the Theodoret of the Commentary, who is careful to make
the subject of the saving acts the Incarnate and not simply the assumed
nature, would not himself have endorsed the devil's speech in such
glowing terms as he did in De incarnatione.”’

Finally, we have to mention Marcel Richard, Jean Daniélou, Marijan Mandac and
Giinter Koch as some of those representing the view that Theodoret's exposé can be
interpreted in an orthodox manner, despite its dramatic internal tensions. Koch

emphasises the one subject, whilst admitting the prominence of the human nature:

Subjekt der Aussagen ist der eine Christus, das eine Prosopon der
Mensch gewordenen Logos, aber in diesem einen wird nun gerade die
menschliche Wirklichkeit, das menschliche Wirken hvf:rausgeste:llt.?s

In opposition to Diepen, Jean Daniélou argues that both Theodoret and Cyril were

equally orthodox and both of them used some formulae, which later appeared to be

s Diepen, 'Théodoret et le dogme d' I:Jphése', 246.

76 Cyril's Epistola synodica (with the 12 anathemas) was not recognised by Chalcedon, only his
Epistola dogmatica and Epistola ad Orientales (Epistola dogmatica: Ep. 4 in PG 77, 44-49 — Second
letter to Nestorius; Epistola ad Orientales: Ep. 39 in PG 77, 173-81 — 'Let the heavens rejoice...").
Loofs, who himself gave up his former opinion that the synodica was implicitly acknowledged at
Chalcedon, presents his evidence in Fr. Loofs, Nestorius and His Place in the History of Christian
Doctrine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914), 98. This is the reason why I did not quote
the anathemas concerning the issue of communicatio idiomatum, since although they were composed
in the same period, their theological validity was first attested in 553.

"7 parvis, 'Theodoret' s Commentary on Paul', 305.

™ Koch, Strukturen und Geschichte des Heils, 141.
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equally insufficient. In his answer to Diepen's above quoted comment, Daniélou

defends Theodoret's orthodoxy.”

[ think that it is almost impossible to reconcile the various views (and we have
quoted only a few of the most representative ones) concerning Theodoret's exposé
above. Therefore, instead of repeating the already enumerated arguments by modern
scholars, I would rather admit that concerning certain issues one has to accept to be
in disagreement with someone else and still respect and assess positively the position
and contribution of the other party. The approaches of Diepen and Daniélou are
relevant up till the present day in describing the fundamental differences between the
two major positions. Daniélou defends Theodoret's orthodoxy exactly on a basis of a
rather difficult passage, which — and I agree here with the judgement of Paul Parvis —
Cyril might have easily labelled as 'diabolic theology', and shows how it can be

interpreted in orthodox sense.

Therefore let us return to this very representative passage and try to define its subject
of predication. It is obvious that the text is aimed against the Arian-Apollinarian
Christological model, yet another aspect has to be restated: the soteriological starting
point of the passage is decisive. The same nature which disobeyed God's command
has to show obedience. As the devil says, he defeated God's creature and not God
Himself — by deceit and not by force. In the battle he demands to face human
resistance and not divine might. For some theologians it may not be a question of
theodicy for God to deceive Satan — it is for Theodoret, who was eager to evince that
God treated even sin with righteousness, throwing it out of power only after having
proved its injustice. What the devil in fact offers God here is nothing else than a
bargain: he is ready to accept God's power over everything if God were to
acknowledge his [i.e. Satan's] unchallenged rule over the fallen humankind. Of
course, this would mean the handing over of God's most precious creation to the
devil. This is by no means possible for the Creator who loves His creation.

Nevertheless, He loves His justice also. In order not to play off God's love for

" Diepen, "Théodoret et le dogme d' Ephése’ (followed by Daniélou's answer on 247-48).
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humankind (which would dictate a divine shattering of the df:vil)so against His
impeccable justice (which demands the just punishment of the disobedient human
nature), Theodoret sees no other way than to bring the humanity of Christ — referred
here in concrete terms as 0 modaiwv — into the battlefield to take back the dominion
of the Evil One over the entire fallen humanity. The Word's impassibility does not

seem to be the primary concern in this case (I shall examine those examples below).

Thus, God — who is righteous even towards Satan — accepts the challenge. The
obedience is shown by the humanity of Christ, permitted by the Word to feel hunger
and to be tempted. Theodoret's ominous sentence HOVOV M1 GLUHUAXAONG
noAaiovtt is thus the very cornerstone of this argument in his attempt to find the

equitable balance between God's justice, His almighty power and ineffable
philanthropy. Does this result in a necessary division of the one subject of
predication within his Christological model? If the humanity were abandoned by the
Word for the time of the fight, yes. Hence, as far as Theodoret's soteriology is
concerned, in his mind there is a substantial difference between the Word 'not
fighting' together with the wrestler and 'abandoning' the human nature altogether.
The Word has clearly not abandoned the perfect human nature He assumed, since the
union is indivisible (see Ch. 29), but rather permitted for the rational soul to make a
moral choice in the name of all humankind and for its redemption, that the devil
might know that his rule over the nature of humanity has come to an end. In fact, the
choice was the same as if it were taken by the divine Word, showing that the perfect

human nature — as God's restored image — can be in accordance with God's will.*

The answer to the above question, however, may still depend on whether one
considers 6 Zwtnp Xpiotdg in the quoted passage as the single subject of
predication to whom the work of deliverance is ultimately ascribed on account of the
real union — the properties of each nature being thus preserved — or regards the title

'the Saviour Christ' a mere epithet for the commonly shared npocwmov or outward

% This solution would harm God's justice in Theodoret's view. That is why he addresses thus to
Apollinaris: 'the God-Word would not need the body either, for He was not in want! He could have
accomplished our salvation [simply] by His mere command! But He wanted us to be partakers in [His]
success: that is why He took on the sinful nature' (Ch. 18, col. 1448C).

8! See the further examples below.
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countenance. Considering the ontological importance of 'naming' outlined above it is
my understanding that our author may be credited with the first option. Nevertheless,
I also admit that the opposite view has its own quite justified Christological
arguments, although they are based as we have said on a similarly valid but different
soteriological premise. The concluding passage shows our author's main concern:

If there was no human intellect [vodg &v8pwnivog] in Him,** God

replacing the mind and taking over the work of the intellect, then God

hungered with the body, God thirsted, suffered, slept, grieved, was

afraid ® and endured all the other human torments also. Hence, if God

had fought and won, then I have been deprived of victory, [because] God

fulfilled all righteousness, since the God-Word would not have received

it [i.e. the mind], as the followers of the niggling of Apollinaris are

upholding, on the grounds that it was impossible to fulfil the laws of

righteousness with a human mind (col. 1444C).
It is interesting that here the issue of divine impassibility has a far lesser weight than
God's justice. The ultimate question is the level of 'my participation' in the victory of
Christ. Since for Theodoret the common link between Christ and us is His human
nature, His victory over the devil can be ascribed to us only if it had been carried out
by His human obedience. Thus, the victory over the devil of Christ's human nature is
simultaneously ascribed to the Word on account of the union without confusion and
to us on account of the same nature. I think this is the most plausible explanation of
Theodoret's theological reasons, yet this does not necessarily mean that all the

obscure or defective points of his system can or should be explained away.

In order to reflect on this issue more fully, I have chosen a few more passages of this
kind, which already involve a related question, namely, the author's way of
appropriating the human experiences to the Word. This particularly concerns divine
impassibility and the preservation of the natures' properties. For Theodoret the Arian
concept is certainly not a lesser danger than the Apollinarian one:

We believe the Lord Himself, who said: 'My soul is exceeding sorrowful,

even unto death.' For the rational [soul] [t0 Aoyikov] in us accepts the

sensation of sorrow, but if the God-Word replaced the mind and accepted
the passions of the intellect [t Tob vod katedexeto madn], then [the

%2 Vat. 841 reads: v adt@, i.e. 'in it’ or 'in him'. Euthymius had: &v 1@ mpocAfuuartt, i.e. 'in that
which was assumed'. Cf. PG 75, 1444C with PG 130, 925B.
% The text in italics was preserved by Euthymius. See PG 130, 925B.
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Word] Himself did grieve, was afraid, was ignorant, agonised, and was
strengthened by angelic aid [dyyelixf] ocvppayle pwodeig] (col.
1453A).
We have seen that the Word's impassibility does not mean at all His inability to
commiserate with us. At this point it may not be inappropriate to reflect briefly upon
the so-called Arian syllogism mentioned in the analysis of De Trinitate.** Arius also
denied the human soul of Christ like Apollinaris did. It follows that in the lack of any

other option he necessarily ascribed ontologically all the human experiences to the

Word only.

From Chapters 9 and 10 of De incarnatione it becomes clear that Theodoret's
reaction to the Arian syllogism was not merely the denial of its major premise, as
Clayton often seems to suggest,®” but the rejection of the Adyoc—odp& model as a
whole, which is behind the whole syllogism itself. As a representative of the so-
called Adyog—av3pwnog Christology, Theodoret in fact cannot be said to have
reacted to it in any plausible way, since for him the very foundations of the system
were invalid. Thus, assessing his Christology by the rules of the Arian syllogism

does not seem to grant us a very promising insight.

Since the Alexandrians operated with the same model, they could be said to have
refined the syllogism to fit their concept. That is why Athanasius, Cyril and the
others were indeed orthodox teachers of the Church. Nonetheless, the orthodox
branch of the Ad0yog—av3pwnog Christology cannot be interpreted in terms of the
Arian syllogism, because the model behind its reasoning was from the very outset

unacceptable for these theologians.®®

% The Arian syllogism as it appears in Sullivan and Clayton, is the following: Major premise: the
Word is the subject even of the human operations and sufferings of Christ; Minor premise: whatever is
predicated of the Word must be predicated of Him in his nature: kata @Ooiv. Conclusion: the Word
is limited in his @Vo1g or nature, being passibly affected by the human experiences of Christ. Thus,
the divine oboia cannot be predicated of the Word, because He is other than the Father kata guoLv.
% See e.g. Clayton, 'Theodoret', 105, 229, 257-58, 265 etc.

* The problem with the Arian syllogism is exactly the fact that it is conclusive only within the
Adyoc-odapE model, which indeed permits no alternative formulation of the major premise unless the
sufferings are ascribed exclusively to the assumed flesh. It therefore cannot represent all the options
the Adyog-avOpwnog model is capable to involve, simply because its own limits are inadequate to
include these extra categories. Invoking a mathematical analogy: to use the Arian syllogism as a test
of the orthodoxy of a theologian who argues based on the Adyog—av@pwnog model is no less an error
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Therefore, without entering now into the details of the Word grieving, being afraid
and ignorant qua Logos, i.e. in His divine essence, let us focus on the last point in the

above passage, i.e. the dyyeAikn cvppoyio. If the Word could be said to have been

strengthened by the angel, it means that He was in need of angelic help, i.e. He was
of lower rank than angels, and consequently, a creature. Theodoret seeks to avoid
this Arian pitfall by necessarily distinguishing between what is proper to the divine
Word incarnate ontologically and attributively. This is not a mere denial of the
famous major premise of the Arian syllogism: the point is that whilst on one hand the
Word accepted our sufferings, on the other hand He was not subjected to them. Of
course, neither the Arian lowered Godhead and diminished manhood nor the
Apollinarian full Godhead and diminished manhood were adequate for the Bishop of

Cyrus. That is why he considered both heretical parties similarly ypiotopayot:

So if the heirs [kAnpovopoi] of Apollinaris' idle talking proclaim these
things also, they should be ranked together with Arius and Eunomius
among the enemies of Christ. For it is right, that those [who teach] the
same blasphemy should belong to one bunch (col. 1453AB).*’

Ch. 21 is the most important one which deals in more detail with the subject of

predication. Whilst commenting Hebrews 2:9, Theodoret writes:

This [verse] demonstrates best of all the perfection of the assumed man
[to0 &vaAnedéviog avBpwnov 10 téAerov]. For he says: ‘What is
man that You are mindful of him?* He does not say ‘what is flesh that
You are mindful of it' or 'what is the body that You are mindful of it', but
rather 'what is man', including [reptAafwv] similarly the entire nature

than to assess the validity of the arguments of a non-Euclidic mathematician based on Euclid's axioms,
the very denial of which is in fact the starting point of this geometry.

¥ The above passage is virtually the only one where Theodoret can be said to refer to his
contemporary opponents. Nevertheless, Quasten drew a major conclusion concerning its significance:
"The author explicitly denies any polemical purpose and pretends only to be defending the orthodox
faith against the Apollinarists. But the "Apollinarists” turn out to be, of all people, Cyril and the
Fathers of Ephesus!' (Patrology, 11, 547). I think that within the context of the treatise the reference to
the heirs of Apollinaris seeks to emphasise that the denial of Arianism is not yet a guarantee of
orthodoxy, since the Apollinarian thought is not less dangerous. That is why both are ranked together.
Moreover, Cyril and those present at his council cannot 'turn out to be' the Apollinarists of De
incarnatione, if the work preceded the council, save for the case if they were indeed Apollinarians,
which I would certainly refuse. In addition, Theodoret himself became convinced that Cyril did not
hold the extreme views of his anathemas after having signed the Formula of Reunion.
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also.*® On one hand he names the indwelling [tov &voiknoavta] God-
Word Lord, who, remembering His own image manifested ineffable
philanthropy; on the other hand, he names the temple assumed from us
'man’, which He visited by His arrival [rapovctia], conjoined it with
Himself [Eavt® ovvAye] and by the union [tf] &vwoel] He
accomplished [the work of] salvation (col. 1457A).
The passage starts with a concrete designation of the assumed man deriving from the
biblical text. It then becomes a label for the entire human nature, in which the Word
was dwelling as a Person. The work of salvation is then ultimately ascribed to the
Word on account of the union. This is the typical and reappearing manner in which
Theodoret differentiates between the natures' properties pertaining to their essence
and the works carried out by one of the natures, yet ascribed to the Person on account
of the union. As R. V. Sellers explains, 'from Eustathius onwards, these teachers
refer to "the man" (which is their term for "manhood") as the suum of the Logos [...]
the classical Antiochenes can say that the Logos "allowed" the manhood to
experience what belongs to it'.*” He argues that whenever the Antiochenes attribute
something to the Logos and something else to the man, 'they are but "recognising the
difference", and [...] it is certain, that those many statements of theirs which at first
sight seem to indicate that they are teaching "two Sons", must be viewed in such a
context if we are not to do them no small injustice' (Ibid., 180). The typical statement
'the seed of Abraham is different from the One who assumed it' at the end of Ch. 21
carries this fundamental difference between the essences and natures of Creator and

creature, which precedes the ascription of the atonement to the Word.

Perhaps the most eloquent example is the passage which reminds us Theodoret's

counter-statement against the fourth Cyrilline anathema:

Who [tig] was it then who prayed, offering up pleas and supplications
with strong crying and tears? Who lived in reverence [in order] to
persuade by this the One he implored? Who learned the obedience from
what he suffered, accepting the trial as teacher, and not having known
this [i.e. obedience] before the testing? Who did receive perfection
gradually [0 AaPov kata pépoc thv teherotnta]? Not the God-

% The fragment in italics was preserved only by Severus' Contra Grammaticum, CSCO, V, 67
(Syriac) and V, 47 (Latin). Lebon's Latin translation is the following: 'Non dixit "quod est caro, quod
memor es eius”, aut "quid corpus, quod memor es eius".’

¥ Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, 171.
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Word, the perfect, the One who had known all [things] before their
genesis, but [who)] does not learn by experiencing; who is venerated by
all, but adulates none; who wipes all tears away from every face, but is
not constrained by suffering to weep. Who is impassible and immortal,
yet has no fear of death, and does not beseech with crying to be delivered
from death. For these are indeed the properties [181a] of the assumed
humanity, which feared death and persisted in praying, the indwelling
Godhead making room for the fear in order that through the sufferings
the nature of that which was assumed might be displayed (col. 1457CD).

The whole passage sharpened so tenaciously onto the recurrent 'who?' is focused
upon the 181 of the Word and of the assumed man or manhood respectively. It
almost gives the impression that the author in fact exaggerates on purpose in order to
evince the faulty points of the Arian-Apollinarian model. The moments of praying,
receiving perfection gradually and fearing death are probably some of the most
difficult to explain in Christ's earthly life without actually making His human soul a
'theological factor', since these cannot be predicated of the Word qua Logos. If He is
God, He cannot pray to Himself,”® being perfect He cannot receive perfection
gradually and being Life Himself cannot be said to have feared death. Theodoret
indeed does not see any other way than to ascribe these manifestations to the

assumed nature as its proper 1dt1ov for which the Word made room. Nevertheless, he

is not alone by proceeding so. Ambrose, to whom our author refers as to Damasus
with appreciation in HE, wrote:
el Tg €imm OtL &v t@® madet Tob otoawpod TNV OdVVNMV
vnépelvey 0 Yiog tod 0gob Bedg, kal odyi 1 odp§ oV TH Wwoxi
Nvrep £vedOoato popenv dovAov Mvrep Eavt® averaPev, ®g
glpnkev 1 ayla ypoon, avadepa eotw (GCS 44, 300).
Another solution is of course simultaneously developed — paradoxically, based on the
very same biblical passage that our author quotes so frequently and to which
Ambrose refers above. Theodoret obviously did not elaborate a so-called 'kenotic'
Christology which emerging from a different soteriological assumption would result
in a less dramatic solution. It seems to me that whilst both Antioch and Alexandria

used and applied Philippians 2:6-7 in their Christology, Antioch focused on the two
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'forms' at the beginning and at the end of the biblical passage, whereas Alexandria
concentrated on the middle section concerning the 'self-emptying’ of the Word. The
results are notably different: the kenotic language removes the tension but may
become suspected of Monophysite theopaschism; the non-kenotic one preserves the

drama, yet it is vulnerable to the charge of 'two subjects'.

The Word made room for the fear in the same fashion as He allowed hunger to occur,
yet the reappearing emphasis is always the same: not the separation of the subject but
the acknowledgement of the properties. Without the i8ia., the entire reality of the
natures is at peril for our author. In one of his later works, De providentia oratio X,
written between 433 and 437,”' Theodoret explains this more carefully saying in an
epigrammatic manner that Jesus did not exceed the measure of fasting 'in order that

[His] humanity might be trusted' [iva. miotevdfj 10 dv8pwnivov] (PG 83, 752C).

The concrete designations used for the manhood

Whilst analysing the concrete terms applied to the assumed man or manhood in De
incarnatione we ought to remember that this practice was by no means an
exclusively Antiochene peculiarity. As shown by M. Richard, even Severus had to
admit that concrete designations for the human nature of Christ were tolerated until

after the Council of Ephesus:

Pour trouver en cette premiére moitié du VI°® siécle une réprobation
formelle de 'I'homme assumé', il faut chercher dans le camp monophysite.
Séveére d'Antioche s'est déclaré avec plus d'intransigeance encore que
saint Cyrille contre cette maniére de parler. Un jour pourtant, pressé par
le diophysite Jean de Césarée, il dut reconnaitre que saint Athanase, saint
Basile et bien d'autres Peres qu'il vénérait, y compris saint Cyrille,
avaient usé de semblables formules. Il s'en tira en déclarant que jusqu'a
I'hérésie de Nestorius ce langage pouvait été toléré, mais qu'il fallait,
depuis le concile d'Ephése, le laisser aux Nestoriens.”

I consider that before focusing on Theodoret's use of these terms a brief overview of

some representative examples in the wider theological heritage of his era would be

% Without opening a discussion on intra-Trinitarian relations, in lack of space | would simply refer
back here to the above passage: the divine Word is 0 navrtoag &xov edAaBovpévovs, AL’ odk
av10g svAaPovuevog (col. 1457C).

*! Marcel Richard, 'Notes sur I' évolution doctrinale de Théodoret', RSPT, 25 (1936), 459-81 (p. 477).
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needed. The list is far from being exhaustive, nevertheless, I tried to follow a

chronological sequence of the main occurrences.

In his Confession written most probably before the Nicene Creed, Athanasius gives a
concrete designation of the human being assumed by the Word of God:
[6 Yiog] &k tfig aypaviov mnapdevov Maplag tOv mMuETEpOV
aveidneev avdpwnov, Xpiotov " Incodv, Ov Onep Mudv nadeilv
nopedwkev 181q mpoatpéset [...] &v @ aviponw otavpwdels katl
anodavev OmEp NMUAV AVESTN EK VEKPAOV Kol avelnedn eig
ovpavovg [...] Avodov te €lg ovPAvVOLG OmOL TPOSPOLOG
elofAdev OmEp MUOV O kvpLakog avlpwomog, €v @ pEAAEL
kpivelv {@vrag kal vekpovg (Hahn, Bibliothek, 265).
The text shows that even such a representative Alexandrian figure like Athanasius
could speak quite comfortably in concrete terms about 'the assumed man', whom he
even names 'Jesus Christ', which is a step further than Theodoret's own practice of
'naming'. As quoted earlier, a century after Athanasius' confession, the Bishop of
Cyrus was keen to emphasise that 'the bare form of the servant stripped of the
Godhead was never called so [i.e. Christ] by the teachers of piety'. Nevertheless, for
Athanasius the Word/Wisdom/Son (since all three appear in the text before the above
passage) is not only crucified 'within the man' but He shall even come to judge the
living and the dead 'in the lordly man'. The least we can say about the passage is that
the practice of ascribing important moments of salvation history to the manhood

addressed in concrete terms cannot be limited to the Antiochene school.

The so-called Formula of Sardica of 342 probably drawn up by Hosius of Cordoba

and Protogenes of Sardica states:

opoAoyoduev Movoyevi kol mpwtotokov, GAAa Movoyevi] Tov
Adyov, 6¢ mdvrtote fv kai Eotiv &v 1@ [Matpi, 16" npwTOTOKOG
3¢ t@ avlpwny. [...] kal Tobto miotevopev nepedev. Kal tovto
o0 némovlev, GAL" 6 dvlpwnog, Ov Eveddoaro, Ov averaBev &k
Mapiag tfig napdevov, tov avBpwnov tov nadeiv dvvapevov.
ot avlponog 8vntog, Beog 8¢ adavatog. ITiotevopev Ot TR
Tpltn Muépq Gvéstn ovy O Beog Ev @ avlpwnw, GAL O
avlpwnog v 1® Be® dvestn (Hahn, Bibliothek, 189).

%2 M. Richard, 'Notes sur Théodoret', 481.
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As we see the issue of divine impassibility” and the resulting emphasis upon the role
of 'the assumed man' was provably germane to Christian thinking almost a century
before our author. The picture drawn here about the death and resurrection of Christ
will return in Theodoret's mode of presenting the destruction and redemption of the
assumed temple (see below). Theodoret was familiar with the formula and quoted it

— including the above passage — in his Church history.”*

The longer version of the Palestinian Symbol presented by Epiphanius in 374
qualifies what is to be confessed under the expression 'became man':

gvaviponnoavta, Tovtéstt tEdetov avlpwnov Aafovia, youxnv

kol oopo kol vobv kol mavia, el TL €0ty avipwmog, ywpig

auoptiag (Hahn, Bibliothek, 136).”
This is very much the same picture of the 'becoming human' of the Word as
understood by Theodoret: the assumption of the soul, body and mind (not leaving
room for Apollinarianism) and in fact of everything that the human being is — except
sin. This is what the Palestinian Symbol calls t€Aerog avBpwnog which despite its
rather concrete form seems to be an established technical (perhaps anti-Apollinarian)
term for the 'full and perfect manhood' well before Theodoret's own time. On one
occasion even Theodoret provides us with a patristic example. In his reply to the fifth
Cyrilline anathema, he invokes the authority of St. Basil:

We do not object [o0 napattodpeda] to [the term] man bearing God

[tov Beopopov avdpwnov], as applied by many of the holy Fathers,

one of whom is the great Basil, who uses this name [toVt®

xpnoapevog t@ oOvopati] in his work [addressed] to Amphilochius
about the Holy Spirit,”® and in his explanation of Psalm fifty-nine.”” But

It is interesting to observe that the council spoke of the Spirit not having suffered because of being
clothed with the man. This may derive from Christ's conception by the Spirit. Nevertheless, the idea of
divine impassibility is emphatically present in this confession.

% See Theodoret, HE I1, 8 (cf. GCS 44, 117).

” The longer Mass-Creed of the Armenian Church in Asia Minor, which resembles very much the
Palestinian Symbol by Epiphanius preserves almost the same wording of the second part of the above
text (Hahn, Bibliothek, 152).

% Cf. & 100 avBponeiov eupdpatog 1 Beopopog oapt cuverdyn (Basil, De Spiritu Sancto
5,12 in SC 17). The term 'God-bearing flesh' returns in Basil's Homilies on the Psalms, yet 1 did not
encounter the term 'God-bearing man'.

7 See e.g. St. Basil, Homiliae super Psalmos: Taya thv odpko Aéyer v 0g09Spov,
aylaclsicav Sia g mpog 1OV Peov ocvvageiag (PG 29, 424B). Cf. Onédnua 8¢ tig
edtntog N oapé 1 B09dpog 81’ Mg EnePn 10ig AvBpwnoig (PG 29, 468A).
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we call Him man bearing God [Bgo@opov av8pwnov], not because He
received some share of the divine grace [00y og pepiknv tiva Setav
xapiv deEapevov], but as possessing all the Godhead of the Son united
[6AL" o¢ mdoav fvopévnv gxovta tod Yiod tnv Geotnta] (ACO
I, 1, 6, 126).

As it could be expected, Theodore of Mopsuestia also uses the expression in his

confession: 0 8eondtng 0edc Adyog avipwmov eidnge teAerov (Hahn,
Bibliothek, 302). Nevertheless, it is clear that this was not his — and perhaps not even

an Antiochene invention.

In an explanation of the Nicaeanum initially ascribed to Basil the Great,”® yet which
was composed between 428 and 450, thus already after the outbreak of the Nestorian
controversy by an Alexandrian author the expression reappears:
nepl O& 1t &k mapPEvov ocopkwoemg TOOD  YioD 0o0TWG
niotevopey: Ot avérafev dvBpwnov tédetov £k thg Geotokov
Mapiag dra Ilvevpatog aylov, odua te kol yoxny, aAndivdg
kol od doknosr ovtwg yop NAGev tedet@oar tov avdpwnov, Ov
averafev [...] Exadioev gk deELdv 100 Ilatpog, anodewoag tov
avipwmov, ov averlaPev (Hahn, Bibliothek, 310).
This last example is noteworthy especially because it comes from Theodoret's own
time, moreover, from the pen of an Alexandrian author.”” If such concrete terms
could be used even during the time of Cyril's ferocious clash with Nestorius, it would
appear that the validity of such language was not seriously questioned or suspect in

those years and indeed during the preceding century. Thus, instead of lengthening

this historical overview, let us proceed to Theodoret.'®

Most of the concrete designations for the assumed perfect manhood are biblical
terms turned into technical ones, yet not exclusively within the Antiochene school.
We have already met the 'form of the servant' deriving from Philippians 2:5-7:

As the shepherd, when seeing [His] sheep dispersed chooses one of them

and brings it to the pasture he prefers, by that one attracting the rest

towards himself; in the same fashion the God-Word when He saw that
humankind had gone astray, He assumed the form of the servant,

 Expositio fidei Nicaenae.
* Hahn, Bibliothek, 309.
19 For further arguments see Mandac, 'L' union christologique', 79, note 92.
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conjoined it with Himself [to0 8ovAov AaBwv thv pHoponv, Kol
OtV ovvayog gavtd] and by that [form] He turned back towards
Himself the entire nature of humankind [Eréctpeye ndoav TNV TAOV
av8pwnwv @voiv], leading the degraded and by wolves threatened
[flock] onto the divine meadow. That is why our Saviour took on our
nature (col. 1468BC).

In Theodoret's interpretation 'the form of the servant' — representing the ovotia and
@Vo1g of the assumed manhood — is the instrument of the Word by which the One

Incarnate can establish contact with humankind and truly become one of us. Further,
the form of the servant is indispensable for the carrying out of the work of salvation.
As the author says, the Word turned back the entire nature, race or species of
humankind by assuming it and uniting it with Himself. Another possible
interpretation is: 'He turned back or renewed the entire human nature’ (i.e. the nature
that is commonly shared by all human beings and which is contaminated by the

original sin). This latter explanation is somewhat supported by the context also.

Although other terms are used occasionally to denote the manhood like 'the man', 'the
visible man' (col. 1433CD: 0pwpevog av3pwnog), 'the wrestler', 'the one assumed',
'the seed of David' etc., nevertheless, Theodoret's most typical term — deriving partly
from his own Antiochene heritage — remains 'the temple' [0 vor.ég].'m The question
whether the temple should be regarded as a separate person from the Word is partly
answered by its actual use, since Theodoret states repeatedly that it is the va.og of the
Word or assumed by the Word he is talking about (see e.g. col. 1452B, 1453A,
1460D, 1472B). The biblical source of this term is John 2:19, which Theodoret
comments on at the end of Ch. 18:

Hence, the temple is different [Etepog] from the [one, who] in the sense

of nature [kato TOvV A0yov tHg @Voewg] dwells [6 katoiknoag] [in

it]. That is why He also told the Jews, 'Destroy this temple, and in three

days I will raise it up' [John 2:19]. The destruction of the temple is the

separation [d1dlsvEic] of the soul from the body, since death is the

division [avaywpnoig] of the soul from the body. Therefore, the

separation of the soul causes the destruction of the temple. Then, if the

Jews destroyed the temple, giving it to crucifixion and death — the
destruction of the temple [meaning] the separation of the conjoined

1% The term vadg occurs 20 times within De incarnatione.
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things [t@v cvvnuuéveov 6 yowpiopog] —and the God-Word redeemed
this destroyed [temple], then I think it is evident to the reasonable, that
the God-Word did not assume a soulless and irrational [body], but a
perfect man [tédertov av@pwnov]. If the God-Word had replaced the
immortal soul in the assumed body, He would have said to the Jews:
'Destroy me, and in three days I shall rise again'. Yet, He teaches here
both the mortality of the temple then [tob vaod t0 Thvikadta TO
8vntov] and the power of the indwelling Godhead. 'Destroy this temple',
He says, 'and in three days I shall raise it up'. For He did not say: 'you
shall destroy me', but '[you shall destroy] the temple I have assumed' [0

Anodeic O’ Epod vadg]. (col. 1452AB).

If we compare this passage with the second part of the Formula of Sardica quoted
above it becomes evident that the same concerns are to be found in both cases: the
properties of the natures are present within the uniting parties and the concrete terms
are used to evince this difference. Athanasius's dAv8pwnog means substantially the
same: it is the unavoidable theological recognition of this ontological difference. It
ought to be observed that although the passage speaks of the Word and of His temple
as £€tepog and £tepog, the author means it from the very outset strictly kota TOv
Aoyov thg @Voewg. This careful distinction must not be overlooked, since the
@Uo1¢ is the exclusive bearer of the 181ov within the Person of Christ. The same
thing is valid again for téAero¢ Av3pwnoc, since as we have seen in the Palestinian
Symbol, the full humanity is conceived as a union of body and rational soul labelled
as "perfect man'.'” The differentiation between what is proper to the Word and to the
assumed perfect nature is necessary in order to safeguard divine immortality and
incorruptibility. This is why Theodoret paraphrases John 2:19 saying that He did not
ask the Jews to destroy Him (i.e. qua Logos), but the temple (i.e. TOv télelov
dvOpwnov) He assumed.'” Concerning this passage Grillmeier wrote:

It is also clear from Theodoret's often repeated distinction in the exegesis
of John 2:19, 'Destroy this temple', that he was not wholly successful in

"2 The Formula of Reunion contains the term also, labelling 'our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten
Son of God' Beov téAelov Kal avlpwnov tédelov &k wuxfig Aoyikiig kol cwpatog (ACO 1,
1, 4, 17; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 215-16).

'% It is noteworthy that in opposition to the gospel's prologue, John 2:21 mentions the temple of
Jesus's body (Eleyev mepi 1ol vool TO0 cwpatog avtol) and not of His flesh. Similarly,
throughout the entire story of His burial and redemption the term 'body' is used (see John 19:38-40;
20:12).
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distinguishing the 'personal unity' from a 'natural unity' and making the
hypostasis of the Word visible as the only subject of the metaphysical 'T
in Christ. [...] We should not, however, read a duality of persons out of
the repudiation of this 'me'. Here Theodoret's sole concern is not to
permit the destruction of the Godhead as such and to exclude the
Apollinarian Logos-sarx framework. Here, of course, he clearly lacks the
right insight into the nature of the church's praedicatio idiomatum.'

I would substantially agree that the distinction of natures is the necessary step for
Theodoret to uphold a union without confusion or detriment affecting either the
Word or the humanity. Nevertheless, the communicatio idiomatum is not yet a valid
theological standard at the time of the composition of De incarnatione, moreover, it
will not yet become a valid standard for quite a long time, strictly speaking, not until
553 (and even then without an express statement). Even Cyril would not have
admitted that the Godhead might have been destroyed, since he makes a distinction
as it were, within the Word Himself, i.e. between His obola and His brootooig.
Perhaps that is one of the reasons why Grillmeier reproaches Theodoret for not
having the right insight into the praedicatio idiomatum. In my opinion, though, this
often seems to be an open debate with unconvincing results, since one has to admit
that on both sides a certain distinction has to be made: either on the level of the
uniting two natures or at the level of the Word Himself. Both approaches have their
advantages and disadvantages: distinguishing on the level of the uniting natures as
Theodoret, the Antiochenes and Pope Leo'” were doing, is a practical and more
obvious way — and therefore more vulnerable — since it sets a clear limit between the
created and the uncreated oOciaL within Christ. This approach, as it has perhaps too
often been stated, has the disadvantage of weakening the personal unity of Christ as
being the Word Incarnate. The other distinction is the more obscure one, i.e. between
the Word's own ovota and His Onootaoig. It has the advantage of maintaining an
undisturbed, tension-free and total union within Christ, yet it clearly fails to respond
to the challenges of the biblical narrative concerning His human manifestations, thus

threatening to ignore or at least diminish the very nature He came to save. One might

' Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 494.
1% The acceptance of Leo's Tome in Chalcedon took place as a result of the explanation that he wrote
the same what Cyril taught. Nonetheless, Leo's doctrinal authority over against the majority of the
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even say that in a certain sense the former is a Christological, the latter a
soteriological danger. We have a more or less set pattern to measure Christological
orthodoxy: we do not have one to assess the soteriological one, because the history of
doctrine gradually moved away from the 'why' towards the 'who' and 'how', with the
Fathers often forgetting that whatever we say in fact about these issues according to
the best of our knowledge and good faith, we are still using a very imperfect
analogous language, which on the ultimate level is simply incapable of expressing or
even hinting to the realities we are talking about. Since it might take a whole PhD
thesis in itself, 1 shall not try to define which mode of distinction has more
substantial biblical support, but I reckon that the answer is far from being an obvious

one. Paradoxically, this might well again depend on one's own reading of Scripture.

Although no real communicatio idiomatum is to be found in Theodoret's Christology,
a peculiarly interesting manner of speech, however, is present within the sentence

'He teaches here both the mortality of the temple then'. The use of T0 ThvikaOTO
gives the strong impression that this is not the final state and condition of the temple,

which after the resurrection undergoes a change indeed, thus receiving some of the

properties of the divine Word, just like 6 kvprakog dv8pwnog of Athanasius:'®

And this was destroyed, [in order] to enjoy an [even] greater resurrection:
in order that the mortal nature might be put down; in order to take off
corruptibility and put on incorruptibility; in order to dissolve the might
[kpatog] of death, [and] to be the [very] first among those fallen asleep;
in order that by relieving the labour-pains of corruption to appear as the
firstborn from the dead, and by His own resurrection to proclaim the
gospel of resurrection of all humankind (col. 1452BC).""”

This change of the temple after resurrection is therefore a kind of communication of

properties, nevertheless, this change is fully consonant with Scripture (e. g.

bishops present in Chalcedon (who voted for exactly the opposite doctrine two years before) cannot be
held secondary. See also section 1.3 Between Ephesus and Chalcedon in Ch. 1 of the present work.

1% Cf. with Sellers' observation: 'Thus if the Alexandrians lay stress on the Incarnation, and [...] the
Westerns on the Cross, the Antiochenes lay stress on the Resurrection of Jesus Christ'. Sellers. The
Council of Chalcedon, 168, note 4.

17 Cf. with Theodoret's little tract That after the incarnation our Lord Jesus Christ is one Son written
in 448: 'As God He raised His own flesh which had died; since He says, "Destroy this temple, and in
three days I shall raise it up." And as man, until [the time of] the passion, He was nonetheless passible
and mortal. Since, after the resurrection, even as man He possesses the impassibility, immortality, and
incorruptibility' (PG 83, 1433D).
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1 Corinthians 15:42-43, 51-54). It is highly likely that Theodoret, who is first an
exegete and then a dogmatician, professes this on primarily biblical grounds. The

phrase tfi¢ @8opdg tag wdivag could well be understood here as the labour-pains

of the world whilst waiting for its Redeemer. The entire soteriological and moral
emphasis upon the human side of salvation converges to this central idea: the temple
has to be destroyed in order to be resurrected gloriously and thus to bring redemption
to all humankind of the same nature. This idea is present at the end of Ch. 19, where

the human side is rendered in impersonal terms, yet the meaning is exactly the same:

Yet we should listen to the Lord who said [John 10:18]. Since from these
words we can learn that different is the one who lays down [the soul],
and different is what is laid down [Etepog pev 6 tideic, £tepov 8& 10
tidepevov]. On one hand, God is who lays down and takes on [0
Tideig kal Aappavwv]; on the other hand, the soul is that which is laid
down and taken up [ tu8gpévn xail AapPavousevn]: and God is the
One having the power [€Eovoila], whereas the soul is subjected to that
power (col. 1453B).
Theodoret once again speaks in a manner which enables the distinction, but does not
disturb the unity of the Person. The Christological model in this instance is
asymmetric: the One who lays down is a 'who', the one laid down is a 'what'. God is

the exclusive possessor of the &é€ovotia, as we have seen it in Ch. 11, and the
humanity — represented here by its most valuable element — is submitted to it. The
difference lies in the fact that this submission in Theodoret's mind involves a
voluntary act from the human side, the union being not only of necessity, but of will
also. Moreover, one has to admit that on one hand Theodoret's 'what' is "physically’
more than the 'what' of Arius and Apollinaris, because it contains the rational human
soul. Further, it is 'theologically’ more than the 'what' of Cyril, since it is given a

soteriological role and significance.

Whilst the recognition of this 'difference’ is indispensable, it is still the Lord and God
in the above passage who lays down and takes on, just is the same fashion as in Ch.
28 'the Master Christ' is the One, who 'removed that ancient and long-lasting tyranny
and promised incorruptibility to those being in the fetters of corruption. By
rebuilding and resurrecting the destroyed temple He presented for both the dead and

for those awaiting His resurrection true and secure promises' (col. 1468CD).
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Therefore, the ascription of the work of salvation to the Word is not in jeopardy,
although the author seeks to emphasise that 'the descendant of David' is not 'God by
himself' but rather it was 'the temple of the God over all' in full union with the
divinity as we have quoted above from Ch. 30 (col. 1472B). A very condense
illustration of this whole question comes in the very short Ch. 31:
That there are two natures, but one person of Christ [0tt 800 pev giotl
QUOELG, EV 3¢ TO mpocwmov To0 Xpiotov]. [...] [Hebrews 13:8]. For
we neither divide the dispensation into two persons [tpocwna], nor do
we preach or teach [knpvttopev te kot doypotifopev] two sons
instead of the Only-begotten, but we have been taught and teach that
there are two natures. Because different [Etepov] is the Godhead and
different [Etepov] is the manhood. Different is the existing, and different
that which came into existence. The form of God is different [@AA0]
from the form of man; the assuming is different from the assumed; the
destroyed temple is different [Etepov 6 AvOeig vaodg] from the God
who raised it up [Etgpov 6 Avdevra tovTOV avactnoog 0edg] (col.
1472C).
Despite the impersonal terms used for both natures the message remains identical:
there is a distinction between what is proper to the manhood or to the Godhead

ontologically or attributively. The use of @AAo for both natures is not done without
the authority of the earlier fathers. Gregory Nazianzen in his Letter 101 ad
Cledonium (PG 37, 180) solved the problem of Christology for his time by writing
'not somebody and somebody else' [0k @Alog 8¢ kai &aAAog], 'but something and
something else' [A&ym 8& d&AAo kol AAAo] are united in the one Person of Christ.
Theodoret seems to have gone further, considering the Word of God as the Person
within the union, whilst ascribing some deeds and sayings to the Word directly (i.e.
ontologically) and some on account of the union (i.e. attributively). The legitimacy of

such practice in the fifth century constitutes the next subject of our in\,festig:cltion.'03

4.5.4 The attributive ascription of different deeds and its legitimacy

The closure of the otherwise terminologically clarifying Ch. 32 discusses the

problem of attribution of different deeds and utterances to the Word and to the
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manhood respectively, confronting us with the question: to what extent could

Theodoret's practice be justified in his own time? I quote the relevant passage first:
Let us avoid that blasphemy [i.e. the confusion of the natures] and
abandoning the mixture, let us apply consistently the terms of union, of
connection and of togetherness, teaching a distinction of nature, and the

unity of the person. Thus we refute the blasphemy of Arius and
Eunomius, applying [rpocantovteg] on one hand the humbly uttered

and performed [words and deeds] [ta pév tamelvdg eipnuéva kai
nenpaypeva)] by the Saviour Christ to the form of the servant, whereas
the sublime, God-worthy and great ones [ta 8¢ OymAa kal Geompent
kol peyada] we attribute to the sublime and great divinity, which
surpasses every mind [rdvto voOv UnepPaivovon avatidévieg
Geotnti] (col. 1473B).
The idea of 'unmingled union' will be analysed in the terminological section. At this
point we are interested in the second part of this quotation. The refutation of Arius
and Eunomius is again not a mere denial of the major premise of the Arian syllogism
but rather the ultimate defence of the Word's incorruptible and immutable divinity. In
Theodoret's mind the ontological attribution of the human sufferings to the Word's

ovoia, i.e. to Him qua Logos (because there is no attribution to His bndctactc,
since the term is missing from Theodoret's Christological vocabulary) would mean
an unacceptable confusion of the natures. Therefore he distinguishes between the two
ways of predication of the same 'Saviour Christ": some of His deeds and words are
connected to the form of the servant, others to the Godhead, yet He, i.e. 0 Zwtnp
Xprotog is the final addressee of all these ontologically different yet personally

united attributions. Theodoret expresses the same in his answer to Cyril's fourth

anathema, from which I quote the most representative passages:

By assuming that there was a mixture [0g kpacewg yeyevnuévng], he
[Cyril] means that there is no difference of terms as used both in the holy
Gospels and in the apostolic writings. And he [writes] these whilst
bragging that he fights at once with Arius and Eunomius and the rest of
the heresiarchs. Let then this exact teacher of the divine doctrines tell us
how he would refute the blasphemy of the heretics, while applying
[mpocantwv] to God the Word what is uttered [in the state of]

'% The use of the term 'temple' is approved by the Formula of Reunion: £& adtiig tiig cLAAWE®G
gvdoar Eavt® 10v £E avtfig [Mapiag] Anedevto vadv (Hahn, Bibliothek, 216).
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humiliation [taneivag] and appropriately by the form of the servant.
Since when doing so, those [heretics] indeed teach that the Son of God is
inferior, a creature, made, and a servant.'” [...] Not then to God the
Word does the ignorance belong, but to the form of the servant who at
that time knew as much as the indwelling Godhead [f} &voikoboa
8e0tng] revealed [drekalvwyev]. The same thing may be said about
other similar cases also. How for instance could it be reasonable for God
the Word to say to the Father, 'Father if it were possible let this cup pass
from me, nevertheless not as I will but as You will'? The absurdities [ta
atomno] which necessarily follow are numerous. First, [it follows] that
the Father and the Son are not of the same mind, and that the Father
wishes one thing and the Son another. [...] Therefore these words are not
the words of the God-Word, but of the form of the servant, afraid of
death because death was not yet destroyed. Surely God the Word
permitted [cuveywpnoev] the utterance of these [statements] allowing
room [yopav dedwkwg] for fear, that the nature of the receiver may be
shown [tva @ovh tob 8ex3eéviog M @voig], and to prevent us
supposing that which was [taken] of Abraham and David was an
appearance [80knoig] or phantasm. The assemblage of the impious
heretics has given birth to this blasphemy through these sentiments. We
shall therefore apply what is God-worthily [Geonpendg] spoken and
done to the God-Word; on the other hand what is said and done in
humility [ta 8¢ tamelwvdg eipnuéve kol nempayueve] we shall
connect [rpooapupooopev] with the form of a servant, lest we be
infected with the blasphemy of Arius and Eunomius.''

All the already encountered themes and arguments return here. If we read the whole
statement carefully (I did not quote it in its entirety because of its length), it becomes
clear that the Godhead reveals the knowledge to the form of the servant, the Word
gives room for fear and to the relevant utterances in Gethsemane in the same manner
as we have seen it in the Temptation-story. The divine immutability and the reality of
the manhood are defended against both Adoptionist and Docetist heresies in this

reply, which even shows the author to be well ahead of his own time — at least

19 Cf. with the following passage of his Letter to the Eastern monks during the winter of 431-32: &v
B¢ 1§ TETAPT® KEQOAGLW ATOYOPEVEL TOV EVOYYEALKOV Kol GTOGTOAKAOV QWVAV TNV
Swaipeoy, kal oOk &G kata tag TOV OplYodotwv matépwv Sidackariag TG pEV
Beompeneic povag mepi Thg Oelag ExlapPaveslar @voewg, Tag d& TomELVOG Kol
avlponiveg eipnuévag 1 avalnodeion npocantelv avlporotnre ete. (SC 429, 100).

"9 4C0 1, 1, 6, 121-22. Cf. NPNF 111, 27-28. It is also interesting to note that both in the anathema
and in its apology Cyril speaks repeatedly of the attribution to a single mpocwnov instead of two
npocwna. Theodoret, who never spoke of two npdowna, seems to be in substantial accordance with
Cyril's apology, yet this question is beyond the limits of our investigation.
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concerning the real presence of 'the two wills' in Christ rediscovered and defended by
Maximus the Confessor in the seventh century against Monotheletism and

Monoenergism, the subsequently refined later developments of Monophysitism.

Most of the expressions are the same concerning the 'humble' and 'God-worthy'
deeds and utterances both in Ch. 32 of De incarnatione and in the above reply to the
fourth Cyrilline anathema, showing their common origin. In order to assess the
legitimacy of this practice of attribution to the One Person on account of the union
whilst maintaining that some deeds and utterances are ontologically proper to one of

the ovolat, we need to return to the theological standards of Theodoret's time.

The Formula of Reunion, which Cyril signed in 433 and endorsed with approval in
his famous Laetentur caeli (1 quote it from Cyril's letter), concludes:

10G 8¢ evayyelikog kol amootoAikag meplt tov Kuplov gwvag

lopev tovg Be0ddyoug Gvdpag TaG MEV KOLVOMOLOOVING GG £¢

EVOG TMPOCHTOV, Tag d& Jraipolviag wg &nt dVo @UcEwV, Kail

tog pev Ogompensic kata tnv Ogdtnrar tov Xpiotod, tag O

TANELVAG KOTa TV avipwnrotnta avtob napadidoviag (ACO 1, 1,

4, 17).
It has to be observed that the text above indeed does not prescribe as it were the
obligatory practice of such attribution, nevertheless, it clearly approves its validity
based upon the authority T@v 8eoAoywv Gvdpwv. If this manner of speech were
not accepted in 433, the Formula would undoubtedly refer to 'the heretic
blasphemers' or the like instead of o1 3eoAoyor avdpec. It is therefore clear that as
far as the excommunication of those who would use such language goes the Formula
directly opposes Cyril's fourth anathema, validating Theodoret's position expressed
both in Ch. 32 of De incarnatione and in his counter-statement concerning the
ascription of some Scriptural assertions to the Godhead and to the manhood of the

one Christ respectively. The use of one npocwnov both by Theodoret and by the

Formula constitutes the term of the union.

Another valid standard we may invoke here is again Leo's Tome. One of its passages

objected to by the bishops from Illyria and Palestine as being 'Nestorian' reads:
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Sicut enim Deus non mutatur miseratione, ita homo non consumitur
dignitate. Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius communione''' quod
proprium est; Verbo silicet operante quod Verbi est, et carne exequente
quod carni est. Unum horum coruscat miraculis, aliud succumbit injuriis
(Tomus 4 in ACO1, 2, 1, 28).
We find here the same alternate predication of what belongs ontologically to the
Word and to the flesh (i.e. to the two Pauline 'forms') as in Theodoret, whilst Leo is

112

also keen to emphasise the union of subject’ “ to whom all these are attributed on

account of the union as our author. Another famous passage in Tomus 4 asserts:

Ita non eiusdem naturae est dicere: 'Ego et Pater unum sumus', et dicere:
'Pater maior me est'. Quamvis enim in Domino Jesu Christo Dei et
hominis una persona sit, aliud tamen est unde in utroque communis est
contumelia, aliud unde communis est gloria (4CO 11, 2, 1, 29).

This is perhaps one of the most eloquent examples of this manner of attribution. Leo
distinguishes between what is proper to both natures ontologically, yet asserts
simultaneously that whilst in the Lord Jesus Christ God and man is one person
indeed, nevertheless, the source of degradation shared by both, is one, and the source
of the glory — again shared by both — is another. It seems therefore that the manner of
predication practised by Theodoret in De incarnatione is validated at least by these

two theological standards of his time.

The assessment of the Chalcedonense, however, is more problematic. One of the
fundamental questions is whether the Definition ought to be interpreted exclusively
in the light of Constantinople 553 or not. The conclusions may differ accordingly
whilst the limits of the present work are totally inadequate even for a brief overview

of the pros and cons.

The issue at stake is the explanation of 'the One and the same': if it refers to 'the Son,
our Lord Jesus Christ' at the beginning of the Definition, on one hand it may be
argued that even the Chalcedonense does not speak against the manner of attribution
we have seen in Theodoret, in the Formula of Reunion and in Leo's Tome. This
would essentially mean that the Chalcedonense is a colonnaded corridor, the two

extremes of which are marked by the four famous expressions (GovyyVT®G,

" Cf. with Theodoret's term 0ike10.
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ATPENTMG, ASLALPETWE, AYwWPloTmg) as one row of columns on each side, beyond
which one may not go, yet within the limits of which both traditions may proceed
side by side. Alexandria operated with the Ad0yog—ocap€ model, Antioch with the
Aoyog—avBpwnog model. Without being utterly exclusive, Chalcedon creates
perhaps for the first time in the history of doctrine a Adyog—av8pwndtng model,
the human part of which is more than the occasional Alexandrian 'what' and less than

the occasional Antiochene 'who'.

On the other hand, if we interpret the Chalcedonense through Constantinople 553
this corridor is necessarily cut in two in the middle and the path of Antioch — and
beyond doubt the one of Leo — is forbidden, the only valid option remaining
Alexandria's narrow passageway instead of a simultaneously validated parallel
course. Nevertheless, whatever the judgement upon the Chalcedonense may be, it
certainly cannot be claimed that it explicitly rejects those who would use Theodoret's
and Leo's manner of attribution, the more so since it expressly states the preservation

of the natures' unmingled properties.' "

Thus, without ignoring Chalcedon's Cyrilline character, we may conclude that the
manner of predication using the attributive ascription of different deeds and
utterances to the One Lord was rather admitted than contradicted by the theological
standards of Theodoret's time. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that during the years of
his theological maturation — which are outside our present focus — the Bishop of
Cyrus gradually abandons some practices, which made his early Christology
vulnerable, including the concrete designations for the human nature as well as the
strongly professed ontological attributions pertaining to it. It is time then to proceed

to the analysis of the way he conceived the 'union'.

4.5.5 The union of worship - the 'cultic prosopon'

As our investigation led us to conclude, the author conceives a union without any

confusion of the natures and without the diminishing of either. The next step is now

"2 One of Leo's terms for the union is 'unam coeunte personam' (Tomus 3 in ACO 11, 2, 1, 27).
'3 The Definition excludes categorically those who speak of two Tpocwna, yet that is not valid for
Theodoret, who — in opposition to the ambiguities of Nestorius —always condemned such utterances.
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to express its mode, i.e. to uphold a real évwoig whilst preserving the téAeiov of

both natures. The restored title of Ch. 21 (as quoted by Severus) contains three
important expressions: 'distinction' [§iakpioig], as opposed to division or
separation, 'union' [Evwoig], as opposed to confusion and Person [rpocwmov]
(occurring for the first time in De incarnatione) as opposed to mpocwno. The

'Demonstration of the distinction of natures and the unity of the Person from the

Epistle to the Hebrews' is meant to serve this purpose. As our author writes:

It can be seen more clearly from the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the
divine nature and the human are different one from another according to
their operations [taig &vepysiolg pev dinpnuévag), but are united in
the person [t® npoocwn® 8¢ cvvnuuevag] and show the One Son [kai
TOV €va brodeikvooag Yiov] (col. 1456A).

The difference between dinpnuévac and cvvnuuévog underlies this idea of
unmingled union: although the gvepyeia are different, the 'being together', i.e. the
union is real, since it happens on the level of the one mpocwnov. The author

repeatedly uses 'One Son' to contradict a virtual union. The recurrent argument of
'was' and 'became’ during the analysis of the first verses of the Epistle to the Hebrews

leads the author to express his views on this €vwoig again in a mainly asymmetrical

manner, arriving at the assertion of a single worship of the one Son:

But how can God, denominated with the article [0 0g0¢], whose throne
stands forever and ever, be anointed [xpLodein] by God? How could He
receive kingdom by election [yeipotovninv], when He [already] owns
the kingdom by nature [puoikny €xwv Baciieiav]? [...] So then again
we will understand, that the One whose throne is for ever and ever is
God, the eternal One [tOv del Ovta], whereas the latter [tov 8¢
votepov] being later anointed for his hatred towards sin and his love for
righteousness is what was assumed from us [t0 & Mudv Anedtv],
which [t0] is of David and of Abraham, which has fellows and exceeds
them by anointment, possessing in itself [Ev .fsom'mf)]1 14 all the gifts of the
most Holy Spirit. Hence, let us worship the one Son in both natures [Ev
gxaTEPQ B¢ QUoeL TOV Eval Yiov mpookuviowuev] (col. 1456CD).

"% Following the rationale of the preceding sentences I translated &v £avt@ with 'in itself.
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The last sentences of the passage are not easily translatable into English in order to
reflect Theodoret's formulation accurately. In my understanding, the author speaks of
the assumed humanity taken on by the Word out of David and Abraham as 'what',
granting it the title of 'person’, i.e. of 'who', only from the moment of its union with
the Logos. The pre-existence of a separate human person as opposed to the person of
the Word preceding the union does not seem to possess any substantial support
within the treatise, although Theodoret refers to the assumed manhood in concrete
terms after the union has been effected. As he himself will assert in Ch. 32:

We both recognise the nature of the God-Word and acknowledge the

essence of the form of the servant; nevertheless, we worship both natures

as one Son [ekatepav 8 QUOLY OG Evo. mpookvvoduev Yiov] (col.

1472D).
The duality of persons is in both cases refuted by the unity of worship. This is what
during our private consultations Prof. L. Abramowski came to label as the
Antiochene 'liturgical' or 'cultic' prosopon, or even the 'one worship of the one
prosopon', emphasising that the confession of a true personal union can be accepted
as valid if it is supported by a union of worship, since the liturgical act is one of the
most fundamental and the least changing features of any ecclesiastical tradition. To
this [ would like to add the observation that in both the above cases Theodoret speaks

of a worship belonging to both natures [gv gxatépa 8¢ @Voet] as to 'the One Son'
[tov €va Yiov], admitting, as it were, the prevalence of the Word within the one

veneration. | think that Theodoret is in substantial agreement with Cyril's eighth
anathema despite his counter-statement which is rather concerned to speak of the

same One whilst preserving the properties of each nature:

As I have often said, the doxology which we offer to the Master Christ is
one [piav [...] Tnv doforoyiav mpocgépouev], and we confess the
same [tOov adtov] to be at once God and man, as the method of the
union [0 THg Evwoewg AOYyog] has taught us; but we shall not shrink
from speaking of the properties [tag 1810tntag] of the natures. For the
God-Word did not accept a change into flesh [tnv €ilg cdpka tponnv],
nor yet again did the man [0 dv8pwrocg] lose what [6] he was and
undergo transformation [ueteBAN9n] into the nature of God. Therefore,
maintaining [A&€yovteg] the properties [ta 18ia] of each nature, we
worship the Master Christ (4CO 1, 1, 6, 132).
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Theodoret recognised the Son as the divine Word and the Son of Man as being 'one
and the same' [el¢ kai O adtdg] after the union, without division [ywpiopoc] in
his early years already, since he writes in Ch. 12 of the Expositio rectae fidei:
Obtwg Eni 100 GANGLvod QTG Kol TOD TOVOYLOL GWUATOG,
ODK GV TLG ELMOL HETO TNV EVOOLY, TOV UEV KEXWPLOUEVEOG Y10V
tov Bgiov Adyov, 1ov 8¢ Yiov tov avlpwnov: GAL™ éva kai TOV
adTOV EKATEPA VONCEL, MG £V OOG Kal Eva MAtov, to 1€ deydev
0dc, tO te dekapevov odpa. [MaAiv g &v pev 0ag, xai eig
NALOG, QUoeLg 8¢ dVO° 1| HEV QWTOG, M OE CWHATOS TALOKOD!
ovtw kavravda, gig pev 0 Yiog, kai Kovprog, kal Xpiotog, kol
Movoyevng ovoeilg 8 dVo° M peEv LREP MUAG, T OE TueTEPAL
(PG 6, 1229D-1232A, cf. de Otto, lustini Opera, 48).
One ought not make Theodoret automatically 'a Chalcedonian before Chalcedon’
based on the above £éva kol TOv aDTOV, yet it has to be admitted that the writing of

the Expositio preceded the entire Nestorian controversy.'> The basic picture did not
change, only the times did since the writing of the 'Exposition of the right faith', so
certain issues had to be readdressed from different angles. It may therefore not be an
error to interpret both passages from Ch. 21 and 32 of De incarnatione as well as the
counter-statement to the eighth anathema in the light of what their author had
expressed some years before, when he was not writing under the influence of any
theological or church-political confrontation. Clayton seems to do the opposite, for
he comments on Theodoret's eighth counter-statement in the following way:
Again Theodoret chooses to ignore the challenge to his two subject
Christological model and answering with phrases which would sound
Chalcedonian if one did not have the De incarnatione to interpret what
lies behind them. [...] "Christ' is the name for the prosopon shared by the
hypostasis of the human physis, whose it properly is, and also by the
hypostasis of the Word, perfect from before time. This method of union
is not the same as Cyril's évwoig @uoikn or the hypostatic union of
Chalcedon (Clayton, "Theodoret', 275-76).
The author presupposes here a two-hypostases model underlying Theodoret's

Christology, which does not seem to have any substantial evidence in the text of De

"5 Richard, 'L'activité littéraire de Théodoret', 103.
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incarnatione."'® Moreover, the passage from the Expositio, which also precedes the
counter-statements, seems in fact to suggest the opposite. The two-@Uoeirg model is
nonetheless present and with the insistence upon the unity of the person, it was
validated by Chalcedon. Clayton is right in asserting that the method of union
presented here by Theodoret is not the same as Cyril's Eviooig guoikm. It cannot be,
since the famous Cyrilline term was admitted neither by the Formula of Reunion nor
by the Chalcedonense. 1t is Clayton's right to assume that Theodoret's method of
union is not the hypostatic union of Chalcedon either. Nevertheless, Cyril's évwotg
@uoikn as we find it in his third anathema is equally at variance with Chalcedon's
hypostatic union.'"” The ever-recurrent mistake of Clayton is that he measures
Theodoret continuously against Cyril's twelve anathemas, which most emphatically
were not a recognised theological standard of the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period,
having been validated ecclesiastically more than a century after their composition.
Moreover, many statements within these anathemas were flatly contradicted by the
recognised theological standards of the period (i.e. by the Formula of Reunion, by

the Tome of Leo and by the Chalcedonense) as we have seen above.

Let us return then to the analysis of Theodoret's 'union of worship' of the one
npocwnov. Its importance cannot be ignored, the more so since the idea is present in
four of his replies to Cyril's anathemas. The first three occurrences are noteworthy

also because they appear before the reply to the eighth anathema, which is the only
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one related indeed to the question of worship.'® Whilst being concerned with the

Cyrilline 'hypostatic union' in Anathema 2, Theodoret concludes:

Therefore the union according to hypostasis, which I think they put
before us instead of mixture [Avti kpaoewg], is superfluous. It is quite
sufficient to declare the union [tf)v &vwoiv], which both shows
[6eikvooiv] the properties of the natures [tag T@V @VOGEWV

''® Clayton writes that 'for the Bishop of Cyrus hypostasis is still a function of physis' (Ibid., 265).
Hence, it was not the Bishop of Cyrus who equated these two terms in solemn anathemas. See section
4.5.6 Terminology at the end of this chapter.

""" In my reading of Chalcedon Cyril's évwo1g guoikn as it appears in the third anathema of the great
Alexandrian is not Chalcedon's hypostatic union understood, as it were, &v 800 @vogoiv. Clayton,
however, does not discuss this in his analysis of Cyril's Christology (see his note 7 on 258-262).

"'® Apart from the reply to Anathema 8, the idea of the single worship returns in the answer to the first,
second and fifth anathema. See below.
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i810tnrog) and teaches [us] to worship the one Christ [kail TO0v €va
npookvvelv didacker Xprotov] (ACO1, 1, 6, 115).
The emphasis upon this 'union of worship' due to the One Christ is not an empty or
negligible formula, but rather the counterpart of the equal worship given to the three
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vnootacelg of the Trinity.'~ As we have seen at the end of Ch. 8 of De Trinitate,

the Word receives the same worship with the Father from the believers: Tnv peta
Matpdc mapd @V edyvopdvey nposkdvnoly déxstat (col. 1157B)."%° This is
one of Theodoret's ways to show that the Word aet @ Ilatpi ovveoti (col.
1157B)."' The union of worship as a picture of the unity within the Triad is

expressed also by the repeated use of the formula 'we, the worshippers of the Triad'
in Ch. 4 and Ch. 15 of De Trinitate.'”

Similarly, the worship (the least changing aspect of church life) concerning Jesus
Christ is not a simple liturgical but also a Christological issue. That is why Theodoret
emphasises the 'union of worship' against what he thinks involves a mixture in Cyril's
fifth anathema. The Son is the Person and the manhood is the object:

Thus, while we use the label 'sharing' [t@ Tfig kolveviag OvopaTt

xpwpevoir] we worship both Him that took and that which was taken as

one Son [Wg &€va pev Yiov mpookvvoluev tov Aafovia kKol To

AnoeBev]. Nevertheless, we acknowledge [yvwpilopev] the distinction

[tnv Sragopav] of the natures (ACO 1, 1, 6, 126).
It may be argued that this single worship of the One Son in both natures is one of the
most decisive factors in Theodoret's mind as to determine who is teaching 'two Sons'.
The idea reappears both in his works and in his correspondence. His little tract

entitled That after the Incarnation our Lord Jesus Christ is one Son was written in

"% Cf. with the Confession of Athanasius: Tiotedopsv €ig Eva. Movoyevi] Adyov, cooiav, Yidv
[...] Tv @AnBivnv eixdva 100 [latpog iodtipov kal icodoEov (Hahn, Bibliothek, 265). See
also Gregory Nazianzen's Oratio 41 on Pentecost: Tlvebpo vioSeciag [...] 81 od Iatrp
ywooketat, kol Yiog dofaletal, kol nop’ @v povev yvooketol, pio ovviaéis, Aatpeia
Hia, TpookvvNoLs, dvvapie, telerdtng, aylacuog (PG 36, 441C).

20 Cf. with Gregory of Nyssa's following statement: 810 10070 kol mop UGV pio TpocKLVNGLS
kol SoEoloyia toic tpLolvy @¢ Evi Be® (De creatione hominis sermo primus in Gregorii Nysseni
opera, 9 vols + Suppl. (Leiden: Brill, 1952-96), Suppl., 8a.

2! Theodoret's answer to the first anathema contains the very same idea: [6 8eo¢ Adyoc] td Matpi
cuvev kai peta 1ob Iatpog yvoprlopevic te kol npocokvvovpevog (ACO 1, 1, 6, 109).

122 Cf. with his Letter 126 to Aphtonius etc.: ol tfg G18iov Tpradog npookvvnrat (SC 111, 98).
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448, shortly after the Eranistes.'” It contains Theodoret's apology against the charge

of teaching 'two Sons'. At its very beginning we read:

Those who gather slanders against us claim that we divide our one Lord
Jesus Christ into two sons. Nevertheless, we are so far from conceiving
such things that we charge with impiety [all] those who even dare to say
s0.'** Since we have been taught by the divine Scripture to worship one
Son [Eva. Yiov mpookvveiv], our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten
Son of God, the God-Word made human (PG 83, 1433AB).

In fact the entire defence of the author's orthodoxy in this tract is based upon this
recurrent idea of the union of worship, which a little later he combines with the

natures' perfection as well as with the ontological naming analysed above:

We therefore worship the Son, but we contemplate in Him each nature in
its perfection [Ekatépav 8¢ @UoLv tedelav €v adT® Gewpoduev],
both that which took on and that which was taken; the one of God and the
other of David. For this reason He is named [0vopaletai] both Son of
the living God and Son of David, thus either nature receiving its proper
title [exatépag  @UoEwg TNV GPUOTTOVGAV  EAKOVONG
npoonyopiav] (PG 83, 1436AB).

It is superfluous to repeat the issues already discussed. Nevertheless, a very
representative occurrence in the same tract ought to be observed, since there the

author connects his concept of Christological union with specific acts of worship:

The slanderers who assert that we venerate [rpeoPeveiv] two sons [are
refuted by] the flagrant testimony of the facts [Bod t@®v mpayudtwv 1
naptupia]. Since for all those who come to the all-holy Baptism we
teach the faith laid forth at Nicaea. And when we celebrate the mystery
of rebirth [t0 tfig moAiyyeveoiog &miteAodvieg pvotnpLov] we
baptise those who believe in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Spirit, pronouncing each name by itself [Evik®g Ekaoctnv
npoonyoplav mpoceépovieg]. And when we are performing divine
service in the churches it is our custom to glorify the Father and the Son
and the Holy Spirit: not sons, but Son. If then we proclaim two sons,
which [of the two] is glorified by us and which one remains unhonoured

"2 811 kai peta v EvavBponnowy sig Yidg 6 Koprog fudv *Inoovg Xpiotdg — published

as an appendix to Letter 151 to the monks of the East (which was written in 431-32) in PG 83, 1433-
1440. M. Richard proved that the tract is a later composition, subsequent to the Eranistes. See M.
Richard, 'Un éerit de Théodoret sur I'unité du Christ aprés I'Incarnation’, RSPT, 24 (1935), 34-61.

' Anathema 6 of Ambrose quoted with approval by Theodoret (as written by Damasus) in HE reads:
avadepatifopev kal tovg dvo Yiovg sivar duioyvpilopévoug, Eva mpd TOV aidveov kai
aAlov peta v TG capkog gk g Mapiag dvainyiy (GCS 44, 298),
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[&yepactog]? For we have not quite reached such [a level of] insanity as
to assert two sons, yet not to honour one of them with any respect. It is
clear from this, therefore, that the slander is [slander], since we worship
one Only-begotten Son, the God-Word made man (PG 83, 1437AB).'*

Thus, we can conclude that the issue at stake for the Bishop of Cyrus concerning a
true confession of the One Christ as the single subject of ultimate attributions is the
unambiguous single worship. He invokes this argument repeatedly in his
correspondence, often bound together with the idea of the reality of both natures and
the communicatio onomaton we have analysed before. I shall quote some of the most
relevant ones mentioning their time of composition, yet without adding further

comments and letting the passages speak for themselves:'*®

In this way [i.e. because of the unmingled union] I declare that the same
Master Christ both suffers and destroys suffering; on one hand, He
suffers according to the visible [kata to 6pdpevov],'”’ and destroys
suffering as touching the ineffably indwelling Godhead. This is proved
clearly also by the narrative of the holy gospels, from where we learn that
whilst lying in a manger and wrapped in swaddling clothes, He was
announced by a star, worshipped [tpocekvveito] by magi and hymned
[bpveito] by angels.'?® [...] For He who was born of her [i.e. Mary] is
not revered on her account [81" adtnv cePacurog], but rather she is
honoured [kaAAOveta] with the greatest titles on account of Him Who
was born of her (Letter 151 written in 431-32 — SC 429, 114-16 and 122).

Although you have not yet met me, I think that your excellency is aware
of the open calumnies that have been published against me, for you have
often heard me preaching in church, when I have proclaimed the One
Lord Jesus, and have pointed out both the properties [18ia] of the
Godhead and of the manhood; for we do not divide [diaipovuev] the
One Son into two, but, worshipping the Only-begotten, point out the

2% The same liturgical defence of Theodoret's orthodoxy returns almost word by word in his Letter
146 to the monks of Constantinople written in the first half of 451. See SC 111, 178.

12 I have largely followed the translations of B. Jackson in NPNF 111

127 Cf. Theodoret's Comm. on Romans 8:29 written in 436-38: £ne1dr] yop &opatoc /| Gela ovoic,
10 88 odpa 6patdv, kg Ev ELkOVL TLVL S10 TOD cwpatog mpockvveital (PG 82, 141B).

1% See his Commentary on Hebrews 1:6: ndg 8¢ Ipwtdtokog 6 Movoyevig €l 8& kol petd
mv evavlponnolvy adtov ol dyyeloi mpooekvvnoav, mpo THG EvavipoTNoEng TAVTNV
adT@ TLUNV oV mpootpepov; [...] ARG kal &v T® koopw v O¢ Bedg, kol MAGev g
avlponoc. obtw xai Movoyevrg Eotiv g Oeog, kai Ilpwrtdtokog wg dvOpwmog Ev
noAdoig adelgoic. oltwG Gl 10 otPag mapa TOV AyyErov &deyetor Nv yap del Oeog
mposekvvnoay 8¢ adtov kai wg avipwmov (PG 82, 685BC).
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distinction [t0 Siagopov] between flesh and Godhead (Letter 99 to
Claudianus written in Nov. 448 — SC 111, 16).'*

Know then, O holy and godly sir that no one has ever at any time heard
us preaching two sons; in fact this doctrine seems to me abominable and
impious, for there is one Lord Jesus Christ through whom all things are.
Him I acknowledge both as eternal God and as man in the end of days,
and I give Him one worship as Only-begotten. I was taught, however, the
distinction [t0 didgopov] between flesh and Godhead, for the union is
unmingled [doVyyvtog yap N &vwoilg). [...] For, even after the
incarnation, we worship one Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, and call
as impious all who hold otherwise (Letter 104 to Flavianus written in
Dec. 448 — SC 111, 24-26 and 28).

And though the distinction [t0 Siagopov] of the natures is equally
recognised, the One Son ought to be worshipped, and the same ought to
be recognised as Son of God and Son of man, form of God and form of
the servant, Son of David and Lord of David, seed of Abraham and
creator of Abraham. The union [Evwoig] causes the names to be
common [koiva motel T Ovopatal, but the community of the names
does not confound [0V cvyxel] the natures.”*® Since it is clear for the
sound-minded that some [names] are appropriate as to God and others as
to man. In this way both the passible and the impassible are befitting
[apuotter] for the Master Christ, since on one hand He suffered
according to the humanity [kata 10 &v3pwneiov], whilst on the other
hand He remained impassible as God [wg 0e0g] (Letter 131 to Bishop
Timotheus written in mid-450 — SC 111, 116-18).

Once for all, fighting against each heresy, we command
[rappeyyvdpev] [all] to worship the One Son. [...] If, according to these
calumnies, we venerate two sons, which one do we glorify and which one
do we leave unworshipped? Since it were the most extreme insanity to
believe that there are two sons, yet to give the doxology to one alone [Evi
8¢ novw) (Letter 146 to the monks of Constantinople written in the first
halfof 451 - SC 111, 178)

It is said that [...] after certain presbyters had offered prayer, and
concluded it in the wonted manner, while some said 'For to You belongs
glory and to Your Christ and to the Holy Spirit' and others "Through
grace and loving kindness of Your Christ, with whom belongs glory to

" gva puév Yiov to0 Beob kxai oida kai mpookuvd tov Kiprov fjuédv “Incodbv Xpiotov:
thig &€ Gedtnrog kal tfg avlpwndtnrog v Sragopav E818aydnv (Eranistes, 135).

1% See Theodoret's Commentary on Ephesians 1:20-22: 16 8¢ v AnoScicov & fpdv evolv
MG althc @ AaPovii pstéxewv  Tpfig, oote  undspiav  eaivecdor  Sragopav
TPOOKLVACEWS, aAda Sia Tfig OpwpEvng @UcEwG TV adpatov mpookvvelcBar deotnia,
0010 mavtog Enexeiva Savpatog (PG 82, 517A).
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You with Your Holy Spirit,' the very wise archdeacon prohibited the use
of the expression, 'the Christ' and said that the 'Only-begotten' ought to be
glorified. If this is true it were impossible to exceed the impiety. For he
either divides the one Lord Jesus Christ into two sons and regards the
only begotten Son as lawful and natural, but the Christ as adopted and
spurious, and consequently unworthy for being honoured in doxology; or
else he is endeavouring to support the heresy which has now burst in on
us with the riot of wild revelry. [...] Copious additional evidence may be
found whereby it may be learnt without difficulty that our Lord Jesus
Christ is no other person than the Son who completes the Trinity. [...]
Let no one then foolishly suppose that the Christ is any other than the
only begotten Son. [...] One point, however, I cannot endure to omit. He
is alleged to have said that there are many Christs but one Son. Into this
error I suppose he fell through ignorance. For if he had read the divine
Scripture, he would have known that the title of the Son has also been
bestowed by our bountiful Lord on many. [...] If then, because the name
[t0 Ovopa] of the Christ is common, we neither should glorify the
Christ as God, nor worship Him as Son, since this name has also been
bestowed upon many. And why do | say the Son? The very name
[rpoonyopia] of God itself has been received by many as given [to
them] by God. [...] 'l have said you are gods'' [...] But this common
use of titles [t0 T@v dvopatwv opwvopov] does not offend those who
are instructed in piety. [...] Thus, though many are named fathers, we
worship One Father, the Father before the ages, the One who gave this
title [tnv &rikAnoiv] to men, according to the words of the Apostle
[Ephesians 3:14-15]. Let us not then, because others are called christs,
rob ourselves of the worship of our Lord Jesus Christ.'* For just as
though many are called gods and fathers, there is One God over all and
Father before the ages; and though many are called sons, there is One
true and natural Son [elg 0 aAndivog kai @voet Yidg]; and though
many are labelled spirits there is One All-Holy Spirit; in the same
fashion, though many are called christs there is One Lord Jesus Christ by
Whom all things are. And very properly does the Church cling to this
name [E§Nptntar tod Ovopatog]; for she has heard Paul, escorter of
the Bride [tob vopg@ootodov], exclaiming 'l have espoused you to one
husband that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ' (Letter 147 to
John the oeconomus written in 451 — SC 111, 201-20).

The evidence gathered here at some length is quite conclusive. In Theodoret's
understanding (from the time of De incarnatione until the months leading to

Chalcedon) one's Christological orthodoxy is measurable by the question 'whom do

P! psalm 82:6.
132 Cf. with Ch. 24 of De incarnatione: 416 100 Tupe®dv TpooKLVELTAL, Kol ToOTNp OpOD Kol
Agomotng mposayopevetat (PG 75, 1461C).
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you worship?' Although t0 diagopov of the natures cannot be ignored, this does not
impair by any means the aovyyvtog Evewoig within the €v npdownov, who is the
One and the same Son, Word and Master Christ and who should be worshipped with
a single veneration. In order to determine whether this approach was an exclusive
peculiarity of the Bishop of Cyrus in the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period or was used
by other former or contemporary theologians also, we need to take a glance at the

issue within a wider perspective.

One of the earlier testimonies concerning the matter is the Creed ascribed to either a
Nicene or Antiochene council against Paul of Samosata (preserved in the Ephesian
Acts 0f 431), which confesses 'our Lord Jesus Christ' in the following manner:
oVTwg OAOV TPOSKLYNTOV KAl HETA TOD OCOUATOS, GAA' odyi
KATO TO GO0 TPOCKLYNTOV, OAOV MPOCKLVODVIN KOl UETO TTG
8edtnrog, GAA odyi kato THV GedTnTa Tpookvvodvia.'
Although the Antiochene provenience of this creed is not entirely proven (some
suspect that it may have come from the school of Apollinaris,”** yet I have some
doubts concerning this, since the keyword for the humanity is c@pa and not capé as
we shall see below by Apollinaris), nevertheless, this is a further hint that the union
of worship may have been a major issue for the Alexandrian party also. Here is what
Athanasius writes in his Commentary on Psalm 99:5 (LXX: Ps. 98:5):
0 Vynrog ®g Oeoc kol VRO mOdag Exwv mAcAV TRV KTioLv
y€yovev atpentwg avlpwmnog. Tobtov oLV, @Noil, TOV YEVOUEVOV
atpentwg avdpwnov OyWoUTE, TPOGKLVODVIEG ODTOV pid
TPOCKLVNOEL MetTa thHe 1dlag copkog (PG 27, 421C).
Apart from the double emphasis upon the 'unchanged' manner of God's becoming
man, we encounter here a recurrent Alexandrian expression concerning the single

135 . . .
Apollinaris' famous confession

worship 'of the Word together with His own flesh'.
nepl THG ocopkwoewg Tod Beod Adyov — held by Cyril as coming from

Athanasius — apart from the phrase of 'one incarnate nature' adopted by Cyril reads:

'** Hahn, Bibliothek, 182; cf. ACO 1, 1, 5, 6.

1% See Hahn, Bibliothek, 182, note 42.

5 Cf. with the Confession of the Apollinarian Bishop Jobius: mpookuvvovpsvov & «kai
Sokalopevov peta thg 18iag capkdc (Hahn, Bibliothek, 285).
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od 8o @voelg tOv Eva Yidv, plav mpookuvnyInv kol piav
dnpookvovnTnv, GAAa plav  @Oowv o0 Begob  Adyov
CECAPKWUEVNIV KOL TPOCKVUVOLUEVNV HETQ THG GOPKOG QDTOD
pid mpookvvhoet [...] § &l 1§ [...] anpookvvnrnv [Aéyer] v
o0 Kvpiov fudv cdpko ©¢ GvIpodmov, Kol pn mposKLVNTNY
oG Kvpiov kai Bgob odpka, todtov dvadepatifer | kadodikn
gxxAnoia (Hahn, Bibliothek, 267-68)."*
It appears that the 'one worship' belonging to the One Christ was not of secondary
importance for Alexandrian theologians, although Apollinaris introduces a 'natural
union' deriving from this union of worship, which the other party — and the whole
church indeed — did not approve, whilst still maintaining the one veneration.
Apollinaris endorses it emphatically in his Confession in | kota. PEPOG MLIGTLG
asserting of the Son of God made man:
Ev mpoownov, kol pilov thv mpookvvnoly 100 Adyov kol Trg
ocapkog, MNv avelaPev kot avadepatilopev 100G dLa@OpovLS
TPOGKVLVNOELS TOLODVTOG, piov Ogikmv kol plav avlponivny,
Kol mpookvvolvtag tov gk Mapiag avlpwnov o¢ £tepov Ovia
nopa. TOov £k 00D Ogov [...] yevousvov 8¢ adtov dvBpwnov dia
TNV MUETEPAY CWTNPLOV TPOCKLVODUEV, OVY G LOOV €V 10
yevopevov 1® owpatt [...] OUSE yap TECOAPA TPOOCKLVELV
Agyopev, Beov kail Yiov Beob kal avBpwnov kol [Tvebpa ayiov.
Ao xol avodepatifopev tOUG OVTWG GoEPOOVIAG, TOVG
dvBponov &v tf Bsia Sofoloyia tidévrag.'’
This is arguably one of the main sources of the eighth Cyrilline anathema and

constitutes the very charge Theodoret continued to fight against. Maintaining 10
dragopov of the natures (which Apollinaris did not admit of course, yet that is why
he was heterodox), he simultaneously refused any diagopov in the worship. We

shall return to the Alexandrian party contemporary to Theodoret, yet before that let

136

Caspari proved the authorship of Apollinaris in C. P. Caspari, Alte und Neue Quellen zur
Geschichte des Taufsymbols und der Glaubensregel, 3 vols (Malling: Christiania, 1879), I, 119. In his
[lpoopwvntikog taig edoePectatalg deomoivairg, Cyril quotes almost the entire text of
Apollinaris's above Confession introducing it with the following formula: £gn toivov 6
tplopakaplog aAndag kai drafontog eig evoePerav * Adavaoiog ete. (ACO 1, 1, 5, 65).

"7 Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1904), 177-79. Cf.
with the homily of Paul, Bishop of Emesa preserved in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus (uttered in
Alexandria in the presence of Cyril): 81a to0t0o Tpuada, o0 tetpada mpookvvoluev, [latépa
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us take a glance at his own tradition. In his Confession Theodore of Mopsuestia
(perhaps reacting to some extent to the allegations of Apollinaris) writes about the

'perfect human being' assumed by 'the Master God-Word":

TOPG. MAGNG THG KTLOEWG SEYETOL TPOGKVLVNOLY, G AXWPLOTOV
npog tNv Gelav oy Exwv TNV cvvaeelay, avaeopd Beod kol
gvvolg mdomng avT® THG KILOEWG TNV TPOOKLYVNOLV
anovepovone. Kai odte Vo goapev viovg obte dvo kvpiloug,
gneldn elg Beog kat odoiav 6 Beog Adyog, 6 Movoyevng Yiog
00 Ilatpog, dnep 00T0G cLVNUPEVOG TE Kol PETEXWV BEOTNTOC
kolvovel tfg Yiod mpoonyoplog te kol Tipfig [...] Onep @v M
KOl TNV TPOSKLVNOLY KOl Avaopav Beod mapa macng SexeTal
g ktioewg (Hahn, Bibliothek, 303).

A more distilled yet less technical expression of the same concept is found in John
Chrysostom's treatise De sancta Trinitate, in which the famous Antiochene preacher
brings the idea of the single worship closer to the Athanasian emphasis quoted
above. As Chrysostom writes,
Opate puotnprov. Eneldn fuedle ywplg QUOPTLOG THV TUETEPOLV
capka £voDV EauTd €lg plav mpookvvnoLly, N 8¢ capf NUAV €k
to0 ~Addp, £k the Yfi¢ kata tovto Agyetr, Kal mpookuvveite 1@
vnonodiw TAV mod®dV adToL. MuElg TH YN OV MPOCKLVOLUEV,
aAllo 1@ Oed® Adyw T® EVOOAVIL EQLT® XWPLG AUAPTLOG TNV EK
g YNG mAacBeioav tod ~Adap capko (PG 48, 1096A).
It is therefore fair to assume that in both traditions the idea of the single worship of
the One Son incarnate was by no means of secondary importance regarding the
Christological personal union also. In fact, Cyril is one of the most vigorous
defenders of this idea, which reappears in his letter to Nestorius and in his eighth
anathema, notably bound in both cases to the union of the person:
ovtw Xpiotov gva kol Kopiov OpoAloynoopev, ov) ®G
avdpwnov cvounpookvvodvieg 1@ Adyw, iva un Tpfic goaviacia
nopsLtokpivnTol dta tod AEyelv 10 oLV GAL’ ®G Eva Kol TOV

adTOV POSKLVOUVTEG [...] WG EvOg kol Evwolv, peta tiig 18lag
oapkOg (Ep. dogm. in Hahn, Bibliothek, 312; c¢f. ACO1, 1, 1, 28).

kol eva Yiov kol [vebpa dayiov, avadepatifopev 8¢ tovg Agyovrog 8o viovg kal TGV
lep®@v Thg ExkAnotiog ExPaldopev nepiforav (ACO1, 1, 4, 10).



Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret's De incarnatione 227

Thus, a duality of subjects is refuted by the denial of a divided worship or a 'common
worship'. We shall reflect upon Cyril's overall suspicion concerning the preposition
ovv in the terminological section. At this point, however, it ought to be observed
how much weight he lays upon the one worship as the proof of a true confession of
the unity in Christ in his eighth anathema:
el TG  ToAud@ Agyewv  tov  avaAnelévia  av@pwmnov
ocvunpookvveicGar deiv 1@ 0e® Adyw xal cvvdotalecGar kol
ovyxpnuatilely Beov g €tepov [Hahn adds: €v] &tépw (tO yap
oLV del nmpootidéuevov tobTO Voelv avaykalet), kai ovxi omM
HEAAOV pL@ TPOCKLVNGEL TLUG TOV - EppoavounA kol pilav ovtd
v 8o&oloylav avantel [Hahn: dvaneunet], kado yeyove capé o
Aodyog, a. & (ACO1, 1, 6, 131; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 314).
As shown by the evidence, although he did not share Cyril's worries concerning the

'oOV', Theodoret emphasised the 'one worship' as mpookVvnoig rather than
ovunpookOVNolG. In his short reply to Anathema 8 he asserts piav tnv
dooloyiav mpoc@epoucv explaining that this does not remove the natures'

properties, which in their turn do not impair the union. Leo touches the issue briefly:

Similis est rudimentis hominum, quem Herodes impie molitur occidere;
sed Dominus est omnium, quem Magi gaudent suppliciter adorare |...]
Quem itaque sicut hominem diabolica tentat astutia, eidem sicut Deo
angelica famulantur officia (Tomus 4 in ACO11, 2, 1, 28-29)."**

Without lengthening the gathering of evidence any further,'” I would like to refer to
one of the most interesting climaxes concerning the avowal of a single worship
bound together with the confession concerning the existence of both natures. This is
the case of Basil of Seleucia, who according to the Acts of Chalcedon, asserted:
npockuvd tov Eva. Kbprov fudv “Incodv Xpiotov tov Yiov
00 Bgod tOov Movoyevi}, tov Bgov Aoyov peta tnv cdapkwoiv

Kol TNV évavlpwnnoiv év dvo gvoeoLv yvopiiopevov (ACOTI, 1,
1, 92-93).

138 Cf. the end of De incarnatione, Ch. 14 quoted above in the section on the Temptation (col. 1441D).
% For the importance of the unity of worship for both parties as a sign of teaching 'One Son' during
the Nestorian controversy cf. ACO 1, 1, 1, 18, 23, 35, 37, 41, 53, 62-63; ACO 1, 1, 2, 44, 48-49, 71, 92,
95, 101; ACO 1, 1, 4, 25,27, ACO 1, 1, 5, 21-23, 31, 49, 64, 65; ACO 1, 1, 6, 8, 20, 32, 46-54, 132;
ACO1, 1,7, 39, 48-50, 83, 93, 98-99, 108-109, 139; ACO1, 5, 1, 225, 230.
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According to the minutes of the council a huge uproar followed this sentence from
the side of the Egyptian and Eastern bishops, who repeatedly protested against 'the
separation of the indivisible': tov duépiotov pndeic ywpiletw. Although Basil
defended the union, he did not shrink to speak of the natures' properties and said:
avadepa t@® pepilovti, avalepo 1@ draipolvil TaG QUOELG
pueta TNV &vwoly avadepo 8¢ kol t@ pun yvopillovit To
dtalov t@v Quoswv (ACO 11, 1, 1, 93).
It was an almost impossible situation, since the Egyptians labelled the 'two natures'
formula as Nestorian. I do not intend to follow the story further, since that would
divert us from our theme, nevertheless, the fact that Basil's above assertion became
ultimately the key phrase of the Definition is argued positively by modern
scholarship. According to Sellers, the famous 'in two natures' of the Chalcedonense
may well have had its origin in Basil's earlier comment on the Formula of Reunion:
npookvvoduev tov évo Koprov nuav “Incovv Xpiotov gv 8o
@vogotl yvopllopevov (ACO L, 1, 117).
André de Halleux, who is the author of probably the best analytic article so far on the
Chalcedonense, also reaches the same substantial conclusion concerning the source
of 'la formule basilienne''*" Basil had asserted this at the home synod at
Constantinople in November 448, he was forced to retract it at the Latrocinium, only

to revert to this statement again in Chalcedon.'*!

If one were to compare the above with Theodoret's assertion in Ch. 21 of De
incarnatione, the resemblance is obvious, especially concerning the union of
worship: &v gkatepa 8¢ @vost tov Eva Yiov mpookuviowuev (col. 1456D). In
fact he restated it in a somewhat similar fashion in Chalcedon, which together with
the anathema upon those teaching 'two sons' and the confession of worshipping the

One Son met the approval of the Eastern bishops also:

1% André de Halleux, 'La définition christologique & Chalcédoine!, in Patrologie et ecuménisme.
Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensinum, 93 (Leuven: Leuven University Press,
1990), 445-480 (pp. 467-70).

! See Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, 58, note 6; 67, note 4; 122; 215-16.
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Bcodwpnrog 6 eOAaPéctotog Emiokonog simev: avadepo 1A
Aéyovti Vo viovg E€va yap Yiov mpookvvobuev, tov Kvpiov
Auov " Incobv Xptotdv 1ov Movoyevi] (ACO L, 1, 1, 111).'%
The alternative to this position was asserted previously by Bishop Logginos and
Presbyter John respectively in the following manner:
gldwg pera MV Evavidpwnnolwv TRV €k V0  QUOEWV

npookvveicPatr Bedtnta tod Movoyevodg Yiob tod 0god kol
owtfpog NuAV ~Incod Xpiotod (ACO1I, 1, 1, 120).

peta 8¢ tnv Evavlpwnnoiv tov Bgob Adyov, tovtEsTivV peta

mv yévvnoiv tob Kvpilov fudv ’Incod Xpiotod ptav @doiv

nmpookLVELY kol  towtny  Bgob  coapkwdEviog kol

gvavlponioavtog (ACOTL, 1, 1, 124; cf. 159 and 161).'*
One ought to observe the manner of reference to the 'worship' within these
statements in order to see how important this seemingly liturgical point became in
the Christological debates during and after the Nestorian controversy. If we compare
these with Basil's recantation'* at the Latrocinium, it becomes obvious that
concerning the worship belonging to the One Son of God Incarnate the issue at stake
was whether this had to determine also the number of natures having to be confessed
after the union. As far as the testimony of the Chalcedonense goes, it was decided

that the pio. mpookOvnoilg — which remained totally unchallenged through the
entire period — is not bound to the pio @Voig formula, but belongs to the One
Person (npocwnov and bnootaotg) of Christ, recognised 'in two natures' after the

union. Based on the available evidence it may be said that Theodoret's De
incarnatione and his later position were in substantial agreement with this

ecumenical conclusion.

12 Concerning the issue of the worship not belonging to 'two sons' see also Emperor Marcian's lellers
sent to Macarius (ACO 11, 1, 3, 131-32) and to the synod of Palestine (ACO 11, 1, 3, 133-35).

'3 Note again the resemblance with the Apollinarian line of thought: 'one worship' => 'one nature'.

% See ACO 11, 1, 1, 179: kot Gvayvedévieov tdv Odropvnudtov Boactlelog Erickomog
Zelevkeiog “loavplog eimev: ovpgEpopat TH TLGTEL TGV GylwV TATEPWYV [...] TPOSKLVE
™V pilav euoiy tiig Bedtnrog 100 Movoyevoic Evavlponioaviog Kol CECOPKWIEVOL.
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4.5.6 Terminology

In this last section I shall try to summarise the most important terminological issues
concerning Theodoret's early Christology. I shall start with the four basic expressions
concerning the notions of 'essence’, 'nature’ and 'person’ (ovoia, UGG, LTOCTAGLS
and mpdownov), and continue with the terms defining the union (Evwotg,
ocvvagela, kKolvevia, &volknoig). I shall refer also to the terms Theodoret
considered as being inappropriate for the union (cUyxvolg, TPOTY, KPAEGLG,

petaBoAn) as well as to his image of soul and body describing the oikonomia.

'Essence’, 'nature’ and 'person’
The terms ovoio and @Uolg are practically synonyms in Theodoret's both

Trinitarian and Christological vocabulary. This determines partly his attitude towards
vnootaotg in Christology also. I quote only one relevant passage from each tract:

ptav Mg Tpradog v @Oy glval nLoTEVOUEY, piay odoilov v
tpLolv 1diotnolv yvoprlopevny (De Trinitate Ch. 28, col. 1188B).

ovoioe d¢ Sovlov, tovtéstiv Avdpwnov [...] mAoa TOD

avlpomov 1 @Voig [...] vevouilstal (De incarnatione Ch. 10, col.

1432B).
The author uses both terms in the two tracts, but nevertheless, the occurrence of
VoG is notably higher in both than that of obola, which suggests the author's
intention to provide a solid ground for his 'two natures' Christology.'** Although the
meaning of the two terms in relation to each other is virtually the same,'*® their
Trinitarian function is the opposite of the Christological. On one hand they represent
the common essence and nature of the Triad; on the other hand, they carry the

specific attributes of the uniting Godhead and manhood respectively within the

'S The term odoto occurs 14 times in De Trinitate and 16 times in De incarnatione, whilst g¥o1c
appears 36 times in De Trinitate and 84 times in De incarnatione.

1 The limits of the present work do not allow a longer discussion of this issue. Although a total
identification of the two terms should not be inferred, they are practically equivalent for our author
both in his Trinitarian doctrine and in his Christology.
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Person of Christ. Nonetheless, they are also used consistently in both contexts, since

they denote the divine nature/essence both in the 8goAoyia and in the oikovopia.

Without lengthening the discussion concerning the fairly evident meaning of oboia
and @uog, I shall proceed to the analysis of their relationship with probably the

most problematic term of the period and to some extent of Theodoret, i.e.

vnootooilg. Concerning the term's doctrinal history I refer the reader to the excellent

scholarship of J. H. Newman, G. L. Prestige and Marcel Richard.'*’

The term in itself is a correlative substantive of the verb b@iotnut, i.e. to stand, set

or place under. As Prestige argues,

Broadly speaking, it may be said that the purport of the term is derived in

one group of usages from the middle voice of the verb beiotnut, and in

another from the active voice. Thus it may mean either that which

underlies, or that which gives support (God in Patristic Thought, 163).
In classical Greek in the material sense it means 'foundation', 'sediment’,
'groundwork' or even substantial nature. It also means 'substance', 'reality’, something
'underlying' a specific phenomenon or essence.

' 148

In the New Testament it occurs three times in the sense of 'confidence', ™ once in the

149 and only once with a meaning which the Church

sense of 'reality' or 'assurance
more or less began to assign to it."”" Its application in theology is therefore caused
largely by Hebrews 1:3 and at first it becomes the synonym of oOcia in Epiphanius
and his contemporary anti-Arian theologians. As opposed to obcia, in which the

emphasis is laid upon the single object disclosed by means of internal analysis, the
term hypostasis draws attention to the externally concrete independence, i.e. the
relation to other objects. The primary theological sense of the word was also subject

to continuous development.

'47°J. H. Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century (London: Longman, 1908), 432-44; G. L.
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought (London: SPCK, 1952), 157-78; Marcel Richard, 'L'introduction du
mot hypostase dans la théologie de I'Incarnation’, MSR, 2 (1945), 5-32, 243-70. See also the note of
Blomfield Jackson in NPNF 111, 36.

148 5 Corinthians 9:4, 11:17; Hebrews 3:14.

9 Hebrews 11:1.

1% Hebrews 1:3.
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The phrase 'hypostasis of ousia' (Hebrews 11:1) — according to Prestige — may be
translated 'substantial objectivity'. The term hypostasis soon gathered the sense of
'genuineness', or 'reality’, i.e. positive, 'concrete and distinct existence, first of all in
the abstract and later in the particular individual' (Ibid., 174). Its use becomes more
and more common by the time of the Cappadocians, meaning largely 'objective
individual existence'. Hypostasis gradually gains the meaning of 'individual' in

Clement, Origen, Athanasius and Basil (Ibid., pp.176-77). As our author concludes,

Instances could be multiplied, but those which have been quoted are
sufficient to show what the word hypostasis really means when it comes
to be applied to the prosopa of the triad. It implies that the three
presentations possess a concrete and independent objectivity, in
confutation both of the Sabellian type of heresy, which regarded them all
merely as different names, and of the unitarian type of heresy, which
regarded the second and third of them as abstract qualities possessed by
the first or impersonal influences exerted by His volition (177-78).

Before entering the Eastern debate concerning the interpretation of Gndotaotc, |
would like to draw attention to another linguistic issue, namely the Latin translation
of the term. In the text of De Trinitate 1 have chosen to translate the Greek
opoovolog with 'coessential' instead of 'consubstantial' partly because the Greek
ovoio would be rather the equivalent of essentia than of substantia. One of my
main concerns was that whilst trying to address the issue of Theodoret's terminology,
I could not ignore that etymologically the Latin substantia (sub-stantia) was much
closer to the Greek broctacig (Ond—ot001g) than to odota. It is beyond doubt
that the Western usage of the term consubstantialis made it the equivalent of Nicaea's
homoousios. The translation of odotio with substantia occurred already after Nicaea
in Latin theology. In his De fide ad Gratianum (CSEL 78, 1, 19, 128) Ambrose uses

substantia only in this sense:

Er [i.e. Ambrosius] stellt jedoch klar, dafl er substantia nur im Sinne von
ovola benutzt, I, 19, 128: 'quia nos in Deo aut usian graece aut latine
substantiam dicimus' (L. Abramowski, 'Zuvaoeeia', 89).

Further, the application and usage of substantia to denote ovola in the Early
Western Church is legitimate as far as Nicaea is concerned, since the Nicene Creed

did not distinguish between ovotla. and bnootactig. This was probably a reaction to
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Arius's distinction between the three brootacelg in order to express a difference
between the ovoia of the Father and of the Son. As Arius said,

[0 Yiog] 10 £RAv kol 10 glvar mapa tob [Matpog eidneota kol

tag 80Eag, ovvurootnooviog avt® tod [latpog. OO yap ©

[Matnp Sovg AdT® MAVIWV TRV KANPOVOULAY ECTEPNOEV EQVLTOV

OV QYEVVITOG EYEL EV EOLTG 7NMYN YOp £0TL MAVIOV. WOCTE

Tpeic eloly vrootacelg (Opitz, Urkunde 5, 13).
Thus, the usage of consubstantialis to translate Opoovoiog — at least until the

distinctions introduced by the Cappadocians — is fully Nicene and rightful.
Nevertheless, in the fifth century the Western practice of translating only odo o, with

, . . . 151
substantia was not unanimous, thus causing occasional problems.

Socrates Scholasticus provides useful information about the debates concerning

ovoia and bnootacts. According to him the two terms were allowed in the absence

of more fitting ones in order to exclude Sabellianism. He also mentions that the

Greek philosophers provided various definitions of obota, yet they did not notice
vnootaoig, concluding that although the ancient ones rarely mentioned this term,

the more modern thinkers have frequently used it instead of odoia.'>

! We find e.g. Marius Mercator translating Onoctactg with substantia. By the time the more refined
Neo-Nicene terminology of the Cappadocians emerged, it was not possible to revert to a translation of
O6poovolog with coessentialis. There was, of course, no reason to do that, since in the West the
meanings of these terms were hardly under question compared to the intensity of the Eastern
terminological disputes. Moreover, most of the Latin writers had already found another comfortable
equivalent for bnoctaoig by translating it with subsistentia (although not all of them were consistent
in doing this). The issue arose again in the East in the terminological debates of the fifth century, until
the two Greek terms (oOoia and Omootoolg) were adequately distinguished by Chalcedon in the
passage referring to the Person of Jesus Christ, whom the Chalcedonense confesses as being 8vo
QvoELG, but pla VrocTacts. By this time it was indeed too late for the West to address the entire
issue again and possibly to replace a term (i.e. consubstantialis) for no urgent reason, a term, which by
then had been used for more than 120 years. This revision of the Latin Trinitarian and Christological
terminology thus did not take place in the West for the aforementioned reasons. Its effect can be
traced through the entire history of Western theological scholarship to the extent that even in the
nineteenth century the editor of Theodoret's two treatises, Angelo Mai, still continued to translate both
oboia and Ondotacig with substantia, although from a theological viewpoint — also for Theodoret —
the two terms denote different concepts. In trying to be as close to Theodoret's terminology as
possible, I did not carry all the way through my translation this inherited shift of paradigm.

B2 ot v ‘EAAnviknv nmap’ “EAAnot cogiav EkBépevor tHY pév odoiav moAlaxdc
dpiloavio: UmOcTACEWG O& 008 fvrivaodv pvaunv rmemoinvrer [...] ol malotoi
p1Aocopot TV AgELy mapehimov, GAL' Speg ol VEWTEPOL T@V QLAOGOQWV GUVEXDG GVTL
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Whilst the philosophical meaning of OrnocTaGLg is more or less inconclusive as to
what extent it could denote a concrete individual reality or a universal essence,’” its
ecclesiastical application is even more complicated. The term certainly enters
Trinitarian doctrine first — a long time before being accepted in Christology. The
arguably Origenian picture of one odolo and three brnootacelg in the Trinity is
challenged by Arius, who operated with three Onoctdcelg in order to attack the
doctrine of 6poovesia. This is partly why the anathema at the end of the Nicaeanum

did not distinguish between the two terms. The same is valid for the subsequent

Creed of Sardica (347), which states that 'the Onoéctacig, which the heretics call
odota of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit is one'."** The Roman Council held

under Damasus in 371 asserts that the Three Persons are of the same hypostasis and
usia.””® The Council of Alexandria in 362 led by Athanasius and Eusebius of Vercelli
decided to leave both the sense and the use of the term open, thus to enable the
different traditions and schools to speak either of one hypostasis or of three."*® On

the other hand, as Rowan Williams observes,

Both Arius himself and the later critics of Nicaea insist on the catholic
and scriptural nature of their language, and see themselves as guardians
of centrally important formulae - God is the sole anarchos, He begets the
Son 'not in appearance but in truth', there is a triad of distinct
hupostaseis, and so forth. But Arius was suspect in the eyes of the
Lucianists and their neo-Arian successors because of his logical
development of the traditional language in a direction that threatened the
reality and integrity of God's revelation in the Son; hence the attempts in
the credal statements of conservative synods in the 350s to bracket the
whole Nicene discussion by refusing to allow ousia-terms of any kind
into professions of faith."”’

Further, if the above picture were not already puzzling, we have to acknowledge that
the use of the two terms may not be entirely clear within the oeuvre of a number of

individual theologians either. Athanasius, for example, tried to apply the term both

i obolog 17 AEfel Tfig Orootacewg dmeypnoavto. See Socrates, HE 11, 7 in William Bright,
ed., Socrates' Ecclesiastical History, 2nd edn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1893).

'3 Socrates argues in the same place that Irenaeus the grammarian even labelled the term 'barbarian’,
'** Theodoret, HE, 11, 8; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 188.

155 Newman, The Arians, 435.

1% Cf. Newman, The Arians, 436-37.

157 Rowan Williams, Arius, Heresy and Tradition, 2nd edn (London: SCM Press, 2001), 234.
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against the Arians (thus equating it with odola) and to use it for the three divine

Persons. On one hand, in his Epistula ad Afros episcopos, he wrote:

N 8¢ Onooctoolg odola £0Ti, kAl OVSEV AALO GNUOLVOUEVOV
EXeL | oOTO TO OV (PG 26, 1036B).

On the other hand, the same author in another work asserts:

10 yop tpitov ta tipte L@a tabta npoceepely TNV dofoloylav
aylog, ayLog, dylog AEyovta, TOG TPELG LMOCTACELS TEAELOG
delkviOvta gotilv, ®¢ kol &v t@® Agyewv 10, KbOprog, v ptav
ovoiav dnAovoiv (In illud: Omnia mihi tradita sunt in PG 25, 220A).

As it may be argued, the common Origenian heritage was developed on one hand by
Arius in the sense of Trinitarian subordination, whilst on the other hand by
Athanasius in the direction of coessentiality. The meaning of Omootaolg varied
accordingly. We should emphasise again: this happened exclusively within the limits

of Trinitarian doctrine. No application of the term Ondotacig in Christology is to be

found in the Nicene and Neo-Nicene fathers.

The unique journey of the term Onootaoig in Christian theology, however, was far
from being over. Without its gauntlet-run in Trinitarian doctrine being entirely
finished, the expression received a second blow from the zealous Bishop of
Laodicea. Apollinaris was the first and remained the only theologian before Cyril of
Alexandria who applied the term in Christology. According to the research of M.
Richard, only Apollinaris (and Theodore of Mopsuestia, as Richard thought in 1945)

could be shown to have used the term bndotaoig in Christology before Cyril.
Apollinaris uses the term 'one hypostasis' three times in his De fide et incarnatione:
gv npdownov, pla Hrdstacts, GAog dvipwnog, dAog Bedg. >

“lovdaiol 10 oduo cTaLPWoNVIEG TOV B0V EoTapwoav, Kol
ovdepta draipeotg tod Adyov kai tfig oapkog adTod [...] GAA’
b / ’ / e ’ ‘ s ¢ o ’ 1
éoTL pila evoig, ula Brdotacts, pla Evépysia, &v npdcwmov.'™

"% Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1904), 194.



Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret's De incarnatione 236

Menschensohn aber wurde er genannt, gttliche Herrschaft aber wie Gott
zeigte er, und durch das blut seiner Hypostase erloste er die ganze
Schopfung.'®

As M. Richard points out, the fourth occurrence of 'one hypostasis' — in Apollinaris's
7| xato péEpog miotig (which Cyril held as written by Athanasius) — was contested.
Nevertheless, based on the further evidence available to him, Richard corrected
Lietzmann's critical text. The genuine version therefore is:

piav OROCTOCLY Kol €V TPOCWNOV KoL IOV TNV TPOCKUVNOLV
100 Adyov kal tiig capkog.'®

Hereby we have first-hand evidence concerning the provenience of 'one hypostasis'
in Cyril's Christology. M. Richard attempted to prove that no other ancient writer
used the term in Christology before Cyril — save for Theodore.'® He argued that
from among the two surviving versions of a Syriac fragment of Theodore (Brit. Lib.
add. 12156 and 14669 respectively) the latter was the genuine one, containing 'one
hypostasis' instead of 'one prosopon'.'®® As a result, this is the way the two fragments

are listed in the 1974 edition of CPG (No. 3856).

Luise Abramowski, however, corrected this conclusion. According to the decisive
evidence furnished in 1995 by the German scholar the former fragment (in BL
12156) containing 'one prosopon' is the authentic one, thus their order in CPG 3856

ought to be inverted.'®*

This latter correction of Prof. Abramowski bears an enormous significance upon my
subsequent argument concerning the validity of 'one hypostasis' in Christology
around Ephesus, since according to this very recent evidence, the only theologian

who had indeed used Onoctaocig in Christology before Cyril was Apollinaris. Apart

19 Lietzmann, A pollinaris, 198-99. Apart from its doctrinal anti-Semitism it is hard not to observe the

obvious theopaschite 'confusion of natures' bound together with Apollinaris's pia @Uolg, pila
vnootactg formula.

' L ietzmann, Apollinaris, 201.

181 M, Richard, 'L'introduction du mot hypostase', 7. Cf. Lietzmann, Apollinaris, 177.

' This latter conclusion was corrected by Luise Abramowski. See below.

'® M. Richard, 'L'introduction du mot Aypostase', 21-29.
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from the correction concerning Theodore, the conclusion of M. Richard after having

analysed a whole series of pseudepigraphic texts, remains fully authoritative:

Ce florilége de texte pseudépigraphiques pourrait sans doute étre allongé,
mais sans grand profit. Tel quel il met déja suffisamment en relief
I'impossibilité dans laquelle se sont trouvés les théologiens du VI® et VII®
siecle de justifier par une tradition histori?ue l'introduction du mot
hypostase dans la définition de Chalcédoine. '

Thus, the famous Apollinarian formula pio @Uoig, pilo OVmOoTOOLG, Mld
gvepyera, v npoocwmnov of the Incarnate Word did not have any other ecclesiastical
authority behind itself apart from the Laodicean heresiarch. Although Cyril of
Alexandria held the phrase as coming from his venerated master Athanasius, whom
he sought to follow in every theological respect, the term indeed was alien to

orthodox Christology in the entire fourth century.'®

We have arrived at Theodoret and the issue of Unoctacig within the Christological
debates of his time. What we know only since 1995 (thanks to Prof. Abramowski) —
and Cyril did not know at the time — Theodoret knew at the outbreak of the Nestorian
controversy already: the term pio Omdotoocig as referring to the Incarnation and
specifically denoting the union 'according to Onootaoig' in Christ, as it appears in
Cyril's Anathemas, was most emphatically not used by any of the orthodox fathers,
who reserved this term exclusively for the i81a of the divine Persons.'®” One may
even be entitled to reformulate one of the basic scholarly assumptions concerning the
authoritativeness of Aypostatic union before 431. It was not part of the tradition,
nonetheless, Cyril's recurrent emphatic references to his pseudo-Athanasian sources

almost 'created a history', as it were, for this phrase — and perhaps not only in the

1% L. Abramowski, 'Uber die Fragmente des Theodor von Mopsuestia in Brit. Libr. add 12.516 und
das doppelt iiberlieferte christologische Fragment, Oriens Christianus, 79 (1995), 1-8. The
Supplement of CPG published in 1998 contains this correction under No. 3856.

15 M. Richard, 'L'introduction du mot hypostase', 32.

' In Latin theology the term 'one nature' was expressly banned e.g. by the 13" Anathema of the first
council of Toledo in the year 400: 'si quis dixerit vel crediderit, deitatis et carnis unam esse in Christo
naturam, anathema sit' (Hahn, Bibliothek, 212).

167 Although the Trinitarian and Christological language of some fathers in the fourth century — like
that of Athanasius and Basil — cannot be kept neatly apart, nonetheless, the term VmocTaoLg as
referring to the union of Godhead and manhood in Christ, and especially the key-phrases: 'hypostatic
union' or 'the union according to hypostasis' were entirely absent from their vocabulary.
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minds of some theologians living in the fifth century. This largely unchallenged
assumption filtered itself through the centuries into the modern scholarship,
becoming part of our doctrinal subconscious. That is why the findings of M. Richard
and L. Abramowski are so important. I cannot and do not intend to rewrite this
chapter of the history of doctrine, nonetheless, 1 find it necessary to make a clear
distinction here between what can be considered as genuine tradition and subsequent

general assumption.

It is this perspective from which I intend to assess the reaction of Theodoret, who,

upon encountering the term Onootaoig in Cyril's anathemas, writes both in his reply
and in his Letter to the Eastern monks:

In obedience to the divine teaching of the apostles we confess one Christ;
and through the union [61a. tnv &vwoiv], we name the same One both
God and man. But we are wholly ignorant [ravtanoacty dyvooduev] of
the union according to hypostasis as being strange and alien [0g EEvnv
kol GAAO@LAOV] to the divine Scriptures and to the Fathers who have
interpreted them (A4CO 1, 1, 6, 114)."°®

gv 8¢ 1@ devtépw kal tpitw kegodaiw [...] v kol GndctocLy
gévwolv elodyel kol ovvodov kal' Evwolv Quolknv, Kkpdoiv
V0L KOl oLYXLOLV d1a TOUTWV TAOV OVOoudT®wV yeyeviioGal
ddaockwv thg 1€ Bslag @Voswg kol THE Tod doVAOL HOPOTC.
Tobto 17ic aipetikfic ~AmOAALVOPLOL KOLVOTOMLOG EGTL KOTUO
(SC 429, 100).

As I have repeatedly stated, Cyril's orthodoxy — as well as the Chalcedonian validity
of hypostatic union — is not in question within the present thesis, since we are
concerned with the interpretation of Theodoret. Nevertheless, two important

observations have to be made. First, the only occasion where Theodoret could be

claimed to admit two Omootaoceirg in Christ in his entire theological career is his

' The interaction between the Trinitarian and Christological vocabulary of the earlier fathers cannot
be ignored. Nevertheless, the term OrocTacLg was primarily used in $eoloyia and seldom referring
to the oikovoptia. Although the full absence of \UndotaciLg from the Christological terminology of
the earlier theologians may not be inferred, nevertheless, most emphatically, the phrase 'union
according to hypostasis' was beyond doubt absent from their writings. It is peculiarly this usage which
Theodoret targets in his counter-statement the more so since Cyril made it the equivalent of his 'union
according to nature'. See below.
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answer to the third Cyrilline anathema.'® He never challenges the expression again.
Secondly, in the context of scholarly evidence, he was justified in saying that the
term was alien to the fathers' vocabulary of the oikovopta, being prima facie 'the
fetus of Apollinaris's heretic innovation'. Thus, without denying the theological
virtue of Cyril's positive application of the term and his subsequent contribution by
which it became unanimously accepted two decades later, one ought to see that the
moment and the way it re-entered the theology of the Incarnation'’’ after more than

171

four decades of absence, ' the term OnoctaG LG Was more than suspicious — and not

merely for the Antiochene theologians. It was an innovation, although it proved to be

a positive one.

Theodoret's reaction is not motivated by ignorance but rather by a commonly general
concern about any compromised term in any period of the history of doctrine. To
give only one example: the expression 'man-bearer' connected inseparably with 'God-
bearer' could have become an orthodox statement as a legitimate confession of the
true humanity and divinity of Christ'’? — if it had not been bound to the ill-fated
name of Nestorius. Similarly, the phrase évwoilg ka® Ondctaciy as referring to
Christ — despite the indisputable virtue conferred later on it by Cyril — cannot indeed
be claimed to have had any sort of authority but rather a bad reputation in the context
of the oikonomia at the time of the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy.

Consequently, Theodoret could not be expected to embrace a phrase used by the

' 1 think Marcel Richard has given the adequate explanation concerning the lack of the term
vmoctacilg from Theodoret's Christological vocabulary: Nous avons déja signalé la fin de non-
recevoir opposée par Théodoret & l'expression union ka8 Ondctaciy. Il nous reste & préciser et
expliquer son attitude 4 I'égard des autres theses de saint Cyrille: On a voulu conclure de sa critique du
III° anathématisme qu'il confessait deux hypostases du Christ. Ce n'est exact que tout i fait
matériellement. En réalité le mot Ondotaotg ne faisait pas partie de son lexique christologique. Mais
il a compris que par "hypostase" Cyrille entendait ce que lui-méme appelait "nature" et n'a pas jugé
utile de le chicaner sur ce point. Il s'est contenté, quand il parlait, aprés lui, d'hypostases, d'ajouter
pour éviter toute équivoque €1t o0V @UoELG, ce qu'il faut traduire "c'est-a-dire les natures".' See M.
Richard, 'L'introduction du mot Aypostase', 253. Cf. ACO 1, 1, 6, 117 = PG 76, 404B. In the light of L.
Abramowski's correction, one may add that Undctactig was not part of anyone else's Christological
vocabulary in 430 either — save for Cyril of Alexandria.

M. being included in a solemn anathema to be subscribed by Nestorius as proof of his orthodoxy.
"I Apollinaris died in 392, being in open war with the orthodox side since 376.

L Strictly speaking, the juxtaposition would logically describe Christ as very God and very man.
Mary is 'God-bearer' since the Word was born into human life through her, yet also 'man-bearer' since
Who is born of her is very man also. The doctrinally motivated refusal of the latter compromised term
paradoxically denies Mary a quality, which is by nature due to every human mother.
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most ferocious opponent of his two teachers (Diodore and Theodore) — an opponent
condemned by the first canon of Constantinople 381 (which was presided over for a
while by Diodore himself) and regarded by the whole church as having died in his
heresy — and accept it as the very criterion of Christological orthodoxy. It necessarily
took some years of theological evolution — including Cyril's necessary subsequent
clarifications — until the content of the expression could be regarded and accepted as
orthodox. The Bishop of Cyrus cannot be reproached justifiably for not having made
it his key term of Christological union, save for the case if one were to argue from
the perspective of the 'assumption’, which 1 have distinguished above from the
'tradition'. Evidently, such a charge is anachronistic. Moreover, apart from
Theodoret's remarkable reluctance to attack the Cyrilline formula ever again after
431 it ought to be observed that one of the very obstacles in the way of his
acceptance was Cyril's rather unfortunate and often ambiguous equation between

onodotaoic and p¥oic, subsequently corrected by Chalcedon.'”

Thus, how did Theodoret interpret bnoctacig? In De incarnatione (apart from the

recurrent quotation of Hebrews 1:3) we have only one occurrence of the term and

even that is taken in a Trinitarian sense:

This is a powerful refutation showing immediately the very impiety of
Arius and Eunomius and it shows also the blasphemy of Sabellius,
Marcellus and Photeinos, who deny the three hypostases [0l tag Tpeic
vrootacelg apvovuevol] and confuse the attributes of the Godhead
[kal tag tfig YeotnTog cvyyEovieg 1810tnTag]. Because according
to the hypostasis the one being in the form of God [i.e. the Word] is
different from the other [i.e. God the Father] in whose form [He] is
[Etepog yap xkata tnv Ondotaciv O &v popef Beod LrApy®V,
Kol £1epog EkEIVOg OV £V popei] vrapyet]. Again, the one [i.e. the
Word] who thought it no robbery to be equal with God is different from
the other [i.e. God the Father] with whom He is equal; nevertheless, He
did not snatch the equality for Himself (col. 1429D-1432A).

' 1 do not intend to enter the discussion whether Cyril might have used brootaotg still in its old
Nicene sense (as sometimes Athanasius did), whilst Theodoret interpreted it in the Neo-Nicene
manner of the Cappadocians. Instead I would apply Newman's valid conclusion as vindicating both
Cyril and Theodoret concerning their attitude towards the term: 'The outcome of this investigation is
this: — that we need not by an officious piety arbitrarily force the language of separate Fathers into a
sense which it cannot bear; nor by an unjust and narrow criticism accuse them of error; nor impose
upon an early age a distinction of terms belonging to a later' (The Arians, 444).
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The above text shows the author's use of hypostasis as being a summary or bearer of
the 1810tng of a Trinitarian Person, as we have seen it in De Trinitate. Theodoret
does not seem to find a place for this term in his pre-Ephesian Christology, although
after Chalcedon he manifests a tendency to identify it with npécwnov.'”* Before
drawing the final conclusions we have to assess another important occurrence and
explanation of the term Gndotas1g in the first dialogue of the Eranistes.'” After the
agreed acceptance of the one odotla of the Trinity, and the interpolated question of

Orthodoxos, i.e. whether one has to reckon hypostasis to signify anything else than
ovotia, or to take it as another name of odota, the 'beggar' asks the following:
Eranistes: €xel Tiva Sia@Qopav 7 0OLGLA TPOG THV LIOCTACLY,
Orthodoxos: kata pev tnv SOpadev cogiav ovk Exel. 1 Te yap
ovola TO OV oNUOLVEL, Kol TO LQESTOG N Lmootaoils. Kata 3¢
YE TNV TOV natEp®V didackaAioy, NV EXEL SLOQOPAV TO KOLVOV
npoOg TO 1810V, 1 TO YEVOG MPOG TO £180¢ T TO ATOMOV, TOVTNV T
odoia mpog tnv vrootacty Exet (Eranistes, 64).'"°
The above answer of Orthodoxos shows on one hand Theodoret's familiarity with
philosophical literature, i.e. with 'the wisdom outside' Christendom. His judgement is
generally consonant with the other contemporary church historian, Socrates'’’: for
the philosophers ovoia signifies t0 Ov, i.e. that which 'is' or 'exists', whilst
OnocTaeLg represents 10 DEEGTOC, i.e. that which 'gives support' or 'subsists’.'”® On
the other hand, the Bishop of Cyrus shows himself aware of the Neo-Nicene
refinements of the Cappadocians, since he writes that according to the teaching of the

fathers the difference between odoia and GnoctaoLg is the same as between 10
Ko1vov (that which is common) and t0 i8iov (that which is particular) or t0 yevog

(the race, genus) as opposed to t0 &1do¢ (that which is seen, the species) and 10

'7* See Marcel Richard, 'La lettre de Théodoret 4 Jean d'Egées’, SPT, 2 (1941-42), 415-23.

' The occurrences in the Expositio will be analysed in connection with Tpdommnov. See below.

6 Cf. with the explanation of Socrates Scholasticus mentioned above.

""" 1 could not establish whether Theodoret was dependent on Socrates or whether both of them were
using a common source.

'"® Following Prestige's analysis Theodoret seems to interpret bnéotacig here in the sense of 'giving
support' — at least according to the active form of T0 V@ecTog (Act. Part. Perf. Neut. Nom. Sg).
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dtopov (the indivisible, the individual).'” This could explain to some extent his
reluctance to accept brnostactg in Christology, since as it appears in Cyril, the term
may be equated with gVoic,'® yet this latter expression is the synonym of odoto for
Theodoret (as we have seen above), which in its turn is different from dnéctactg'®

‘according to the teaching of the fathers'. Mutatis mutandis, in the understanding of
our author, bootactlg — if accepted — can be introduced in Christology only as a
synonym for tpocwnov but not for gUo1g, which is what he finds at first sight in
Cyril's anathemas. Finally, in evaluating Theodoret's general terminology including
his use of Lnoctaclg, we have to consider also that the only valid theological

standard of the 430s (and indeed the terminological milestone between Ephesus and
Chalcedon), i.e. the Formula of Reunion, does not contain the term. It states the
double 6poovotia of Christ (i.e. with God the Father and with us), it affirms the
unmingled union of two @¥oeLg, confesses the one mpocwnov, sanctions the use of
vaog in the same manner Theodoret did in De incarnatione, yet it does not even
mention rocTaolg. The first ecumenically accepted Christological use of the term
is validated by the Chalcedonense in 451, in an environment which leaves little
doubt about the fact that in reference to the Incarnation it should be taken as a

synonym for tpdcwnov rather than for odoia or pvoig:'®

' This is how the Trinitarian terms exercise their influence upon Theodoret's Christological thinking:
all that was 'one' in the Trinity (oboia and @Uo1g) becomes 'two' in Christ, whereas the 'three' in the
Trinity become 'one’ in Christology (three tpocwna => one npocwnov). This also means that whilst
in the Trinity the carrier of the specific i8iwpata of the divine Persons was the Undctactg, here in
Christology, the bearers of the i8iwpata of the two uniting divine and human elements will
necessarily be the pvoerg and odotat.

'8 | am aware of Cyril's use of the term gv¥og both in the sense of 'nature’ and 'person’ as well as of
its explanation. Nevertheless, apart from the fact that this does not constitute the subject of my
investigation, I intend to explain why Theodoret might have been puzzled by this ambivalent usage.

81 Cf. with Expositio: xoi tadto. pév &pkel mpog Gmodsifiv 100 un v odoiav adtiv
dnlolv 10 ayévvntov KOl YEVVNTOV KAl EKTOPELTOV, GOOPLOTIKG OE TOV UMOGTAGEWV
civat, mpog t@ kai Tov tponov thg dnapEewng draonuaivery (PG 6, 1212B).

"2 1 do not intend to suggest that bméctocig is merely a synonym for mpdowmov in the
Chalcedonense. Its function is also to evince Cyril's emphasis and his positive contribution to the
strengthening of the concept of union in Christ. What I wanted to emphasise was that Chalcedon
accepted Cyril's positive contribution (i.e. the union according to hypostasis) in a manner which
excluded the (by then) ambiguous formula 'union according to nature'. This was most effectively
achieved by ranking Ondotaoig with tpocwnov and not with @Uoig or with odoia. That is also
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gv 800 QUOECLY ACLYXVTWG, ATPENTWC, ADLALPETWC, AYWPLOTOG
yvopilopevov [...] kol €ig €v mPOCHOTOV KOl piov LNMOGTAGLY
ocvvipeyovong (Denz. 302; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 166-67).

We have arrived at the fourth term, npocwmnov, which is used by our author to
describe the union in Christ and denote the One Person. Prestige shows that
npocwnov originally meant simply 'face’, but adds that it 'is sometimes expressly
opposed to the sense of "mask", as when Clement (Paed. 3. 2, 11. 2) inveighs against
those women who by painting their countenances made their prosopa into
prosopeia.”®® The term was introduced both into the doctrine on the Trinity and into
the theology of the Incarnation with the meaning of 'person' although not in a fully
equivalent sense of our present understanding of the English word. After the

Sabellian challenge it becomes sharply contrasted with tpocwneiov, thus to denote
that the npocwna are not merely the outward countenances of the one and the same
Yionatnp, who in the manner of a Greek actor changes his masks on the scene. Its
accepted presence in Christology precedes by long decades — if not centuries — the
introduction of Dndotaclg and as Prestige argues, 'there does not seem to be any

evidence whatever for the view that the term prosopon was ever discredited in

orthodox circles at any period of theological development' (Ibid., 162).

Regarding the interaction between Theodoret's Trinitarian and Christological
vocabulary, Montalverne concludes that Theodoret's Christological use of the term
npoownov did not derive from his Trinitarian doctrine, but rather from his

'8 Mandac disproves this conclusion, showing

Antiochene Christological heritage.
that Theodoret uses the term npoowmnov in his Curatio to denote the divine Persons
when commenting on God's utterance in Genesis 1: 26-27. Moreover, he repeats the

distinction T@v mpoownwv as referring to the Trinity in the same work.'®® To this

why the Monophysites could never accept Chalcedon, since it implicitly rejected the famous 'one
incarnate nature of God the Word' to the letter of which the Eutychian party was clinging.

e Preslige, God in Puatristic Thought, 157.

' 'Recte suspicari potest usum christologicum vocis prosopon apud Theodoretum minime a theologia
trinitaria desumptum esse, sed potius ad placita scholae antiochenae in eius christologia simpliciter
occurrere ob paradigma hominis, qui et ipse unum prosopon est ex duabus videlicet substantiis
consistens.' See P. Joseph Montalverne, Theodoreti Cyrensis doctrina antiquior de verbo 'inhumanato’
(a circiter 423-435), Studia Antoniana, 1 (Rome: Pontificium Athenaeum Antonianum, 1948), 78.

%5 See SC 57, 156: lva 3eiln 10 @V mpocwnwV didgopov. Cf. SC 57, 386.
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one might add that the term occurs three times in De Trinitate in the sense of
'person’. On two occasions it distinguishes the Son from the Father and once it is
used to show the divinity of the Holy Spirit.'* Finally, it comes up again in Expositio

rectae fidei,'® bound also with the term bndctactc, as is customary to Theodoret's

Trinitarian language:

ACTE TO AYEVVNTOV KOL TO YEVVNTOV KAl TO EKTOPELTOV OVK
ovolag SNAWTLKA, oNUOVILKE 38 TOV DMOCTACEDV ECTLY 1KOVOL
yop Muiv Srakpively 1o npocwna kol v [latpog kot Yiod
kai aylov Tlvedpotog 18taldviwg Selkvely  OTOCTOGLY.
Ka8anep [...] tob Tlvedpotog npocwnov mairdevopeda. (PG 6,
1212AB).

The Neo-Nicene distinction of oboio. and UrnootacLg is present in the theological

thinking of the young Theodoret. Further, as he argues, one may distinguish the three
npocwmno. based on the three divine names. This leads Mandac to conclude:
De tous ces textes, croyons-nous, une conclusion s'impose: Théodoret
employait le vocable npocsmnrov pour désigner ce que nous appellons les
trois Personnes divines. Il est bien évident que 1'évéque de Cyr n'a pas

inventé cette signification trinitaire de npocmwnov, mais il I'a reprise a ses
devanciers. ('L' union christologique', 73).

Concerning the Christological meaning of npocwnov for Theodoret there is one

passage commonly cited from his Commentary on Ezekiel based on which it has been
claimed that for him the term retained its notion of 'countenance'. Speaking of the

Saviour's fleshly ascension from the Mount of Olives, Theodoret writes:

glKOTMG TOlvuV KOl THViKaDTa &V AVEpWTELE) QOVELG CYNUATL,
Kol Tag dvo evoeig evi det&ag mpoocwnw (PG 81, 901CD).

The suggestion that gavelg and dei&og might represent a remnant of the meaning
concerning the outward appearance as 'shown' or 'manifested’ by Christ rather than

'proving' to be the mpocwnov Himself can be answered by other passages from

Theodoret's commentaries. In the same Commentary on Ezekiel we read:

% See De Trinitate Ch. 12, col. 1164D; Ch. 16, col. 1173A and Ch. 22, col. 1180C.
%7 16 1pLa ouvnupéveg fpiv cvvelodyel tpdowna (PG 6, 1216B); cf. col. 1216C, 1217B.
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gyo Koprog, onoi, AghdAnko. ikovn yop M TOD TPOCHOTOL
dnAlwoig tnv aAndsiav deifat (PG 81, 868BC).

If 1oL were to be taken as mere 'showing' or 'displaying' rather than 'making
manifest' in the sense of 'confirming', then the whole rationale above would lose its
emphasis upon 1| o0 npocwnov dNAwoig v aAnderav. To this we might add
the frequent references to 'the Master Christ' on account of whom or referring to the
Person of whom [€k mpoownov avtov] Isaiah, Ezekiel, David and others were
speaking [Bod] in the same manner as they spoke in the Person [k mpocwnov] or
on account of God the Father.'®® Further, commenting Isaiah 45:14 Theodoret writes:
opatwoov lovdaiot dvada TPOCHTWY KNPLTTOMEVNV €V EVL
€oTL yop €v ool Bg0g kal oL Bg0g kal ovk £€otL Be0g MANV GOD.
gEAEyxeL 8¢ tadta kol tnv ~Apsiov kai Edvouiov paviav: si
yop ovk £6tL MANV aOTOD, O &V adT® Beog ndG dv in Oeog; [...]
[John 14:10, 10:30] [...] HAey€e tolvuv O mMPOENTLKOG AOYOG Kol
"lovdatovg eig &v mpoocwnov tnv Jed0TnTa TEPLYPAYOVTIOS Kol
"Apertov kol Edvoplov Etépav @volv Gedtmrog eloayoyeilv
gniyetpovvrag (SC 315, 32).
Thus, if the npocwnov of 6 Kbpirog to whom the assertions in John's gospel are
attributed is only an outward countenance, the entire argument against the Jews who
'limit the divinity to a single npdcwnov' (i.e. of JHWH) is invalidated. The
identification of the second mpocwnov of the Trinity with the one of Christ is
evident in many passages of Theodoret's commentaries. One last quotation from his
Commentary on Isaiah 45:23 is noteworthy, especially because the author uses a
version of the manuscript of Romans 14:10, which contains Xptoto0 instead of
Beo0. Theodoret asserts here that what Isaiah had said about the npocwnov of the

Father Paul attributed to the npocwnov of the Son, who is 'Christ' in the version

used by Theodoret (consequently, equated with the npocwnov of the Son):

a yap évtadda g &k mpooswnov tov [latpog 6 mpoenTNg
a

glpnke, tadta O Yelog amdotorog @ TO00 YioD 7mPOSWNY

' See PG 81, 1161AB, cf. PG 81,1248B (on Ezekiel). Cf. taito. &k mpoownov eipnrotl Tod
Aeomotov Xpiotov, O¢ EoTi onéppa o | APpaap kata capxa (Commentary on Isaiah in SC
315, 72, cf. SC 315, 76 etc).
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TPOCTIPLOCEY, AEYEL OF OUTWG TAVIEG TOPACTNOONEdA T®
Brpatt tob Xprotod (SC 315, 40; cf. ibid., note 1).
Finally, both the verb dgikvoput and @oaivew in the quoted passage from the

Commentary on Ezekiel appear in Expositio with a clear meaning of 'being

manifested' or 'proven' rather than 'appearing' as referring to the npocwna:
[Ephesians 3:14-17] 1800 yap maAwv Evoilknoewg Belog
pvnuovevwv 6 Tladrog, kol Tlatépa, kol Yiov, kot [lvebpa
ayitov ovunepllopfavov delkvotor Kol novtoyod OE THG

didaockaliag cvviattwv ta. Tpla Qaiverar mpocwna (PG 6,
1216).

I think that a further lengthening of the evidence is superfluous. Theodoret's concept
of npocwmnov as it appears both in his doctrinal treatises and in his commentaries is
indeed far from being a mere npocwneiov and thus is a valid equivalent of the Latin

persona. There is no substantial evidence in his writings to prove the contrary. That
is why it is a fitting term for the Christological union in De incarnatione, where the

One Son is not merely 'shown up' but 'manifested":

It can be seen more clearly from the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the
divine nature and the human are different one from another according to

their operations [tailg &vepysioig], but are united [covnuuévag] in the
person [t® mpocwnw] and indicate the one Son [kal TOV Eva
drodeikvioog Yiov] (Ch. 21, col. 1456A)."%

It is therefore this one npocwnov of the One Son, i.e. of Christ in whom the natures
are united without confusion:

ovd¢ yap Etepov Nuiv Emideikvuot mpéownov, GAL  adTOV TOV
Movoyevii Tnv nuetépav nepikeipevov ooty (SC 111, 198).

The author repeatedly refuses the charge of teaching two npocwna (PG 75, 1472C),
yet he maintains the two @¥og1g within the one tposwnov.'” I shall now proceed to

the analysis of the terms describing this 'prosopic' union in Christ.

'8 Cf. with the beginning of Ch. 22: [Paul] tdg te T@v @Voswy 1816TNTag, KAl T0D TPOSHTOL
knpvTIeL TV Eveoiy (col. 1460A).

"% This is of course in contrast with Apollinaris, who in | kata pépog mictig writes: od Vo
npocwne. 0VdE dvo @VoeLg (Lietzmann, Apollinaris, 179).
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Terms describing the union

In the present section we take a closer look at the terms describing the Christological
union in both tracts. In order to make the overall assessment easier, 1 begin with a

little statistic.

The most frequent technical term for 'assuming' is [ovv][ava]AapBdavew and its
derivatives (occurring for more than 50 times throughout both tracts). The other is
ovvantw. Both verbs represent an action always ascribed to the Word. The
expressions cuva@ela, cLviye, cvviedal, cvvayog occur 8 times in De
incarnatione. The term is mostly bound with évwoig (col. 1457A, 1469D, 1473A,
1473B)."" Its verbal forms (e.g. ovvdwyac) always refer to 6 Beog Adyog, who
'conjoins' the human nature (or the temple) with Himself (col. 1460D, col. 1468C) as
opposed to a transmutation (uetofaAwv) of the divine nature into human (col.
1425D). On one occasion the term cvuvagdeicav refers to the human soul of Christ
rejoined with His flesh after resurrection (col. 1453A) and it is also used (together
with ivédcBat, oikeiv and évepyeiv) to describe the human soul's relationship with

the body (col. 1473A). This term shall be discussed together with Eévwoic.

Another frequent occurrence is oikovopia (4 times in De Trinitate, 16 times in De
incarnatione), which is often the replacement for évav8pwnnoig (occurring once in
De Trinitate and 3 times in De incarnatione). As mentioned above in Ch. 3, it is
becoming a technical term to denote something we would call Christology and
soteriology, but does not need further discussion. The emphasis upon Christ being
'One’ [elg] (i.e. the One Son, One Christ, one npdécwnov) appears 10 times in De
incarnatione either as the author's own statement or by biblical quotations introduced

by explanatory passages concerning the 'oneness' or the 'union’.'*?

It is noteworthy that one of Theodore's favourite expressions, i.e. coundokn, does

not appear at all in either tract — in fact, it never had a Christological function in

Theodoret's whole career.

"' In the title of Ch. 30 ouvagela is by itself, yet in the preceding line (at the end of Ch. 29) it is
attached to Evwotig (col. 1469D).
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The verb oOverut (and its Part. Pass. cuvnuuévoc) appears 5 times in De Trinitate
describing the Son being together with the Father, and only 3 times in De
incarnatione in a Christological sense: once preceded by Eévmwoig (col. 1472B), once
bound with dyxwpilotwg (col. 1469B) and once concerning the union in the
npoownov quoted above (col. 1456A). A detailed discussion of the term does not

seem to be necessary — due to its notably few occurrences.

The terms koivov and xoivevia occur 10 times in De Trinitate, but never in a
Christological sense; similarly, they appear 12 times in De incarnatione but only
once in the sense of Christological union and even then in an enumeration preceded

by évoig and svvageio (col. 1473B). Thus, kotvwvia does not qualify to be a

major technical term either.

The most frequently used term is €évwoig together with its derivatives (Mva@oBot
etc.), which is the author's key term for Christological union. It occurs 15 times in De
incarnatione: 8 times by itself®> and 8 times bound with one of the other

expressions, often preceding them.'** I shall analyse it together with cuvdgeto.

The term &voiknoig appears 3 times in De Trinitate, but not in a Christological

sense,'”” yet it describes the union 8 times in De incarnatione: 4 times bound with

197

gvwotg,'™ and 4 times on its own.'”” This expression [Evoiknotig] deserves some

attention, not particularly because of the number of its occurrences, but rather

1" Cyrilline anathema. The expression became

because of its interpolation in the 1
suspicious for Cyril as he sensed in it a danger of Adoptionism from the side of
Nestorius. The term itself was rather widely used not only to describe the 'indwelling'
of the Holy Spirit in believers (see 1 Corinthians 3:16-17) but referring to Christ as
well. Interestingly, this latter practice was not discredited even after the challenge of

Paul of Samosata. I have selected three examples for illustration:

"2 See col. 1436CD (three times), 1456A, 1456D, 1460A, 1460D (twicc), 1472A, 1472D.

' Col. 1456A (title of Ch. 21), 1456B, 1460A, 1469C, 1472B, 1472C (title of Ch. 31), 1473B,
1477A.

19 Col. 1433A, 1457A, 1450D, 1469D, 1472B, 1473 A (union of soul and body), 1473B.

' It appears twice in connection with 1 Corinthians 3:16-17 (col. 1181C).

1% Col. 1433A, 1457A: followed by cuvijye and Evooic, col. 1468D and 1473A.

"7 It is once ascribed to Apollinaris in col. 1444A, whilst on its own in col. 1452AB and col. 1457D.



Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret's De incarnatione 249

Amphilochius of Iconium on the statement 'the Father is greater than I' wrote:
dia Tobto yap mf pev avnyuévoug, mf 8¢ tameivovg @¥Eyyopar
Adyovg, iva 81a pév 1@V DYNADV ToD Evolkovvrog Aoyov Seiéw
TV evYEvelay, Ol O TAOV TAMELVOV THG TONELVRG COPKOG
yvopiow v dodévelav (Fragment 2)."”

Athanasius uses the term on several occasions in his De incarnatione Verbi:

adTog yop BvvaTOg @V Kol dnuiovpyog T@V OAwv, &v 1M

napdEve katackevalel EavT® vaov TO odpa, kol idlonoteitat
~ : ~ ' voa ~ 9

10070 domep dpyavov, v adT®d YvwplLousvog kol Evolk@dv.'”

Finally, Chrysostom on the story of Transfiguration (Matthew 17:2) writes:

nopnvoilEe, onoiv, OAilyov tfig Oedtntog, £8eréev avTOig TOV
gvolkovvta 0gov (PG 52, 404D).
For Theodoret the term évoiknoig describes the 'indwelling' of the Word within the
assumed temple. It functions normally as a qualifying term for évwoic — with which

it is often coupled — and is used in order to uphold a union together with maintaining
the natures' properties. It plays a role occasionally in the clarifying statements of the
author concerning the manner of attribution as we have seen. Based on its use within
De incarnatione, any idea of Adoptionism or 'two sons' is excluded. The author

employs the term in much the same manner as it had been used by earlier fathers.

In order to avoid repetitions and to represent the thought of the author more
faithfully, I shall discuss the two crucial terms (i.e. Evwoig and cvvageia) together.
Whilst €évwoig is generally accepted as being the crucial term of Christological
union for Theodoret,”® cvvdgeio was widely regarded with suspicion since the

time of the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy.

' C. Datema, ed., Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera (Turnhout: Brepols, 1978), 228.

' Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De incarnatione, ed. and trans. by Robert W. Thomson (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1971), 152; cf. Ch. 9 (154), Ch. 20 (184), Ch. 26 (198). See also Orationes tres
contra Arianos (PG 26, 265C).

% 'Les termes les plus utilisés par notre auteur pour désigner la relation du Verbe et de la nature
humaine sont €vow et le substantif évwotg.' See Mandac, 'L' union christologique', 85-86.
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! shows that he cannot

Cyril's express refusal of the term in his third anathema®
interpret it otherwise than of a loose connection 'according to rank' [kata TV
a&iav] or perhaps honour between two separate hypostases, thus excluding any real
union. The best and most exhaustive analysis of the term was furnished by Luise
Abramowski in her excellent study Zuvvageia und acvyyvtog Evwolg als
Bezeichnung fiir trinitarische und christologische Einheit'. Starting from the earliest
philosophical foundations and continuing with an impressive list of patristic
arguments the author shows conclusively how cvvageio (cuvoen) was a valid
synonym for acvyyvtog €vwoig not only in Christology but in the Trinitarian
doctrine also from the time of Tertullian through Basil, Gregory Nazianzen,

Ambrose, Augustine, Novatian and others.”* In lack of space I cannot expose the

full rationale of this quite thoroughgoing study.?®

Cyril's reluctance to accept 'unmingled union' as the valid meaning of cuvdageia®”
is to a large extent answered by his eighth anathema, where he expresses his general
concern about the preposition oOv. It almost appears that any word containing this
particle was suspicious for him when referred to the Person of Christ: 10 yap "oOv"
del mpootidepevov TodTO voelv Gvaykdaler.’” As Cyril cannot be proven to
have been familiar with the philosophical background of cuvageia often used by

the Antiochenes,”® he seems to manifest a preconceived negative judgement about

%% See Hahn, Bibliothek, 313; ¢f. ACO1, 1, 6, 116.
%92 Tertullian applies 'coniungere’ and 'cohaerere' as equivalents for cuvdnteiy referring both to the
Trinitarian and to the Christological union. He seems to be the earliest Christian theologian by whom
cuvant is a synonym for Evow. See Abramowski, 'Zuvaeeia’, 80-81. For Ambrose see Ibid., 89-
93; for Augustine and Novatian see Ibid., 95-98.
%3 'Auch in der Trinititslehre dient suvdntw ete. zur Bezeichnung von Einheit, cuvanto und Evéo
werden synonym gebraucht.' Abramowski, Zovageia', 71. The conclusions of this study necessarily
correct the assumptions concerning the term cuvageira in the article of P. T. R. Gray, 'Theodoret on
the One Hypostasis' (written in 1975, i.e. six years before Abramowski's study) as well as of Kevin
McNamara, 'Theodoret of Cyrus and the Unity of Person in Christ' (written in 1955). Significantly,
however, Clayton did not seem to be acquainted with this study either (he does not list it in his
bibliography), although it was published four years before the submission of his thesis (1985).

“ In order to assess the validity of this claim, one ought to read through the study of Prof.
Abramowski, which disperses quite a few false assumptions.
2% Hahn, Bibliothek, 314; ACO 1, 1, 6, 131. Cf. with his following remark in Epistola dogmatica: ivo.
P TWURG eoviacia mapsiokpivnTal Sia Tov AEyelv 10 oVv' (Hahn, Bibliothek, 312).
2% The article of E. H. Hardy, 'The further education of Cyril of Alexandria', SP 17 (1982), 116-22
does not provide any substantial evidence concerning the extent of Cyril's secular education. I have
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any term beginning with o¥v, since this preposition in his mind cannot introduce or
describe anything which is truly one, but only something composite, the elements of
which are merely in a quite vague conjunction with each other. According to the
evidence provided by L. Abramowski, this was not the case at all with covageia in
the sense in which the earlier fathers and indeed Theodoret had used it, nevertheless,
their usage of the term was based on a philosophical tradition virtually unknown to
the Bishop of Alexandria. As Abramowski concludes,

Wenn Kyrill der ocvvageia die obvodog der zwei Hypostasen
entgegensetze, so sei das gar nichts anderes als die cvvageia, was
jedoch in héchstem Grade anfechtbar sei, sei die évwoig guoikn, denn
das Adjektiv bringe ein Element des Unbewulten, biologisch

Zwan§shaﬁen hinein, welches vom Logos niemals gesagt werden
- 07
diirfe.

The above means that for our present investigation concerning Theodoret's use of
cvvagela as describing a union without confusion Cyril's authority cannot be held
as decisive. His third anathema cast a shadow of doubt upon a legitimate term used
for more than two centuries already with a meaning he would not grant it.””®
Therefore, without spending more time on this unfortunate terminological bias, I
shall proceed to present a few patristic examples as well as Theodoret's

understanding of cuvageLa.

Basil, who uses the term quite frequently both in his Trinitarian doctrine and in
Christology, writes: tayo tnv capka Agyel tnv Beo@opov, ayracdeicav dra
Mg mpOg tov Beov ocvvageiag (Homily on Psalm 46:5 (LXX: 45:5) PG 29,
424B). The use of cvvageia in order to express the unmingled union between

Father and Son as well as between the humanity and divinity of Christ is
commonplace enough in Gregory of Nyssa's Contra Eunomium. In his De

perfectione Christiana ad Olympium monachum, Gregory writes:

not yet encountered any modern analysis proving satisfactorily his familiarity with the philosophical
tradition of crucial terms employed both in the Trinitarian and Christological theology.

207 Abramowski, Tvvdesia', 95.

*%8 This is one of the reasons why during our private consultations in January 2001 in Tiibingen Prof.
Luise Abramowski came to label the twelve Cyrilline anathemas as 'Das griBte Ungliick der
Dogmengeschichte'.
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0 8¢ pecitng Oeod kai aviponwv 6 S’ EAVTOD CLVANTOV TG
B t0 avpwmivov Ekeivo cuvantel povov, Onep Av Tiig mPOG
t0v 080V ovpgviag dElov f [...] oVt kail tovg kol Ekactov
npocdel Tf ovvageia tHg Osdtnroc.””

Apart from the Trinitarian application in his anti-Arian polemic Athanasius often

uses the term in a Christological sense, showing that it does not denote a separation:

d1a. ToDTO YOp TOLAOTN YEYOVEV T GLVAYN, v T@ KATA QOOLV
g BeoTNTOg cLVAYT TOV QPLoeL avipwnov, kol Befala yEvnTal
N cowtpio kol i Begoroinoig avtod (PG 26, 296B). obtog oV
kai Koprog kot 0gdg, dia 10 cvvagdfivar v odpka 1@ Adyw:
kol ob dinpnuéveg (PG 28, 464B).

Finally, based on the observation of Sellers,’'® we find even Apollinaris using

cvvaoeeto. and cvundokn (!), although his chief concern was the closest possible

Christological union. The page numbers are given according to Lietzmann's edition:

De unione, 187: pq Tl GPVAOMNTOL TNV TOD OWUNTOS ANO YAG
npog Beotnta ocvpmAoknv [...] Ote TMAAGTOG O OAKTLGTOG
ovopaletatl th ovvoeeiq TH TPOg THV TOD S0LAOL HOPENV KAl
npoOg 10 mAAcoOuEvov o@ua. Anacephalaeosis, 246: cLVAQELAY
Nuiv didwoiv o0 Eotl odpa. Fragm. 138, p. 240: | mpog 10 oAU
cvvagela. Fragm. 144, p. 242: nédg 10 1@ 0 xad Evotnra
npoownov cvuvagdev ovxl Beog ovv avt®; Fragm. 162 from a
letter to Terentius, 254: OROAOYOUVIEG TNV TPOG TO OCOUO
cvvagetov.?!!

The term cvvageia was therefore a valid term for both the Trinitarian and the

Christological union. As shown by Prof. Abramowski, it had been the equivalent of

'unmingled union' for quite some time before the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period. It is

% Gregorii Nysseni Opera V111/1, 204-205.

219+ But when Cyril criticises the use of the term "conjunction”, as implying a conjunction like that of
the Lord and the believer who are "joined together" in one Spirit (cf. 1 Corinthians 6:17), or like that
of the curtains of the Tabernacle in the Wilderness (Exodus 26:6), which were "coupled together” with
clasps (Apol. adv. Theod. X; Adv. Nestor. 11, 6), he does not take into account that it had its place in
the common stock of theological words and phrases. Apollinaris himself had used "conjunction" when
referring to the union of God and flesh in Jesus Christ.' See Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, 169.

' In reply to some charges brought against him, Apollinaris even writes in his f kotd pépoc
nioTig: o0 Oedv capkwdévia GpoAoyovvieg adtov, dGAAa dvBponov Bed cuvaeBévia
(Hahn, Bibliothek, 279; Lietzmann, Apollinaris, 178). This is remarkable the more so since the tract
was known to Cyril (most likely under the name of Gregory Thaumatourgos).
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this concept of 'unmingled union' which Theodoret defends in his Letter to the
Eastern monks. The phrase is used exactly for the sake of terminological clarity:
feov tolvov aAndivov kxail av@ponov aindivov tov Koprov
nudv Incobv Xpiotov Opoloyoduev, ovK glg dVO mPOCWTO
Srapodvieg TOV Eva, GAAa 8V0 @Vosig dovyXLTOG MvAcTat
niotevopey (SC 429, 110).22
This 'unmingled union' is the key term in the Formula of Reunion drawn up by the
Bishop of Cyrus five months before the above letter. The Virgin is named 'God-
bearer' according to this very idea or notion [€vvoia] of 'unmingled union' inherited
through the centuries from earlier theologians.”'> A plausible reason why its valid
synonym ovvageto. did not appear in the Formula is exactly Cyril's
misunderstanding as we have seen above.”’* Theodoret's irenical purpose is
remarkable exactly because upon seeing that the other party was unaware of the
traditional meaning of the term, he did not try to impose it but rather used an

equivalent which represented the same for all.

Nevertheless, it were a mistake to consider that this terminological concession is a
result of Theodoret having been persuaded of the 'ambiguous meaning' of cuvageia
— since he does not abandon the term entirely>'> — yet during and after the Nestorian
controversy he applies it very sparingly and with qualifications. The chief term for
'union' remains évwotg throughout his entire career, testifying the author's openness
for a true terminological reconciliation with the other party. This aspect of
Theodoret's mainly peaceful theological character — in the same fashion as his

doctrinal 'armistice’' concerning the Christological application of Gnoctacig after

12 A typical example of cuvdgsia qualifying the manner of évwotg as 'unmixed' is in Letter 146 in
SC 111, 196. See the Confession against Paul of Samosata: ovk €ig Siaipsolv ToU EvOg
TPOCWNOV ToU Gdtatpéton, GAL’ £ig SNAwoly 0D GoLYXVTOL TOV ISLWHATOV THG COPKOG
kat to0 Adyovu, oVtw kol ta THg @diaipEtov cvvBEcewg mpeoPedopev (Hahn, Bibliothek,
183).

213 Cf. with the §xBeotg poakpootiyog of the third Antiochene Synod of 345: GAA' 08¢ Tov Yiov
kot Eovtov eivar, Cfiv te kai Omapyswv Opolwg 1@ llatpi Aéyovieg, did touvto
ywpilopev adtov t00 [latpog, tomovg xai Sroctiuard Twva petakbd TAG CLVAPELg
adTBY CWPATIKGG EMLVOODVIEG TEMLOTEVKAUEY YOPp GUECLTEVTWG DTOVE KOl Gd1acTaTOg
aiAndorg Emovvijpat kai dywpiotovg vrapyely éovtdv (Hahn, Bibliothek, 195).

*'* The term cuvdgetia, however, remains the synonym for 'unmingled union' in Theodoret's thinking.
13 The expression cuvaeeiLa reappears in Theodoret's Commentaries, in the Eranistes and HFC also.
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431 — is noteworthy, and perhaps not merely from the viewpoint of a positive

terminological evolution.

Rejection of misleading terms and the 'image’ of the oikonomia
Having assessed the traditional meaning of cuvageia, which qualifies the union in

Christ, we take now a glance at those terms which are unsuited to describe this union.

Theodoret enumerates them in Ch. 32 of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1472D-1473A):

Pious [teaching] is to speak not about mixture [kpdoiv], but about
unity/union [@AA" &vwoiv] in Christ. Therefore we neither confound
[ovyx€opev] the natures, nor teach a mixture [kpdoig] of Creator and
creature, nor introduce the [concept of] confusion [cVyYxLo1G] by means
of the word 'mixture’, but we both recognise the nature of the God-Word
and acknowledge the essence of the form of the servant. [...] Those who
speak about mixture, together with mixture introduce confusion, and with
confusion change [tponn]*'® becomes involved. Once change has
appeared, neither God would remain in His own nature, nor [the] man in
his own. For that necessitates each [of them] leaving the limits of the[ir]
essence [Gvaykn yop EKOTAVAL TOV THG 0DOLAC OpwV EKATEPOV],
and neither God would be recognised as God, nor the man as man
anymore. This cannot be accepted even for the structure of the human
being by an accurate thinker. For we do not say that the soul is mixed
[kexpdoBar] with the body, but rather that she is united [jv@c8at] and
conjoined [cuviieBati] [with it], dwells [oikeiv] and works inside [it]
[evepyeiv]. Nobody would say that the soul is mortal or the body
immortal without being entirely in foolish error. So while we distinguish
each [nature], we acknowledge one living being composed
[ovuykeipevov] out of these. We name each nature with different names,
[one is] the soul, [the other] the body, however, the living being
composed out of both we give a different name, for we call that human.
Perceiving this as an image of the dispensation [Enl Tfg olkovoutiag
Vv gikdva AaPovtec], let us avoid that blasphemy, and abandoning
the mixture, let us apply consistently the terms of union [tfig évwoeng],
of conjunction [cuvageiog] and of togetherness [koilvmviag], teaching
a distinction of nature, and the unity of the person [pUoewv pev
dlakpioly, npocwnov 8¢ Evwoiv doypatilovieg).

26 Cf. with the Second JSormula of the Antiochene synod of 341 (Hahn, Bibliothek, 185). Even
Apollinaris anathematised those who taught tpancicav v deotnta ig ocapka 1 cvyxvieicav
A GAAowwdsiocav fi nadntiv v 100 Yiov Sedtnra (Hahn, Bibliothek, 268).
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The rejection of the above terms as unsuited for the Incarnation is an important step

towards the evolving Chalcedonian terminology. The term kpdoig and its synonyms
occasionally used for Christological union were replaced by évwoig and cvvageia

during the fourth century already partly because of the Apollinarian danger.

In order to understand better Theodoret's emphasis upon the terms 'mixture’,
'confusion’ and the like as being unsuited or 'blasphemous' for the oikonomia, 1
would like to focus first on the 'image of the dispensation' as presented here through
the relationship between the human soul and body. This has a peculiar connection
with Theodoret's earlier theological ideas, since in Ch. 11 of the Expositio — to which
I made a reference earlier in this chapter”’’ — he had already argued that in some
ways the human soul-body image is befitting the Incarnation and in some ways it is
not (PG 6, 1225B-1228C). It is adequate as far as we speak about the union of two
different natures (i.e. of body and soul) within one human being in the same fashion
as the Incarnate Son of God has two natures. Nevertheless, as Theodoret explains
further, the human being is not two natures, but out of two:

0 yap dvBpwmog, €1 kai dittag &v €avtd deitkvdel QUOELS, 0D
dVo @voelg Eotiy, AAL £k T@V 8vo (PG 6, 1225C).

Thus, consisting out of the connection [cuvageia] of soul and body, the human
being is a third entity:

og glvol tov avlpwnov £ adTig THE cLvaEelag YLXTG TPOG
odua, Tpltov anotelovuevov aAro (PG 6, 1228B).
This is the aspect of the soul-body image which does not describe the Incarnation
faithfully, since — as our author argues — Christ is not a third entity (a tertium quid)
out of the divinity and humanity, but He is rather both, i.e. two natures and not one:
0 3¢ Xplotog odk ék Seotnrog kol Gv8pondtntog dnetedéctn
Xplotog, aArog ®v mapa ta dVo, aAAa kol Beog Kal avEpwnog
gxatepa toyxavel (PG 6, 1228B).
Whilst the human soul suffers [cupndoyet] the passions and torments of the body,

the divinity of Christ cannot be said to undergo the sufferings of the manhood (cf.

217 See section 4.2.3 Theological reasons why Christ had to assume a human rational soul.
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PG 6, 1228C) — without involving a suffering qua Logos for our author — since, as

we have already seen, the properties of each nature are preserved in the One Christ,

otherwise they would cease to be two natures — at least for Theodoret.

In the above passage from De incarnatione the Bishop of Cyrus does not enter the
discussion of this aspect, yet his emphatic rejections of kpdoig, cVyYLOLG, TPOTN
and their syna:‘myms:”8 (like petofoAn mentioned earlier) can be understood better
within the light of his Expositio. Nevertheless, in comparison with the quoted
passage from the earlier written Expositio, a passage which arguably exposes
Theodoret's weakness to emphasise Christ's oneness, the text of Ch. 32 of De
incarnatione with its final emphasis upon the union (pUoewv pev drakpioiv,
npoc®nov 8¢ Evwaolv doyuatifovteg) shows already a step forward in the course
of his theological maturation, since he accepts here a particularly Alexandrian model
of conceiving the Christological union and makes it his own.*’* There is no
communicatio idiomatum indeed in this Christological union, nevertheless, its being

a 'union' is not a merely verbal fact — arguably even from an Alexandrian viewpoint.

Perhaps it is not an overstatement if I conclude that this aspect also strengthens the
validity of the judgement concerning the irenical character of the entire treatise,
which both terminologically and in some ways concerning the analogies begins to
build the bridgeheads upon the foundation of the common theological heritage for a
prospective reconciliation in Chalcedon, which from the time of composing of these

tracts seemed far from being achievable.

218 ge also Leporius's Confession: 'non ut conversione aut mutabilitate aliqua coeperit esse' (Hahn,
Bibliothek, 299).

1% Theodoret's Letter 146 to the monks of Constantinople written in the first half of 451 shows more
clearly this subsequent acceptance of the anthropological analogy: 'But this bragging is unnecessary,
for these men [...] do not even dare to assert that they have ever heard us say anything of the kind; but
they affirm that I preach two sons because I confess the two natures of our Master Christ. And they do
not want to perceive that every human being has both an immortal soul and a mortal body; yet no one
has been found so far to call Paul two Pauls because he has both soul and body, [any more] than Peter
two Peters or Abraham or Adam. Everyone recognises the distinction [t0 8iaeopov] of the natures,
and does not call the one [Paul] two Pauls. In the very same fashion, when calling our Lord Jesus
Christ the Only-begotten Son of God, God the Word made human [Evav8pwnncavta], both Son of
God and Son of Man, as we have been taught by the divine Scripture, we do not assert two sons, but
we do confess the properties [tag 1816tntog] of the Godhead and of the manhood. Those, however,
who deny the nature assumed of us are annoyed upon hearing these arguments' (SC 111, 178-80). It is
observable how Theodoret's theological thinking evolved since the writing of the Expositio, yet that is
outside our present focus.
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Theodoret's Trinitarian and Christological thinking as he went up to Ephesus was deeply
rooted in the tradition of previously formulated theological ideas within and outside the
Antiochene school of thought. His doctrine on the Trinity represents the adoption and
further elaboration of the Neo-Nicene refinements of the Cappadocian Fathers. His
Christology presents us with a 'two natures — One Person' model within which both
elements (i.e. the natures and the Person) are important and should not be played off
against each other. It is an inherited rather than invented model of Christ with all its
positive and defective elements, motivated by a vivid soteriology permeated by an
authentic pastoral concern sharply focused upon God's justice and mercy shown to us by
the fully divine and fully human Saviour's life, teaching and sacrifice. The ascription of His
deeds on our behalf for the sake of our justification is carried out attributively, based on
His human nature which is the same as ours, sin excepted. He does not only save us from
damnation, but also strengthens our belief that, since He defeated sin, Satan and death
through His humanity, these are not ruling us anymore either. Our duty then is to live our

life accordingly following the 'trodden path of the pious'.

The Holy Scripture testifies that our Saviour is very God and very man and the only proper
way for us to understand and fully acknowledge Him according to Theodoret is to receive
both the biblical teaching and the fathers' doctrine concerning His unique Person, who is at
once Creator and creature, who suffers and is subjected to our passions as man, yet is
beyond them and can deliver us from these as God. In His assumed full humanity, in the
destroyed and resurrected temple, we may thus contemplate the archetype of our
redemption through the work of salvation achieved on our behalf by the One who on one
hand was the second Adam indeed, yet who dwelt among us as the Only-begotten of the
Father. His utterances and works are therefore both human and divine, whilst some would
seem more human than divine or vice versa. Nevertheless, although one may interpret His
divine manifestations as pertaining to His divinity whilst those uttered and performed in
the state of humiliation could be reckoned to be appropriate for the assumed temple, it is
the One Son who is contemplated and worshipped in both these natures. For the unharmed
integrity of His complete Person the two natures retained their properties whilst He dwelt
upon the earth, yet after resurrection the human nature received the glory, impassibility and
incorruptibility of the divine, thus to prefigure our own glorification as a result of His

achievement.
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Thus, there is no worship of a separate human being over against the Only-begotten, but of
the One Son in both natures as He manifested Himself to humankind. Being the Only-
begotten Son of God, He made us His mercifully adopted children who have the same
human nature He assumed, a nature which was perfect and was inseparably, unchangeably
and unconfusedly united with the 'indwelling' Divinity. One is entitled to call Him with
different names as Scripture does, yet not as two persons or mpOcwna, but only as
referring to the natures, since some of these names are ontologically more befitting to one
nature than the other (i.e. the Son of Man to the manhood, the Son of God to the Word).

Nevertheless, all these names are proper to Him, the Incarnate Son, who is the npocwnov

of the inseparable union. Further, there are names which are suitable to denote both his
divinity and humanity at the same time. The name of Jesus Christ should be given
prevalence, since this is the name by which Scripture chiefly made Him known to us as the
Only-begotten of the Father and the Firstborn among many brethren. This is the name to

which His Church justly clings.

Concerning the Christological terminology which Theodoret presents us with around the
stormy year of 431, without trying to make him a Chalcedonian before Chalcedon, it still
can be admitted that, in addition to the concept of 'two natures — One Person', some
important Chalcedonian terms are anticipated in these two little tracts with virtually the
same meanings as they shall receive in 451.' Nevertheless, these terms neither appear as an
innovation in Theodoret's thought, thus constituting his 'laudably original' contribution, nor
are motivated by sheer philosophical limitations. They are rather the distilled expression of
a centuries-long developed doctrinal tradition deriving from the very meaning of
unmingled and indivisible union of Father, Son and Spirit on the one hand and from a

union without confusion in the Incarnate Word, i.e. from a &vwolg qualified by
cvvagela, on the other. Consequently, this is far from being an 'originality' on

Theodoret's part in introducing as it were new 'philosophical' and thus 'alien' ideas into
Christian doctrine (such as the 'Stoic doctrine of being' or 'God's philosophical

impassibility' and the like) as is often suggested. On the contrary, it is his faithfulness to an

' Apart from the above quoted examples dtpentog as a divine quality appears twice in De Trinitate (col.
1157C, 1188C) and twice in De incarnatione (col. 1432A: o0y 6 Bg0¢ Adyog 6 atpentog, £ig copkog
Quoly gtpann. Cf. col. 1449C: dtpentov yap 10 Beiov, kai dvarloiwtov — though not as an adverb as
in the Chalcedonense, nevertheless tponn is rejected as unsuited for the union). Cf. PG 80, 1372C and
1373D. Similarly, ayxopiotog is used in a Trinitarian sense in De Trinitate (col. 1132B) and in a
Christological sense in De incarnatione (col. 1469B). Cf. Expositio 17: oUtwg EV 1) OlKELW Vvod
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undeniably vast ecclesiastical tradition which already represented such ideas, yet on
primarily biblical grounds aided by expressions (in the absence of better ones) borrowed

from secular philosophy.

Theodoret's 'originality' — if it could be claimed at all — resides perhaps within his
remarkable consistency by which he harmonised this tradition terminologically in a time
when a whole range of old orthodox terms were seriously questioned, facing the danger of
elimination, whilst others with 'heretic flavour' began to replace them, although becoming
filled with new meanings. In this attempt he may be easily shown to have failed to profess
areal, i.e. hypostatic union or a true communicatio idiomatum in Christ, but nevertheless, it
has to be said that such concepts in his time were the innovation — not the tradition. They
proved to be useful in the end and their validity is not under question in this thesis.
Nevertheless, to say the least, one of Theodoret's most invaluable contributions to the
development of Christian theology is rather his consistency in the usage and correction of
terms. He was one of the very few figures in the history of doctrine with an impressively
wide-ranging knowledge of previous traditions from Asia Minor to Rome or Syria. This is
why his most difficult but indispensable work of terminological clarification in the midst
of a highly heated controversy (within which the same words did not bear the same
meaning for different theologians) caused him so much adversity which he carried with
admirable honour. He is undoubtedly one of the most terminologically consistent fathers of
the entire Christian Church throughout his entire career. On one hand he succeeded in
working within an inherited tradition, bringing it to its arguably highest peak of doctrinal
evolution. At the same time, though, he is one of the few who kept an open eye towards

other schools also, building bridges and refining common terms to bear common meanings.

Being a church historian as well as a philosophically trained apologist, he knew always
what he was talking about and from where a particular expression came. He was reluctant
to dismiss old orthodox terms — especially those attached to an ecclesiastical authority (i.e.
a synod's decree) — yet corrected those which had proved to be unsuited for the purpose for
which some earlier fathers occasionally tried to use them. Without his contribution our
present Christological vocabulary would be considerably poorer. Without his often blamed
'stubbornness' to defend some very old terms, filling them with new meanings of his time,
they could just as well have disappeared in the turmoil of the fifth century, leaving us with

a much more simplified picture of how our fathers once spoke and thus how one may

ayxwpiotov Aéyovieg (PG 6, 1237C cf. 1217A) and Theodoret's Interpretatio in Psalmos: Gx®piotov yop
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speak of our Lord Incarnate. His repeated admonition concerning the Scriptural and
patristic boundaries of our own theological capabilities at the end of Ch. 34 of De
incarnatione faces us with the very challenge that although perhaps what we say about
these issues ought to be said and may be right, we can never forget that only the Word of
God is perfect — and not our all-time theological thoughts, since our knowledge will be
complete only after meeting our Creator face to face and having received the same

qualities as the resurrected humanity of our Saviour:

Let us remain within the limits we inherited, not modifying the boundaries
fixed by our Fathers. Let us be content with the teaching provided by the Spirit.
We should not want to surpass the knowledge [yv@oig] of Paul, who said that
both his knowledge and prophecy were imperfect and he saw the truth in a
mirror dimly. Let us wait for the enjoyment of the blessings hoped for. Then
we shall be taught [to perceive] perfection, when we shall not be harmed by
imposture, nor have fallen into boasting, but we shall live free from passions.
Therefore at present let us remain within the teaching of the Fathers, in order
that by seeking for more we do not fall [even] from the less, as our forefather
Adam suffered: he desired to become God and lost even to be the image of
God (col. 1476C-1477A).

During the years and decades following the famous Council of Chalcedon a series of
various interpretations arose concerning its doctrinal meaning. Without entering the details
of the so-called 'Neo-Chalcedonian’' disputes and the Three Chapters controversy (which is
outside our present focus), we may assert that the Fifth Ecumenical Council of 553
changed the entire way of thinking about the Chalcedonian Definition. This council, in its
attempt to save what it deemed to be worthy of saving from the Chalcedonense,
unavoidably cut Chalcedon's orthodox doctrinal corridor in two, accepting only the
Alexandrian-Cyrilline interpretation as legitimate. It raised Cyril's Twelve Anathemas to
the level of universal theological standard and interpreted all the doctrinal issues
accordingly. This necessarily involved the condemnation of all those who either did not
fully agree with Cyrilline orthodoxy or were unacceptable to the Monophysite party, the
group which Justinian intended to win back. This reunion was not achieved and in the
same fashion as the Henoticon and other attempts, it simply did not satisfy anybody. From
the Monophysite viewpoint it preserved too much from Chalcedon; on the other hand, it
sacrificed too much of the orthodox Antiochenes according to the Western opinion. The
schism deepened not only between the Eastern Monophysite and Dyophysite groups

themselves, but between Constantinople and Rome also.

1 Beila VoG mowcapévn v Eveoiy (PG 80, 1765B).
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During these unsettled years, which then became unsettled centuries with temporary
reconciliations and long-lasting tensions, the evaluation of Chalcedon remained essentially
twofold, although the model of Christ as being 'One and the same' was universally
proclaimed and accepted. One of the very interesting later developments was constituted
by the Sixth Council in 668, which was conducted in perhaps the most relaxed spirit in
comparison to the previous ones. Here — based on the teachings of Maximus the Confessor
— it was defined that there are not only two natures but also two wills and two 'operating

forces' [Evepyeiat] in the One Person of Christ. This again points back to the long

forgotten orthodox Antiochene emphasis upon the 'unmingled union' of the two natures.

It is indeed quite difficult to reconcile the statements of the fifth council with those of the
sixth, since the latter seems to have somewhat returned to a certain interpretation of
Chalcedon which the former had already banned. In order to do justice to both theological
traditions and to resist Monotheletism and Monoenergism effectively, one unavoidably
needs to look at Chalcedon also through that corridor which was blocked off by the fathers
gathered in 553 in Constantinople. The issue of the dramatic presence of the 'two wills' in
Christ in Theodoret's treatment of the Temptation-story and in other parts of De
incarnatione, his emphases upon the will of the manhood and that of the Godhead in
Gethsemane and all the related biblical passages are far too obvious to be ignored in
connection with the Monothelite controversy. One might even say that the virtue of his
Christological approach could have been appreciated more fully in a time when such an

acceptance was already forbidden by a previous synodal decision.

Although this Theodoretian reading of Chalcedon and understanding of the Person of
Christ did not gain any major theological support in the East (despite the wide respect of
Theodoret as a churchman and despite the praising of his writings by Photius) — save
perhaps in the Catechism of Cyril Lukaris which was banned in the Eastern Church quite
soon after its publication — the legacy of Theodoret and of orthodox Antiochene theology
surfaces in later mediaeval and sixteenth-century Western theology.” Without introducing a
new subject at the end of the thesis, I would like to quote Karl Barth's assessment of these
similarities in order to illustrate how far in history these two — not contlicting, but rather

complementary parallel traditions have influenced and shaped the doctrinal thinking of

2 This issue is outside the focus of this thesis. Nevertheless, for example, Anselm of Canterbury's doctrine of
'satisfactio' and his model of Christ in Cur Deus homo shows a very interesting resemblance with Antiochene
Christology. The same goes for the Helvetic Reformers, especially Calvin and Bullinger, for the Confessio
Helvetica Posterior (1566) and for the Catechism of Heidelberg (1563).
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later theologians. In the volume of his magnum opus, dedicated to — amongst others® — my
home Hungarian Reformed Theological Academy in Kolozsvar,* Barth writes:
Das es sich um relativ sich gegeniiberstehende, nicht aber sich bestreitende
oder gar aufhebende Zeugnisse von einer Wirklichkeit handelte, das wird zu
bedenken sein bei der spéter notwendig werdenden Stellungnahme zu den in
der Kirchengeschichte jene Verschiedenheit wiederholenden Gegensiitze
zwischen der alexandrinischen und der antiochenischen und dann noch einmal:
zwischen der lutherischen und der calvinischen Christologie. In der Linie des
johanneischen Typus haben wir ja offenbar das Christusverstindnis des

Eutyches und spiter das Luthers zu suchen, in der Linie des synoptischen
Typus das des Nestorius und Calvins (Barth, Kirchliche Dogmatik 1/2. p. 27).

According to Barth, the Christological understanding of the two ancient schools derives
from the tradition of John and of the synoptics respectively. This, of course, does not mean
a harsh distinction at all, implying as it were that both schools may have used only one of

the two available alternatives, since this is not true for any representative of either.

The final conclusion of this investigation therefore is that, although between the parallel
Christologies of the orthodox Alexandria and of the orthodox Antioch (together with their
late appearances in the Middle Ages, in the sixteenth century or arguably even in our era)
there are undeniable differences, nevertheless, these are at variance rather in emphasis than
in substance. If for the sake of orthodoxy there has to be a choice between Theodoret and
Nestorius, between Theodoret and Eutyches, between Cyril and Nestorius as well as
between Cyril and Eutyches, there need not be a choice between Cyril and Theodoret lest
we want to lose something truly valuable in terms of Christian teaching. Unity in this sense
does not necessarily mean uniformity, although most of the fathers gathered in
Constantinople in 553 probably held the contrary opinion, when upon failing to find a
common goal they sought and found a common enemy in the representatives of the equally
ancient parallel tradition. This choice did not effect the desired union: on the contrary, it
continued the division. Consequently, one may consider it unfortunate not only from a
doctrinal but from an ecumenical perspective also that, as a result of the narrow-minded
decision of the fifth ecumenical council, one ancient method of Christian teaching about
Jesus Christ is still surrounded by suspicion, and that this attitude clearly impairs our

commonly assumed and accepted Chalcedonian heritage.

* The other three institutions to which Barth dedicated this volume in 1938 are: the Reformed Theological
Academy of Sdrospatak (Hungary), the University of Utrecht and the University of St. Andrews.

* Every Transylvanian town has three names traditionally, according to the three nations which have been
living there for centuries: Kolozsvar (in Hungarian) is called Klausenburg in German and Cluj in Romanian.
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Appendix 1

Towards a critical edition of De Trinitate and De incarnatione

This Appendix is meant to list the currently known quotations of De Trinitate and De
incarnatione found by medieval and modern scholars in various manuscripts.
Because of the considerable length of most excerpts we shall quote the beginning and
the end of each, mentioning their provenance.

Excerpts found by Albert Ehrhard

The only other testimony apart from Vat. gr. 841 itself, which ascribes the works to
Cyril, comes from Euthymius Zigabenus. As Ehrhard observed, Euthymius quotes
the following parts of De incarnatione:'

Euthymius: Panoplia Dogmatica Theodoret: De incarnatione Domini

1. €11 xata " AnoAdivaproct®dv [sic] | The entire Chapter 18, fully identical
o0 &v ayloig Kvpildov &k tod | with the text of Vat. gr. 841
nepl Evavlpwnfioemg Adyov. & tov | (PG 75, 1448C-1452C).

v3Aov mpotiuncog [...] THY nAvVIOV
avlpwnwv a&vactaciy (PG 130,
905D-909D).

2. &k 7100 aDTOD AdOyou. Ot 8¢ | The entire Chapter 19, fully identical
tadta odtwg Exet [...] v &€ovotiay | With the text of Vat. gr. 841 (PG 75,
gxeivnv tetaypévn (PG 130, 909D- | 1452D-1453B).

9120)

3. 100 ovtod &k tod mepl | The first part of current Chapter 15 (in
tvavBponioswg Adyov. tadrta Ty | fact the entire original Chapter 15),% with
" AroAAivapiov patatoroyiov [...] to | minor textual variants (PG 75, 1441D-
frmdfivar Omd tob Beod (PG 130, | 1444A)

925AB).

4. gk to0 adTOv Adyou. amoloyiav | First part of current Chapter 16, with its
gyovowv ol quaptdvovieg [...] od title®> and with minor textual variants

Suvdpevov vopoug (PG 130, 925BC). | (PG 75, 1444D-1445A).

5. Kot ob 8¢ avtdg, o Aésmota [...] | Concluding part of current Chapter 16,
0 Gvopdaptnrov  pmyavnoduevog | with minor textual variants
(PG 130, 925CD).4 (PG 75, 1445AB).

! Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift’, 199, note 2. Euthymius quotes from De Trinitate also. See the last title in this
Appendix 1.

% This fragment is followed by the first unnoticed title as observed by Schwartz in his 'Zur
Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 31.

? This is the only occasion when Euthymius quotes the title of a chapter also, yet here it is needed for
the clarity of the quotation.
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The entire current Chapter 17, fully
identical with the text of Vat. gr. 841
(PG 75, 1445B-1448B).

6. €k tOob avdTOD AOYov. GAAG TNV
pev adoieoyiav gkelvov [...] yoxnv
adavatov gvoikov kektnuevev (PG
130, 928AD).

Ehrhard was the first to point out that in Garnier's Auctarium,” under the title

Bewdopntov Tlevtadoylov mepi évav8pwnfioswg (reprinted in PG 84, 65-88),
various fragments of Theodoret's ITept tfig tod Kvpiov &vavlpmnioewg were
published.® Since most of these fragments gathered by Garnier are identical with
other relevant passages present in various manuscripts, we shall list them together
with those in order to avoid tautology.

The three fragments of Marius Mercator as quoted by Garnier, Ehrhard and Schwartz
and reprinted in PL 48, 1075 (as a quotation from Theodoret by Mercator), as well as

in PG 84, 82 (as part of Theodoret's Pentalogium) are the following:

Item eiusdem ex capitulo quinto decimo:
Haec, inquit, Apollinaris arguunt vanitatem
[...] magnum namque est illi etiam a Deo
superari. (PL 48, 1075B)

De incarn. Ch. 15 in PG 75, 1441D-1444A.;
Tavto v * AnoAivapiov EAeyxet
patatodoylav [..] péya yap adtd Kol
10 frindnvar Hro Hgov.

Item eiusdem ex capitulo sexto decimo:
Convenienter, inquit, diabolus Deo dicere
poterat [...] sed Deus qui pro homine
decertaret. (PL 48, 1075C-1076B)

De incarn. Ch. 15 [16] in PG 75, 1444:
kol gimot Gv glkotwg [...] aAAa Beog 6
avti avlpomrov maAaiov.

Item eiusdem ex capitulo tricesimo (Garnier:
vigesimo nono):” Dei Filius homini
inseparabiliter adiunctus [...] et apellationem
naturae eius assumens. (PL 48, 1076BC)

De incarn. ch. 29 [30] in PG 75, 1469B-C:
Beov, 6¢ axwPloT®wg AT CLVNUUEVOS
[...] xai v tHig eVoEWE AdTOD
npoonyopiov Aofwv.

The quotations published by Eduard Schwartz

In his study 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', Schwartz quotes several fragments of
[epi &vav@ponnoewg from Nicetas' Catena of Luke according to the following
manuscripts: Vindob. theol. gr. 71 and Monac. 473. We shall quote only the
fragments from De incarnatione, whilst keeping Schwartz's numbering.

Fragment no. 4 in Schwartz:

Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 167", Luke 2:52. 6godwpntov mepi
evavlponnioews &v  kepalale 8¢ elmelv [..] &k 10D edayyeAdiov
podnoopeda. Garnier's fragment (PG 84, 72-73). Apart from the introductory and
ending remarks, the fragment is from Ch. 24 of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1461BD).

* Fragments 5 and 6 are given consecutively by Euthymius (i.e. as being one), yet since there is an
omission between them (as we have it in De incarnatione), 1 have listed them separately.

5 See Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum Tomus V, 40-50. All the subsequent quotations from
Garnier's work are given according to Migne's reprinted edition (see PG 84, 65-88).

® Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 624-26.

7 Concerning the differences between chapter numbering see 'An unnoticed title', 103-04.
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Fragment no. 13 in Schwartz:

Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 299%-301", Luke 4:3. 6godwpnrov meptl
gvavipwnnoeng LREP maoMG THG NUETEPAG QUoEwg [...] O Aldog odtog
aptog yeévnrot. Garnier's fragment (PG 84, 77-80) put together from three pieces of
[Mept Evavdpwnnoswe:

e The beginning until xotaGappeiv adtod mavtag napockevact (Garnier
PG 84,77A) is from Ch. 12 (PG 75, 1437B);

e The second part between dvdyetat toivov [...] Oo tod mveduarog (Garnier
PG 84, 77A) is from Ch. 24 (PG 75, 1464A);

e The last and longest fragment between dvaystot 8¢ ovy 0 0gog Adyog [...] ©
Ai8og ovtog dptog yevnrot (Garnier PG 84, 77A-80B) is from Ch. 13 and 14
(PG, 1437D-1441A) omitting the title of Ch. 14.

Fragment no. 14 in Schwartz:

Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 301°-302", Luke 4:3. Bc0dwpntov: €pletal eV yap
tpo@fic 0 Kvprog [...] €nt mdoav tnv dvvouly tob €x8pod. This fragment is
not given by Garnier, but was translated into Latin by Combefis and reprinted by
Gallandi.® The beginning and the end of this Latin translation is 'Quid vero
Dominus? Appetit quidem cibum [...] super omnem virtutem inimici'. The excerpt is
composed from two parts of [Tepi Evavipwnnoswe:

e The beginning until Sapoeite ydp ¢onoiv, €y® VeVIKNKA TOV KOGUOV
(John 16:33) is from Ch. 24 (PG 75, 1464A);

e The second half: nateicGal tov tOpavvov ONO TV mAAAL SOLAELOVTIWYV
TOLEL OPEYYL@V [...] ndooy Ty Sovauly tob £xdpod (Luke 10:19) is from Ch. 13
(PG 75, 1437C).

Fragment no. 15 in Schwartz:

Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 302", Luke 4:4. 0c0dwpmntov’ GKOVCOG YOp TOV
00 movnpod pnuotwv [..] kol dptwv un dendfvar. Garnier's fragment
(PG 84, 80CD), being a quotation from Ch. 14 (PG 75, 1441B).

Fragment no. 16 in Schwartz:

Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 307'-309", Luke 4:9-12. 6c0dwpntov: NAynoe pev
o nrndeic anaf [...] kataroxvvovra tov nelpaovra. Garnier's fragment
(PG 84, 81 A-85A) composed of two passages:

e From the beginning until 6 tnv dikatocvvny anacav katopdwoag (PG 84,
84B), the excerpt is from Chapters 14-15 (PG 75, 1441C-1444C). It includes the
first and second quotation of Marius Mercator, omitting (at least in Garnier's text)
the title of Ch. 15 as well as the title of the originally intended 16" chapter first
overlooked by the Vatican 841 copyist.

& Combefis, Biblioth. Patrum C oncionatoria, 11, 525; Gallandi, Biblioth. Veterum Patrum, 1X, 418.
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e After a short intermezzo compiled with the use of the beginning of Ch. 17
(Garnier: PG 84, 84BC — cf. PG 75, 1445C), the rest from gngidn yap amog O
av@pwnog until Estepnuévav [sic Vindob.], GAL” Onep avipwnwy yoyxnv
adavatov évoikov kektnueévov [sic Vindob.] is from Ch. 17 (PG 75, 1448B).
The last sentence is a remark of the redactor.

Excerpts found by Schwartz in Garnier missing from Vindobonensis:

17 AAAa pnv oikteipag O Ilowmtng v oikelav gikOva [...] mpaypato
kato tavutov ovvayovoav. This is the opening fragment in Garnier's
Auctarium (PG 84, 65A-68B). The brief summary of Ch. 23's first phrases is
followed by a longer, practically word-by-word quotation from the same chapter
(cf. PG 75, 1460C-1461B). Ehrhard quoted this fragment also in order to
augment his external evidences.” Concerning this excerpt see also Fragment no.
31 in M. Richard.

2. Kai v avBponetav eboiv avarapov [...] v thg apoptiog katEAvoe
topavvida. Garnier's excerpt (PG 84, 68BC), see Fragment no. 34 in M.
Richard.

Fragment no. 26 in Schwartz:

Monac. 473, 124, Luke 7:13-14. Be08wpntov: EKAAECE TOV €L TOV TAYOV
nponeunouevov veaviav koi todtov gig {wnv [...] Ouvov Etpeyev. Short
fragment from Ch. 25 (PG 75, 1465A).

Joseph Lebon's quotations from Severus's Contra Grammaticum

In his study 'Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr','® based on his own edition of Severus'
Contra Grammaticum preserved in Syriac,'' Joseph Lebon gives the following
excerpts from Theodoret's Ilept &vav@pwnnoswg as quoted by the famous
Monophysite bishop (translated by the editor):

Fragment no. 1 in Lebon:

Quod et in alio eius libro, De theologia sanctae Trinitatis et de oeconomia, ut ait,
scriptum est. Ante hunc [/librum quidem prooemium texens, sic incipit:
THEODORETUS: 'Omnis scriptio otium requirit et tranquillitatem, mentemque curis
liberatam'. As Lebon had indicated, this general prologue of perhaps both works was
not preserved in Greek. The italicised word is Lebon's addition to make the
translation clearer. Small capitals are used when a text or phrase is written in red in
the original Syriac manuscript.

? Ehrhard, 'Die Schrift', 625.
'%J. Lebon, 'Restitutions', 529-531.
''J. Lebon, Severi Antiocheni Liber contra Impium Grammaticum, V.
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Fragment no. 2 in Lebon:

Incipiendo autem ait: THEODORETUS: 'Oportet sane omnes [...] vocem pastoris
audire'. The beginning of the Prooemium of De T¥initate: €dev pev mavtag [...]
Tfic 10D mopuévog dxoveLy wvig (PG 75,1148A)."

Fragment no. 3 in Lebon:

Ad eadem dogmata impia et profana devenit in capite vicesimo secundo secundae
orationis, quam De oeconomia sive de inhumanatione inscripsit; in capite vero
scripsit sic: THEODORETUS: 'Demonstratio ex epistula [...] et unum Filium
demonstrantes'. This fragment is the beginning of Ch. 21 of De incarnatione:
anoderéig [...] kol tov Eva Ornodeikvicag viov (PG 75, 1456A). It includes
the famous title with tpocwnov changed into Aoyog by A. Mai. The numbering is
already down by one compared to Vat. 841, as the first copying error had been
committed in Ch. 15.

Fragment no. 4 in Lebon:

ET POST PAUCA: 'Qui enim est splendor gloriae [...] propter unionem ad
assumentem'. De incarnatione Ch. 21: 6 yap ®v anovyocua tfig 80Eng [...] dia
TNV TPOG TOV AvelAneota evwoiy (PG 75, 1456B).

Fragment no. 5 in Lebon:

RURSUSQUE POST PAUCA: 'Itaque contrarium [...] unum Filium adorabimus'. De
incarnatione Ch. 21: obkobv &vavtiov [...] TOv gva YLOV TPOGKLVNOWUEV
(PG 75, 1456CD).

Fragment no. 6 in Lebon:

Qui enim ea, quae modo citata sunt, scripsit et blasphemando introduxit hominem
deiferum, qui ex semine David, postquam dixerat illum in se accepisse omnia
charismata Spiritus sancti, subiunxit: THEODORETUS: 'Sed in utraque natura unum
Filium adorabimus'. De incarnatione Ch. 21: &v gxatépq 8& @UoEL TOV €va YOV

npookvviowuev (PG 75, 1456D).

Fragment no. 7 in Lebon:

Hisque rursus addidit et subnexuit miser: 'I[terum autem beatus Paulus [...] et unione
salutem operatus est. De incarnatione Ch. 21: xai ad%ig 8& O pakdprog
[TadAog [...] kal th Evocel v cotnpiloav eipydoato (PG 75, 1456D-1457A).

Fragment no. 8 in Lebon:

Addit autem post pauca itcrum, [...] quac totidem, ut ita dicam, verbis reperiuntur
etiam in reprehensione decimi ex capitulis sancti Cyrilli: THEODORETUS: 'Quis ergo

2 This is the only fragment which had been discovered from De Trinitate before the excerpts 1 found
in Euthymius. See below.
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est qui orabat [...] ut per passiones ostenderetur natura assumpti'. De incarnatione
Ch. 21: Tig toivov 6 mpooevyOpevog [...] iva dro T@v nadnuatwv deiydi
100 Anedévtog M voig (PG 75, 1457CD).

Fragment no. 9 in Lebon:

Et iterum, in capite vicesimo primo:"’ 'Ita etiam beatus Paulus [...] tum unionem
personae preaedicat'. De incarnatione Ch. 22: oVtwg 0 Serotatog IMadrog [...]
KOl TOD TPOCWROL KNPLTTEL TNV evwolv (PG 75, 1460A). Severus reproduced
this quotation in the third— in 1930 still unpublished — book of his Contra
Grammaticum, in Ch. 30 (British Library Addit. 12157, fol. 145"), introducing it
with the following formula: 'Itaque impius Theodoretus, in oratione, De
inhumanatione Domini, eodem modo ac Leo unionem personae confitens in capitulo
vicesimo haec dicit: THEODORETUS..."*

Fragment no. 10 in Lebon:

Rursusque in capite tricesimo quarto: 'Sed et naturam Dei Verbi scimus [...] a
magistri pietatis'. De incarnatione Ch. 32: dAAa. kai 100 Beob Adyov v @voLV
yvopilopev [...] mapa t@dv Sdackddlmwv EkANEN  thig  edoePelog
(PG 75, 1472D). Here the numbering of Vat. 841 is down by two, after the second
copying error occurred in Ch. 29."

Fragment no. 11 in Lebon:

ET PAULO POST: '"Mixtionem mittentes [...] divinitati sublimi et magnae et omnem
sensum excedenti attribuentes’. De incarnatione Ch. 32: v kpdoiv
katoAnovteg [...] Tf OYNAR kol peyddn xai mavia voobv vrepBaivodon
avatidevieg BeotnrtL (PG 75, 1473B).

Fragment no. 12 in Lebon:

Etenim audimus quomodo dixerit: THEODORETUS: 'Haec igitur propria sunt
humanitatis [...] et preces offerebat’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: odbkobv idia tadTaL
[...] xal dretéder npooevyouevn (PG 75, 1457D).

Fragment no. 13 in Lebon:

Nam antea dixit interrogative docens: THEODORETUS: 'Quis ergo est qui orabat [...]
et lacrymis offerebat?'. De incarnatione Ch. 21: Ti¢ Tolvov O TPOGELYOUEVOG [...]
kol Sakpvwv mpoceveykwy; (PG 75, 1457C).

'* This excerpt is undoubtedly from Chapter 22 of Vat. 841, and thus — to remain consistent — Severus
must have known it as being from Chapter 23, not from Chapter 21 as it results from Lebon's
translation. For the clarification of this difference see my article 'An unnoticed title', 104-5.

' Lebon, 'Restitutions' 531, note 2.

' See 'An unnoticed title', 106-8.
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Fragment no. 14 in Lebon:

Et respondebat decernebatque dicens: THEODORETUS: Non Deus Verbum [...]
supplicabat ut servaretur a morte'. De incarnatione Ch. 21: oby, O 8eog Aoyog [...]
dnaddayfvar Savarov (PG 75, 1457C).

Fragment no. 15 in Lebon:

Aut interrogare et dividere et tanquam de duobus dicere: THEODORETUS: 'Quis ergo
orabat [...] lacrymis offerebat?’, atque negando dicere: 'Non Deus Verbum', et
addere: 'Itaque haec propria [...] et orationem offerebat'. This is again from Ch. 21 of
De incarnatione (PG 75, 1457CD) like the fragments no. 8, 12, 13, and 14.

Fragment no. 16 in Lebon:

Sic et Theodoretus, De inhumanatione Domini: THEODORETUS: 'Sed in utraque natura
unum Filium adorabimus'. De incarnatione Ch. 21: &v gxatepg 8¢ @UOEL TOV Eval
Yiov npookvviompey (PG 75, 1456D). This is identical with Fragment no. 6.

Fragment no. 17 in Lebon:

RURSUSQUE: 'Utramque enim naturam [...] Christus nominatur'. De incarnatione
Ch. 32: gkatepav 8¢ oLy [...] Xprotog dvopaletar (PG 75, 1472D).

The quotations from Vat. gr. 1611 published by Robert Devreesse

In 1931 Robert Devreesse disclosed some fragments of Theodoret's works listed in
Vat. gr. 1611, the Catena manuscript which was unavailable for Schwartz.'® It gives
all the excerpts of Vindob. theol. gr. 71 and of Monac. 473, and contains all those
collected by Garnier. Among these quotations published by Devreesse there are two
concerning our treatise:

Vat. gr. 1611 fols. 46'-47", Luke 2:52. 6c0dwpnrtov nepl avpwnncews &v
kepaAaiw 3¢ einelv ete. This long extract can be found elsewhere in two parts:

e The first part in Greek in Garnier's Auctarium'’ (reprinted in PG 84, 72C-73A):
gv kegadaiw 8¢ einelv [...] &k tob Edayyeliov podnoopeda.

e The second part in a Latin translation by Combefis and Gallandi'® (see
PG 84, 73-76): 'Nam, quomodo, inquit, Patris aequalis [...] ad deitatis rationem
promoveant'.

Concerning this fragment Devreesse mentions, that on the margin of Vat. gr. 1611
before the first fragment one can read the addition AVoig and then the word
avtideoig before the second one, raising the question whether Nicetas himself
could have been the author of this textual distinction. However, Marcel Richard

'® Devreesse, 'Orient, antiquité', 568-69.
'7 Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum, V, 43-44.
'8 Combefis, Biblioth. Patrum Conc., 1, 602-604; Gallandi, Biblioth. Veterum Patrum, 1X, 420-21.
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proved later, that the second (Latin) part of this quotation given by Combefis and
Gallandi was in fact Ch. 27 of Cyril's Thesaurus (cf. PG 75, 421-429)."

Vat. gr. 1611 fols 297", Luke 24:13. 6godwpntov’ Here Nicetas gives Chapters 26
and 27 entirely as well as the greater part of Ch. 28 from [lept évav3pwnnoswe.

More fragments from Vat. gr. 1611 found by Marcel Richard

In his study 'Les citations de Théodoret' published in 1934, on the basis of Vat. gr.
1611, M. Richard brought to light further twenty fragments of Theodoret, starting
their numbering with 29 (Schwartz published 28 and M. Richard wanted to continue
the list begun by the German scholar). Those from De incarnatione are listed here:

Fragment no. 31 in M. Richard:

Vat, gr. 1611, fol. 8', Luke 1:31. 6godwpntov mepl evavpwnnoews GAAL
punv oikteipag [..] xata todTov cvvayovoov. This is the first fragment in
Garnier's Auctarium, reprinted in PG 84, 65A-68B, already mentioned by Schwartz.
Since the German scholar was unable to use Vat. gr. 1611, Marcel Richard quotes it
according to this codex. This also confirms the sentence of Schwartz, who
considered the passage as being surely from Nicetas' Catena of Luke.

Fragment no. 34 in M. Richard:

Vat. gr. 1611, fol. 16™, Luke 2:6. 8codwpnrov. Kai v av@ponsiav @doiv
avorafov [..] v Tfg auoaptiag kotéAvoe tuvpavvida. This is also a
fragment given by Garnier (see PG 84, 68BC), being composed of two extracts from
De incarnatione, namely from Ch. 8 (PG 75, 1425CD) and Ch. 10 (PG 75, 1432D-
1433A) respectively. The first part taken from Ch. 8 is itself composed of two,
lacking a biblical quotation from Philippians 2, 5-7.

Fragment no. 43 in M. Richard:

Vat. gr. 1611, fol. 297", Luke 23:13-25. 8godwpnrov. “OtL mpootpexeL ToOig
avaypantoig nadeot [...] v adelopoiav Onéoyeto. ~AAAG Tiva pEv 0O’
gkaotov 1@V noddv EdnAodto kail &év 1@ MatSaiw kot &v 1@ ~lwdavvn
gnekelpyootar. This longer passage gives Ch. 26 (excluding the first few words),
Ch. 27 and the major part of Ch. 28 of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1465B-1468C). The
last sentence (GAAd tiva [...] &ne€eipyactar) — as shown by M. Richard — is
obviously from Nicetas.

Identification of the various elements in Garnier's Auctarium

At the end of the same study, Marcel Richard gives a summary of the quotations
gathered by Garnier in the so-called Pentalogium of Theodoret reprinted in Migne.

1. Three fragments are considered to be from the so-called [TevtaAoyog:

1 M. Richard, 'Les citations de Théodoret', 94-95. See below.
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e duéder 6 TaPpinr [...] xai mpoentov kpuvntopevnv (PG 84, 68D-
72B)%;

e Otav ovv akovong [...] 0 6eog Aoyog aveidngev (PG 84, 72BC);

e Otav toivov gdpng [...] PvoeL guAGTTOV Ta 1dLwpata (PG 84, 85AB).

2. One passage is from Theodoret's Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium:
npoxdntel 8¢ MAikig [...] TAv  oikelav cogilav (PG 84,68D cf.
PG 83, 497B).

3. Another excerpt given by Garnier and reprinted in Migne belongs to Theodoret's
Interpretatio in Psalmos (Psalm 54:5 in PG 84, 32C cf. PG 80, 1272A).

4. Concerning the already mentioned Ch. 27 of Cyril's Thesaurus, Marcel Richard
observed that this passage in Vat. gr. 1611 was not separated from the previous
one (see Vat. gr. 1611 fols 46"-47" as cited above by Devreesse). The same thing
can be observed in the Codex Mazarinaeus used by Combefis, who published the
entire passage (i.e. both parts) in a Latin translation. Since the manuscript used
by Garnier did not contain this second part of the excerpt (i.e. Ch. 27 of Cyril's
Thesaurus), it was not published in his quoted posthumous work. That is why
Marcel Richard disagrees with Schwartz concerning the former' s conclusion, that
Combefis and Garnier must have used the same manuscript,’” namely the
Mazarinaeus or Parisinus 208. The excerpt from Cyril's quoted work is printed in
Migne only in Combefis' Latin translation: 'Nam, quomodo, inquit, Patris
aequalis... ad deitatis rationem promoveant' (PG 84, 73-76). Its Greek version is
to be found in Vat. 1611 fols 46"-47": no¢ yap Svvatar [..] thg Gedtnrog
Aoyov.

We can conclude together with M. Richard that apart from the excerpts listed above,
as well as some redacting remarks, all the other passages in Garnier's Auctarium are
to be found in Theodoret's De incarnatione. In order to avoid superfluous quotations,
I have chosen to present all that was not part of De incarnatione in Garnier's
compilation, instead of comparing all of them with the relevant parts of De
incarnatione. Moreover, the majority of Garnier's excerpts had already been
mentioned in relation with the other fragments found in the medieval manuscripts.

Five fragments of De Trinitate in Euthymius' Panoplia Dogmatica

As mentioned above, I located five so far undiscovered fragments of the virtually
unquoted first treatise of Theodoret on the Trinity under the name of Cyril in
Euthymius Zigabenus' Panoplia Dogrr:r:atir:;:z.22 These excerpts are the following:

* By M. Richard: xnpvttopévny. See 'Les citations de Théodoret', 96.

?! Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets', 32. Cf. M. Richard, 'Les citations', 94, note 4.

2 For a more detailed discussion of this discovery see my forthcoming article 'Fragments of
Theodoret's De sancta et vivifica Trinitate in Euthymius Zigabenus' Panoplia Dogmatica' in the 2002
edition of Augustinianum.
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E. Zigabenus: Panoplia Dogmatica

Theodoret of Cyrus: De s. et v. Trinitate

1) PG 130, 653BD: Tob adtob [i.e.
KvpiAlov] &k toD mepi tfig ayilog
Tpradog Adyov.

otL 8¢ ta avta dvvatar t@ IMatpl
[...] tootng &v Tlotpt xal Yi®
yvopiletotl.

PG 75, 1165AC

The entire Chapter 13 of De Trinitate,
without its title, but otherwise fully
identical with the text of Vat. gr. 841.%

2) PG 130, 656AD: kot T00TO.

BaBal moom TOV QALPETIKOV T
rnopanAnéia [...] Tfi¢ avainedeiong
av3pwnoTNTog TNV ~ GNOCTOANV
givat.

PG 75, 1168A-1169A
Long fragment from Chapter 15 of De
Trinitate, with minor textual variants.

3) PG 130, 656D-657B: ka.l tovT0.
[Tatep, eAnAvlev M wpa [...] ndg
ailtel AaPeiv O £xeL del;

PG 75, 1173CD

Almost the entire text of Chapter 17 of
De Trinitate, with a few minor textual
variants.

4) PG 130, 657BC: kol to0TO.
glto. dewkvig, wg ov doEaletar

PG 75, 1176A
More than half of the text of Chapter 18

tva 8¢ [Ilatpog xat Yiod tnv
tootnta.  dei&wuev  [...] moiav
gviadBo ywpav gxet 1o peilov kol
T0 EAaTTOV;

pévov [...] ©& kowov tic iEovstag | of De Trinitate, with minor textual
naLdedWV. variants.

5) PG 130, 669BC: Tob avtob &k tov | PG 75, 1161AB

nepl thg aylag Tpradog Aoyov. Fragment from Chapter 11 of De

Trinitate, with minor textual variants.

These are (to my knowledge) all the fragments discovered so far from both works,
which may provide if not a full but at least an available basis for the production of
the first critical edition of ITepi tfig aylag kol Lwonoiov Tpradog and of Tlepi

Mg tob Kvplov évavlpwnnoeng.

# Euthymius — in the same fashion as Nicetas of Heracleia did a century earlier — quotes fragments of
Theodoret’s work without the chapter titles. The only exception to this rule is the title of Chapter 16 of
Theodoret’s De incarnatione (PG 75, 1444D) quoted by Euthymius in PG 130, 925B (listed as no. 4
above among the fragments located by Ehrhard), yet in that case the title is necessary in order to
clarify the discussed theme. Thus, he does not quote the chapter titles of the above quotations either.




Appendix 2
Theodoret of Cyrus: On the Holy and Vivifying Trinity

Foreword
Every writing requires time and tranquillity, together with a mind free of worries.'

It is necessary for all those enlightened by the name of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and
being the glorified sheep of the Shepherd who laid down His life for us, to hear the
voice of the Shepherd, and grazing in the pasture shown by Him to remain within the
boundaries and rules of the evangelic faith, adoring the pure teaching of the apostles.
Yet, since many were moved by arrogance, craving for hollow fame and being ignorant
of themselves, esteemed the conceptions of their own erroneous mind highly above the
divinely inspired teaching, left the straight path that leads to the city in the highest and
stepped onto death-bringing passages with many splits, all then having been deceived
likewise, yet not because of their pursuing similarly that road to deceit, but following
otherwise the perfidy of the reasoning:* I consider appropriate for those who follow the
regal path trodden by the pious, to commiserate with the misguided, uncover the fraud,
reveal the [true] piety and direct the adherents, keeping away from the deviations of
both sides until they reach the royal city 4

1. That God highly estimates the salvation of humankind

This is why the Saviour of all also sent the holy chorus of the apostles into the world: —
to enlighten those nourished in the darkness of ignorance by the rays of the knowledge
of God; to gather the dispersed and to pasture those wolf-exposed sheep with care; that
by the art of the Spirit to change the wild olive-tree into a cultivated one; that by the
Word of teaching to ‘fish out’ those sunk into the depth of the impiety. Yet since the
dearest [thing] for the Creator of all people is the salvation of humankind, the law of
nature being to help our neighbours in need of care, we also invest the talents given to
us by the Lord of knowledge with the bankers, not to be condemned together with the
slothful servant.* Hence, we present the teaching of the divine doctrines as a reminder
for the well versed, and as instruction for the uninitiated.

2. What is the characteristic of the church doctrine

The word of the evangelical faith should be proclaimed both simply and didactically,
neither in a controversial, nor in an arguing fashion, but rather as befitting the Church of
God: tersely, without ostentation; instructively, not in a long-winded manner; lacking
finesse, yet abundant in theology. [It should] not be inquisitive about the inaccessible,
nor inspecting the unintelligible, neither circumscribing with reason and words the
incomprehensible, [even less] changing the greatest knowledge into skilful methods, nor
searching for the argument whilst omitting faith. We are following the fishermen and

' This first sentence of Theodoret’s [Tpootptov, the common introduction of his two-half treatise On the
Trinity and On the Incarnation, was not preserved in Greek. It survived only in Syriac, in Severus of
Antioch’s Contra Grammaticum, written around 520. See Joseph Lebon, ed., trans., Severi Antiocheni
Liber Contra Impium Grammaticum, Orationis Tertiae Pars Prior, Corpus Christianorum Orientalium,
Scriptores Syri, Series 4 (Louvain: Marcel Istas, 1929), V, 46. Lebon’s Latin translation: “Omnis scriptio
otium requirit et tranquillitatem, mentemque curis liberatam™.

2aAMG Srapdpwg T TV Aoylopdy dkolovBodvieg Amdy.

? Or until they inherit the royal city.

¢ cf. Matthew 25:26-27.
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tracking the cobbler,’ being led by the tax collector; we are enlightened by the prophetic
lamp, and the sun of the gospel illuminates us. Yet [we] do not add anything from [our]
own reasoning to the universal teaching of the Holiest Spirit, since this is the pattern of
the divine teaching.’

3. Concerning the manner of how [this] teaching is addressed to the pious

In our other writings we had already refuted the heretical blasphemies, taking each of
them separately and by stripping off the veil of deceit we revealed the unclothed
impiety. This time, however, with God’s help we shall expose for those nurtured in faith
the God-given doctrine of the Church without overburdening the readers with lengthy
speeches or corrupting accuracy with laconic talk. Instead, we have chosen a midway
between both extremes, thus to avoid tiring the listeners with extensiveness, but rather
[being able] to present in a clear fashion the teaching of the divine science.” I shall
begin then from above, tracking the fountainhead of all benefactions.

4. What kind of opinion should one have about God the Father

We, the suitors, worshippers as well as high-voiced and high-minded heralds of the
Trinity, believe in one God [and] Father unbegun and unbegotten, [who is an] eternally
existent Father, [who] did not become [Father] herein after. For there was not when He
was not [a Father], but He had been Father from the very beginning. Neither had He
been a Son first, and then [became] a Father, according to the corporeal sequence, but
since ever He is — yet He is eternally — Father He both is and is called.

5. How should one think about the Son

We believe in one Son, [who is] co-eternal with His Begetter, whose existence had no
beginning, but [He] is eternally; moreover, He is [eternal] together with the Father.
Thus, since ever the Father exists — yet He is eternally Father — [so also] the Son from
Him. Therefore, they exist inseparably from each other according to their names as well
as to their realities. For if the Son is not eternal, but there was when He was not, then
neither the Father can be eternal, because He bears the name [Father] only since He [the
Father] has begotten. But if God the Father is eternal (since it would be a blasphemy
indeed to subordinate to time the Existent One [who Himself is] the Creator of time, and
according to the time intervals to pronounce [as] second® the begetting which is timeless
and beyond time), then the Son is eternal also, since He was born ineffably of the
Father, being eternal together with the Father, and perceived together with Him.

6. That the Scriptures teach the Son [being] co-eternal with the Father

‘In the beginning — says [the Scripture] — was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. This was in the beginning with God.” Thus, Who existed in the
beginnin% [already], when was He not? For [John] does not say, that He came into
existence'® in the beginning, but that He was. If for example we liked to surmount the
[expression] ‘was’ with our reasoning, we would be unable [to move] behind the
inception. [Compared] to the One [already] existent in the beginning, everything is
subsequent, including time, age or anything temporal one can conceive [within each]

* Theodoret here obviously refers to Paul the Apostle.

¢ ovtog yap thg etag didackalriag 6 Opog — this is the measure/mark of the divine teaching.
" Beoyvacio — the knowledge of God.

8 Sevtépav — second, subsequent, posterior.

? John 1:1-2.

19 &yévero.
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period. Yet if the Son had not been eternally together with God the Father, but rather
came later into existence, then it is necessary to place a certain [period of] time or
epoch'' between the Father and the Son. This being granted though, it follows that the
creation [i.e. time] preceded the Creator [i.e. the Son]. Since ‘all things were made by
the Son; and without Him not one thing was made’'? — says the evangelist. Yet, one of
all [that was created] is the age or time [itself]! The blessed Paul speaks thus: ‘in these
last days He has spoken to us by [His] Son, whom He had appointed heir of all things,
by whom also He created the ages.’'® Yet, if the ages were the creation of the Son, they
cannot precede their Creator. But since the ages did not [yet] exist,'? it is clear that time
— which is made up and measured by days and nights — [did not exist] either. Hence, the
day and night are generated by the rising and setting of light, and the light was made
after the heaven, the earth and the air. Yet, the God-Word had created all these and
those within them by [His] word, according to the good will of the Father.

Thus, among the times and the ages together with all the other things created by the
Word, there is not one [creature] between the Father and the Son, but God the Father is
verily eternal,” and the Son is co-eternal with the Father. That is why the Evangelist
exclaims, ‘In the beginning was the Word.” Paul the apostle also says, “Who is the
brightness of His glory, and the express image of His Person.’'® And elsewhere: ‘Who,
being in the form of God, did not regard as robbery to be equal with God.”'” So neither
does the former [i.e. John] omit the [verb] ‘was’, nor the latter [i.e. Paul] the
expressions ‘is’ and ‘bcing’,'s since both [apostles] are proclaiming the eternally
existent [One]. That is why a little later the evangelist says: ‘He was life, and the life
was the light of mankind.’'® Furthermore: ‘the true light that enlightens every human
was coming into the world.”?” Again: ‘the only-begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the
Father’.?! [John] says in the Epistle also: ‘That which was from the beginning’.22 Thus
had the Divine Spirit instructed those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and
servants of the Word in the theology concerning the Only-begotten Word of God. That
is why they did not rank the Creator with the creation; they did not align the Maker
among the creatures; [and for this reason] nowhere [in the Scripture] did they call a
creature the honourable Child of God.” They never conjoined the [expression]
‘became’ with the Godhead, but [John] indeed [says]: ‘In the beginning was the Word’
and not ‘in the beginning the Word came into existence’. Moreover, [Paul says]: ‘Who
is the brightness of His glory, and the express image of His Person’, and not ‘[who]
became brightness and express image’. Yet again: “Who is in the form of God’ and not
‘[who] became the form of God’, but rather ‘who has [ever] been in the form of God’.

" ypévov kai aidva.

'2 John 1:3 — this sentence is connected with the next one by the expression &v (=one). Theodoret here
argues that according to John ‘nothing was made’ (Eyéveto o08& €v) without the Word (i.e. the Son), yet
time itself is one element of the whole creation (v 8& t@v maviov).

" Hebrews 1:1-2.

" aldvev 88 un drapyéviov.

'* Or God is verily eternal Father.

'® Hebrews 1:3.

'7 Philippians 2:6.

'® In the above quoted biblical verses the following Greek verbs are present: v, @v, dndpywv.

' John 1:4.

2 John 1:9.

*! John 1:18.

*2 1 John 1:1.

3 yévvnua 100 Og0v.
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And [he says] elsewhere: ‘Who is the image of the invisible God’.** He does not say:
‘Who became the image of the invisible God’, but rather ‘who is [the image Himself]’.

7. Demonstration from the Old [Testament] that the Son is eternal

Thus the [expressions] ‘was’, ‘being’, ‘existent’ and ‘is’® are everywhere connected
with theology.”® When God spoke to the great Moses, He entitled Himself ‘I am who I
am’.”’ Furthermore: ‘Say this to the children of Israel: I AM had sent me unto you.’
Hence, that these are the Son’s words, the foremost fighters of blasphemy themselves
testify, who, whilst considering the Father incomprehensible, label the Son a mediator
between the Father and the creation, claiming that He [the Son] had appeared and
spoken to the patriarchs and to the prophets. Yet the God-Word Himself clearly teaches
us through the prophet Jeremiah, saying:

In those days and in that time I will make a new covenant with the house of
Israel and with the house of Judah: not according to the covenant that I
made with their fathers in the days when I took them by the hand to bring
them out of Egypt.”*

Let us ask therefore: who gave the new covenant? Is it not clear for all that the Master
Christ is its author? For He Himself exclaims in the holy Gospels:

It was said to those of old: you shall not kill. But I say to you: every one,
who is angry with his brother without cause, is worthy of judgement. It was
told to those of old: you shall not swear falsely. But I say to you: do not
swear at all.”’

He made his other [statements] in a similar fashion: ‘it was said so — but I order it in this
way. | do not transgress the existing law, but rather I improve the legislation, while
teaching the mode of keeping [it].” Therefore, the Master Christ gave us the new
covenant. Furthermore, the one who made this [new covenant] possible, gave also the
old one to Israel after the release from Egypt. Nevertheless, the giver of the old
covenant and the deliverer of the Egyptian slavery was undoubtedly the same who had
sent Moses to the Pharaoh. As He Himself said, ‘Say this to the children of Israel: I AM
had sent me unto you.” The prophet makes this clear elsewhere also, saying:

For He is our God! Nobody else can be measured against Him! He
uncovered every way of knowledge and gave it to His servant Jacob,” and
to Israel, to His beloved one. After these He appeared on earth and lived
among the people.3 '

Thus, later we begin to understand the meaning of the prophecy: Who is then the one
who appeared on earth and lived among the people? I suppose it is clear for all those
endowed with intellect that it is the God-Word, who assumed our nature, who did not
regard as robbery to be equal with God, but emptied Himself and took on the form of a
servant. So He [was the One who] had given the way of knowledge to His servant Jacob

** Colossians 1:15 —“Og éortv eix®v 100 Be0d 100 GOpAToL — not EYEveTo.

 The verbs used in the Greek text are: fiv, @v, dnapywv, EoTiLv.

% The meaning of the expression $soloyla here is: ‘discourse about God or about His divinity’.

&y glut 6 @v — Exodus 3:14.

% Jeremiah 31:31.

** Cf. Matthew 5:21-33.

9 JakoB 1§ nadi adTod — the term maiig (son, servant) was one of Christ’s typical messianic titles in
early Christian times. The Christological interpretation of this text was based partly on this fact.

*! Baruch 3:36-38.
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and to Israel, His beloved one, He had declared the old law through Moses in the desert.
Hence the author of that law, before giving it, during His conversation with Moses,
declared: ‘Say this to the children of Israel: I AM had sent me unto you.” For this reason
exclaims the prophet: ‘He is our God! Nobody else can be measured against Him!” —
testifying not His insignificance, but rather His incomparable [greatness].

Behold, how similar is the prophetic message to the evangelical teachings! Moses
professes the ‘[eternally] existent’. The God-Word affirms the ‘I AM’ even more
emphatically about Himself. Paul also uses the [term] ‘being’ frequently, but adds to it
the [expression] ‘existent’, which means the same as ‘being’. Furthermore, he asserts
‘is’ also, which — according to its meaning — is equivalent to the other two [phrases].
John, the theologian®* does the same, including the word ‘being’ in several places of
[his] evangelical writings. He decorates even the prologue [of the gospel] with these
expressions, since he proclaims not once, neither twice, nor thrice, but rather many
times the [One, who] ‘was’.

8. That different [things] are proper to the God-Word and to the assumed nature

Thus, if the heralds of truth are teaching these [facts], who [could be] so recklessly
audacious or conceited to assert ‘was not’ against ‘was’? Or, despite the terms ‘being’
and ‘existent’, [who could] label a [mere] creature the One, who was born timelessly
and impassibly of the Father, and dwells in His bosom? Hence who ‘is’, was not
created, and who ‘exists’ was not made.

Therefore those bestowed with the mysteries of the divine knowledge assert [such
expressions as] ‘was made’, ‘assumed’ and their like not referring to God, but rather to
proclaim the Incarnation.*® The blessed John was the first to announce that ‘the Word
was made flesh” after he had already said that ‘in the beginning was the Word’. After
having applied the term ‘was’ repeatedly to the Godhead, on turning to the question of
the Incarnation,” he necessarily adds the expression ‘became’. For what the God-Word
assumed of us was not eternal from the beginning,* but rather was made and taken on
by the God-Word towards the end of the ages. The blessed Paul does the same also, for
he says, ‘being in the form of God’, and adds, ‘He did not regard as robbery to be equal
with God’. He then adduces: ‘He emptied Himself and took on the form of a servant.’
Thus on one hand [Paul] fits the verb ‘took on’ to ‘the form of the servant’, and on the
other hand he conjoins ‘the form of God’ with the expression ‘[ever] was’. Yet, since
the form of God is pre-existent, or rather ever existent, He took on the form of the
servant. Therefore the Word of God is neither a creation nor a creature, even less one of
the non-existent [things], but [the One] born of the Father who is eternally with Him,
and together with the Father receives the same worship from the indulgent [believers].

9. On the begetting from the Father

When hearing the word ‘begetting’, nobody should think about the sufferings of our
birth, like weaning, flow [of blood], labours,* or anything similar to these, since these

326 Beoroyog " loavvng — ‘John, who speaks God’s words® — a theologian in a literal sense.

33 From this sentence it becomes clear, that for Theodoret the expression BeoAoyia as a technical term
represents the teaching about God, i.e. the Trinity, whereas the oixovopia refers to the incarnation of
Jesus Christ, i.e. to Christology. In many cases — similarly to the sentence above — oikovopta simply
means ‘incarnation’, or better said ‘the Word becoming human’.

M eig v tic Evavlponioeng otkovopiay EABOV

¥ BE Auev Anodeioa.

% Here the text of Vat. 841 gives the word d8Vvnv (= pain, sorrow). Mai recommends the use of G8iva
(= labour-pain), with the argument that it appears in Chapter 10 also.
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are the passions of the bodies. God, however, is incorporeal, impassible, changeless and
immutable®” and will eternally remain so. Yet if anybody argued that painless birth does
not exist, [he] should also receive this reasoning from the [biblical passages] on the
creation: for if with [birth] there is cutting and flow of blood, in the same fashion the
creatures are closely accompanied by concern, toil, sweat, instruments and the pre-
existent matter,”® by failures and other things akin to these. Yet if the mere will is
sufficient for God to create everything, and by His will He immediately brought the
non-existent into being, the adversary should also admit that God’s begetting was free
from all sufferings. And since He did not create as humans do, in the same fashion He
did not beget similarly [to human begetting] either.

10. What is the meaning of the Lord’s titles

For these reasons the Word is also named Son, being born without torment, like the
word, which emerges impassibly from the thought. He is called also Son as the One
forthcoming of the Father by begetting. He is labelled God as well, like a partaker of the
paternal nature, and also [as being] the unchangeable image of the begetting God.

Now concerning the God-Word one should believe, that He is Only-Begotten, who was
born as One of the One in a unique way; He is the reflection of [God’s] glory,
representing the Father in Himself and being always together with His Begetter, like the
brightness with the light. He is the express image of [God’s] Person, who should be
confessed not as a mere [divine] power, but rather a living hypostasis,” who in Himself
fully portrays His Begetter. Yet the term ‘Firstborn’ is the name of the dispensation and
not of the divine nature. Because how would it be possible for the God-Word to be
Only-begotten and Firstborn also? For the two names are contradictory: the ‘Only-
begotten’ denotes the sole descendant, whereas ‘Firstborn’ indicates the one born before
others, thus preceding them with [His] birth. Hence, the God-Word does not have a
brother,* since He is Only-begotten. But how could the Firstborn be the One who alone
was born of the Father? Therefore, it is evident, that the name ‘Firstborn’ belongs to the
dispensation.

Yet if anyone is in doubt, he should learn from Paul, who exclaims: ‘For those, whom
he foreknew, he also predestined to be conformed to the image of his Son, that he might
be the Firstborn among many brethren.”*' But whose brothers are the believers
according to nature? Not of the God-Word, but of the manhood of the same nature,
since they are fashioned akin to it. Elsewhere he also says: “Who will change our vile
body to be fashioned like his glorious body.”** He is then Firstborn also, having many
brethren, about whom He says in the Psalms: ‘I will declare your name unto my
brethren’.* By no means do we say that the Only-begotten is a different [person] from
the Firstborn, but rather we [confess] Him as the same [person], although not for the
same [reason]. For He is named Only-Begotten according to His primeval birth, and
called Firstborn, who first relieved the pains of the life-giving birth. That is why He is
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also named Firstborn from the dead,” being the first risen, and the one who opens the
gates of death. He is the Firstborn of the whole creation* also, who being born first in
the new creation, renewed it by His birth. About this [new creation] the blessed Paul
says: ‘if any one is in Christ, he is a new creation: old things are passed away, behold,
all things became new.”*

Yet if those who are stubborn — who esteem the content higher than the persuasion —
said about the God-Word [Himself], that He is ‘the Firstborn of every creature’: we
laugh at their ignorance. Since we accept this similarly, thus to display what is the best
of many, the truth, which is with us. For He is the Firstborn [of the whole creation], but
He is not labelled ‘the first creature’ of the whole creation.”” Therefore it is evident that
He was begotten indeed before the whole creation, and nothing precedes the Son, but
He had always been together with the Father, and had existed before the whole creation.
The entire nature of the creatures is of course subsequent, since He brought it into
being. Thus follows that nothing remains [to support] the blasphemers.

11. That nobody knows the Son, but the Father, and nobody knows the Father, but the Son

In order to demonstrate the equality of the Father with the Son, we should start with the
Lord’s teaching itself: ‘no one knows the Son, but the Father; neither knows anyone the
Father, except the Son, and any one to whom the Son wishes to reveal Him.’** Which is
the more evident expression of these? He says ‘the knowledge is equal to us, for I know
the Father, and am known through Him; hence the Father knows me, He being also
known through me. The whole creation, however, is excluded from our knowledge. For
how could that be possible, that whosoever does not share our nature would be partaker
of our knowledge? Yet some [people] do get a small share of that insight, because I
reveal to those whom [ want to the [things] concerning the knowledge of the Father, like
in a mirror, enigmatically.’*

We learn these from the teaching of the Lord: what kind of place do the [notions of]
smaller and greater have? What kind of creature could know the Creator in the fashion
as the Creator knows him? What kind of creature could be equal to his/her Creator? Or
have we forgotten how the divine Scripture speaks about the creation? Let us remember
then the words of the Prophet:

Of old had you, oh Lord, laid the foundation of the earth: and the heavens
are the work of thy hands. They shall perish, but You shall remain; and all
of them shall wax old like a garment. You shall change them as a clothing
and thegr shall be changed. But You are the same, and Thy years shall have
no end.”

And again: ‘“Who makes the winds His messengers and His ministers a flaming fire.”'
This is the difference between Creator and creature. Thus, there is equality and by no
means creature and Creator, but rather Father and Son. That is why [the Scripture] uses
these names so that from them we would learn the sameness [of their holders]. For He
says: ‘no one knows the Son, but the Father; neither knows anyone the Father, except
the Son.” The saying ‘no one’ denotes the creation. The exclusion ot the creatures,
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however, points to the One remaining above the creatures, being naturally united with
His Bege:tte:r:52 ‘no one knows the Son, but the Father; neither knows anyone the Father,
except the Son, and any one to whom the Son wishes to reveal him.’

The enemies of the truth will say: ‘How should one read the divine Scripture? Clinging
to the letter or searching for the meaning?’ So if they were to choose the second
[option], then they would have to learn from their own statements, and should do this
with their own propositions in order to discover the true meaning of things. Yet if they
say, that the letter is sufficient to [establish] the accurate teaching, then let me refute
their reasoning from the prevailing [biblical verses]. For [according to this] the Son is
found inaccessible and the Father easy to reach: and again, the former [is found]
inconceivable, whereas the Father [is found] visible. For when the Lord Christ said
about Himself that ‘no one knows the Son, but the Father’, He did not add ‘and any one
to whom the Father wishes to reveal Him’. He rather continued: ‘neither knows anyone
the Father, except the Son’, whilst adding immediately: ‘and any one to whom the Son
wishes to reveal Him.” He did not only make the Father comprehensible, but He also
subordinated this vision to His power. Yet, if those, who usually do this, wanted to hurt
the Son impiously even ten thousand times, we do not tolerate the acceptance of a
blasphemous statement concerning God the Father. Hence, we believe that God in His
wholeness is invisible and inconceivable. For how could the imperceptible be the Son of
the perceptible? Thus we consider the Father and the Son as being similarly
unintelligible, inaccessible and imperceptible, but we believe that the Father and the
Son do reveal the knowledge for the sensible viewing and for the sight of faith: ‘no one
knows the Son, but the Father; neither knows anyone the Father, except the Son.’
Elsewhere He says: ‘as the Father knows me, even so know I the Father.’>> No more
and no less, but as | know [Him], so I am known.

12. That the power of the Father and of the Son is equal

Therefore, those whose knowledge is equal, have equal power also. And those who
have equal power obviously have one essence as well. Hence about the equality of the
Father’s and the Son’s power again the Saviour Himself had taught us, saying:

Those of my sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and they follow me,
and I give them eternal life; and they shall never perish, neither shall any
one pluck them out of my hand. My Father, who gave them to me, is greater
than all; and no one is able to pluck them out of my Father's hand. I and the
Father are one.>*

Behold, how He does not only affirm ‘I and the Father are one’, precluding the heretic
malice, thus to prevent them in applying this affirmation [merely] to the purpose and
will, but rather He establishes first the equality of power [between the Father and the
Son], and then turns to the subsequent [matter]. He says: ‘I give eternal life to the sheep,
which follow me, so that none of them shall ever perish. For who is so strong to be able
to snatch my flock out of my hand? Inasmuch as it is not feasible for any one to
overcome the right hand of the Father, who is greater than all, in the same fashion it is
impossible to snatch [even] one of my protected, since ‘I and the Father are one’. Where
is then the greater or the smaller? Yet accordingly, if it is impossible for anyone to
snatch [anything] from either the Son’s, or the Father’s hand, then there is no place for
rivalry [between them]. Since the Father is greater than all, and nobody can snatch
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anything out of His hand, it follows also that the Son is greater than all, because in the
same fashion nobody can pluck out anything from His hand either. That is why He
continues: ‘I and the Father are one.” Hence, if we follow again [the text] literally, we
shall see that the Son is mentioned first. For He says ‘I and the Father’ and not ‘the
Father and I’. Thus He shows the two persons and proclaims the sameness of the nature.
With the statement ‘I and the Father’ He indicated the number of personal entities, and
with the addition ‘[we] are one’ He evinced the invariability of the [same] power.>
Therefore those who have equal knowledge, power and will, obviously have one nature
also, no matter how impudently the blasphemers [might object to it].

13. That the equality of the Father with the Son is taught in various [Scriptural] places

Hence, the Father having similar power [with the Son]*® is also being taught elsewhere
[in the Scripture] also, where [He] says: ‘My Father is working still, and T work.”’ Yet
here: ‘As the Father raises the dead and quickens them, even so the Son gives life to
whom he will.”® For He said [He gives life] ‘to whom He will’ and not to whom He
was ordered to; to whom He wishes and not to those, to whom He was appointed to.
Thus both the servitude and the dominance is [Christ’s] very own. Again elsewhere: ‘If
I am not doing the works of my Father, then do not believe me. But if I do them, though
you do not wish to believe me, believe the works: and you will know that the Father is
in me and I am in Him.”® You see now the equality of the Father and Son from this
also, for He says: ‘the Father is in me and I am in Him.” Yet this [relationship] is
impossible to be found between the superior and the inferior [parties]. Hence I say: the
God of all does not only contain in Himself the whole creation — both the visible and the
invisible — but He rather holds them in His hand, as [the Scripture] says: ‘In His hand
are the deep places of the earth’.’” And anew: ‘He owns the circle of the earth, and the
inhabitants thereof are as grasshoppers’.®' Elsewhere: ‘Who had measured the waters in
the hollow of his hand, and heaven with the span, and the whole earth by bundle?’*? The
Creator of all holds in His hand the whole creation, as [He Himself] had said; thus, it is
impossible for a creature to contain Him.** It follows that the unequal parties are unable
to contain each other reciprocally. Yet if this [statement] is true — as it verily is — then
the Son contains the Father in the same manner as the Father [contains] the Son. Thus
the statement concerning the inequality [of the Father and the Son] is hereby clearly
rejected, and the equality of Father and Son is acknowledged.

14. Proving that the Father and the Son deserve equal worship

The Lord Christ Himself teaches this again to us elsewhere, saying: ‘I am the door. No
one comes to the Father, but by me.”® And somewhere else: ‘No one can come to my
Son, unless my heavenly Father draws him.’®> Hence we learn that as the Son draws the
saved to the Father, in the same fashion the Father also [brings them] to the Son. Where
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is then the servile liturgy of the heretics? Where is the service befitting the creature?
How could they prove the inequality between the Father’s supremacy and the Son’s
servitude? For we have already heard how the Son leads those longing for salvation to
the Father, and also that the Father does the same by drawing the alumni of faith to the
Son.

15. That the nature of the Father and Son is one

Hence, we learn from here that the Father and the Son deserve equal worship. Yet, this
is taught elsewhere also, when the Lord Himself speaks to the Jewish listeners. After
explaining many things, He finally turns to say:

Though I bear witness of myself, yet my testimony is true: for I am not
alone, but I and the Father who sent me. It is also written in your law, that
the testimony of two people is true. I am one bearing witness of myself, and
the Father who sent me bears witness of me. Then the Jews said to Him:
‘where is your Father?’ — Jesus answered to them, ‘You neither know me,
nor n;%f Father: if you had known me, you would have known my Father
also.’

Oh, how immense is the insanity of the heretics! How senselessly dwindle the heirs of
the blasphemy of Arius and Eunomius! Apart from this insanity, the lofty impudence
manifested in them is also observable. Since they mention the mission [of the Son]
indiscriminately, they also claim that the sender is more honourable than the one being
sent. How ignorant are they of the Scriptures! For they do not even consider that — in
respect of [human] nature — Jacob, being sent by Isaac to Mesopotamia, because of this
[entrustment] was not at all inferior to the one who had sent him. Similarly Jacob had
sent Joseph to find his brothers, but nobody ever claimed that Joseph did not share his
father’s [human] nature, just because he willingly accepted the assignment from his
father.

[Many] would probably object [to this], saying: although if according to the rules of
nature the above senders are not superior to their messengers, in respect of paternal
dignity they are nevertheless retaining the primary honour. ‘Oh, you senseless’, I would
tell them, ‘yet we can find [such examples], when those of lower rank send those of
higher standing, and by this we do not deprive at all those being sent of their own
dignity. For Jonathan was sent by David: the son of the king by the fugitive; the one
who ruled together with his father by the one who would not dare to show up even
among the order of servants. Therefore, since one is the sender and the other the
messenger, according to your reasoning the one being sent cannot [remain] a king,
respectively the sender cannot be a fugitive anymore. On the contrary: the dignity of his
messenger is transferred onto the sender David, whereas the hardships of the messenger
are shifted upon his emissary, Jonathan. But nothing like this happened.’

But why should one enumerate the human [examples]? Hence, we find [situations],
when God is sent and the man is the sender. The one, who wrestled with him, told
Jacob: ‘Let me go, for the day breaks.” Jacob said to him, ‘I will not let you go until you
bless me.’®” What could the wise experts of faith have to say against this? Yet from the
Master’s words we perceive [all this] in a different manner, because the sending Father
is together with the Son being sent: “for I am not alone’ He says, ‘but I and the Father
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who sent me.”®® And further: ‘My Father had not left me alone.”® Elsewhere: ‘My
Father who dwells in me, He does the works.”” If the sender is in Him and with Him,
where is the inferiority of the one being sent? From where and to which place was sent
the One who fills all? Hence, the word ‘sending’ suggests a change of location. But if
the Father and the Son fill all, then neither did the Father send the Son to those whom
He apparently was away from, nor did the Son go from one specific place to another.
Thus nothing remains, but that the sending [of the Son] is to be taken as referring to the
assumed manhood.

It is time, however, to turn to the explanation of the Master’s words. ‘It is written in
your law’ He says, ‘that the testimony of two people is true.” He then adds: ‘I am one
bearing witness of myself, and the Father who sent me bears witness of me.” Thus
looking at the image [of Christ], let us recognise the archetype. He says that ‘the
testimony of two people is true’. Nevertheless, everybody agrees that the [human]
nature of two people is evidently one. Thus the Father and the Son have one essence,
which is recognised and confessed on the basis of the same image.”' Therefore while
previously [we spoke about] two human beings, in a similar fashion here [we speak
about] God and God, [about] Father and Son, and by the names themselves they already
show the sameness of [their] nature. For neither does the true God differ in nature from
the true God, nor is the Son [of] different [nature]’” from Him, being the Son of God.
Hearing these, the Jews asked Him: ‘Where is your Father?” Hence, Jesus replied, ‘You
neither know me, nor my Father: if you had known me, you would have known my
Father also.’

Behold again, how the coessentiality [of the Father and Son] is manifested! For He says:
‘If you had known me, you would have known my Father also.” But one thing of a
different essence is not recognised through another with yet a further different essence.
Things of a different or strange nature do not reveal each other. Nevertheless, those
sharing the same nature can be recognised through each other. The nature of the whole
humankind becomes visible through one human being, and the whole genus of sheep
through a single sheep respectively. But [one] cannot [perceive] the lions through the
sheep, neither the sheep through the lions, nor the angels through human beings, nor
human beings through angels; for each creature is expressive of his/her own nature.
Hence, if the Only-begotten Word is God’s creation belonging to the non-existent
[creatures],” and if concerning nature He was begotten by somebody else [rather than
by God Himself], then with what kind of authenticity can He exhibit the Father in
Himself? But if the Father is known through the Son, and he who knows the Son knows
the Father also, then let all blasphemous tongues be bridled, and cleave to the roof of
their mouth according to [the words of] the prophet.”* We, however, the worshippers of
the Trinity, hereby receive the accurate teaching of coessentiality, maintaining that the
Father cannot be recognised in the Son in any other fashion, except if He shared the
same essence. Thus we adore our Saviour, awaiting the fruit of our supplication, the
giver of which is the Father Himself according to the Lord’s utterance: ‘For if any one
serves me’ He says, ‘my Father will honour him.’”® John, the admirable theologian says:
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‘He who believes in the Son has everlasting life; he who does not obey the Son shall not
see life, but the wrath of God abides on him.””®

16. The Lord has taught in various places that His essence and the Father’s is one

Thus in order to validate also the coessentiality by other testimonies, let us listen to the
Lord Himself, who exclaims and says not only to His disciples but to the Jews as well:

He who believes in me, believes not in me, but in Him who sent me. And he
who sees me sees Him who sent me. I have come as light into the world that
who believes in me may not remain in darkness.””’

So if the one who looks at the Son [sees the Father and] believes in the Father’®, where
are then the [notions of] superior and inferior? Hence in the inferior [person] the
superior one is diminished, and cannot be recognised. So, if the Father is greater, then
how can He be observed in the Son? Yet if He is observed in the Son, then He is
obviously recognised as within [a person] equal to Him. Hence, their mutual equality is
evident. A little later, the Lord Himself again addresses to the disciples:

I am the way, the truth, and the life: no one comes to the Father, but by me.
If you had known me, you would have known my Father also: henceforth
you know Him, and have seen Him. Philip said to him, ‘Lord, show us Your
Father, and it suffices us.” Jesus said to him, ‘Have I been so long time with
you, and yet you do not know me, Philip? He who has seen me has seen my
Father; how can you say then, “Show us the Father?”” Don’t you believe that
I am in the Father, and the Father in me? The words that I say I speak not of
myself: but the Father, who dwells in me, He does the works. Believe me
that I am in the Father and the Father in me: or else believe me for the sake
of the works themselves.”

What can be clearer than these words? What can be more evident than this teaching?
And yet, as it seems, the veil [covering the eyes] of the Jews had darkened the minds of
the heretics also: for they do not want to perceive what is brighter than the sun, and are
covered by their voluntarily chosen fog of ignorance. We, however, should listen to the
Lord, who says: ‘If you had known me, you would have known my Father also:
henceforth you know Him, and have seen Him.” When asked by Thomas, ‘We do not
know where you are going, how could we know the way?’* — He had taught him and
the rest of the apostles, like [a person] who is trustworthy in Himself, and can be seen
by the eyes of wisdom. He was the eyewitness of the Father, as the Father was
observable in Him. Philip did not understand this, and asked Him, saying: ‘show us
Your Father, and it suffices us.” And he was not praised, since he craved to see ‘the
superior one’ in the manner of the heretics. He was reprehended instead, for failing to
recognise the Father in the Son. ‘Have I been so long time with you® He said, ‘and yet
you do not know me, Philip?’ Hence, Philip craved to see the Father, not Him. Why was
he reprehended then as if he had not recognised the Son? [Jesus] throws light upon the
cause of the admonition in the following part [of His answer]: ‘He who has seen me has
seen my Father; how can you say then, “Show us the Father?””” For I am different, He
says, [from the Father], regarding personality, but not according to the nature.® I bear
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the Father wholly within myself, since I am the unaltered seal of my Begetter, the
express image of His person, [in a word] the natural portrait coexisting with my
Begetter. So if you want to see Him, [just] look at me, and you will see [us] both, yet
not with the eyes of the body, but with the eyes of faith. With the eyes of faith,
however, you [will see] to such an extent that you would recognise the works, but not
the nature nor the essence: for these things surpass the grasp of every mind. He
therefore continues:

Don’t you believe that [ am in the Father, and the Father in me? The words
that I say I speak not of myself: but the Father, who dwells in me, He does
the works. Believe me that I am in the Father and the Father in me: or else
believe [me] for the sake of the works themselves.

Thus if these [works] are ascribed to the Father, and the Father remains in Him, as well
as He in the Father; and if he who sees and knows Him, had seen and known the Father
also, then it is evident for all having common sense, that the Father and the Son have
one nature, and the Son is in possession of everything which belongs to the Father. For
nobody else manifested the Father in Himself [but the Son], neither possessed
everything — except fatherhood itself — like the Father. Hence, fatherhood is the Father’s
attribute, as the sonship belongs to the Son.

17. A different demonstration of the Son’s equality with the Father

This equality is taught elsewhere [in the Scripture], as follows: ‘Jesus said: Now is the
Son of man glorified, and God is glorified in him. God will also glorify him in Himself,
and glorify him at once.”® And again: ‘Father, the hour has come; glorify thy Son, that
thy Son also may glorify thee.”® O, measureless heretic folly! They claim that the one
who glorifies is greater than the glorified. The Father glorifies indeed, and the Son is
glorified: therefore, — [in their opinion] — the Father is greater than the Son.
Nevertheless, if not only the Son is glorified, but He also glorifies [the Father] who
glorified Him [before], then what kind of place is retained for the [notions of] greater
and inferior? Hence, from the preceding statements it would follow that the supremacy
is passed onto the one who glorifies. Thus, the Son is found to be of lower rank, when
being glorified, but superior once He is glorifying [the Father]. Nevertheless, sustaining
this would be utmost nonsense and absurdity, since here we are taught not about the
superior and the inferior, but rather the equality of Father and Son. For we have heard,
that as the Father glorifies the Son, in the same manner He is also glorified by the Son;
and as the Son is glorified by the Father, in the same fashion He glorifies the Father. For
the One who had been glorified did not receive what He did not possess [before], but
what He had [always] possessed. [The Lord] teaches this in the same place, saying:
‘now, oh Father, glorify Thou me in your own presence with the glory which I had with
Thee before the world existed.”® Thus if He had had this glory before the world was
made, how could He ask to receive something, which He always had?

18. That the dominion of the Father and of the Son is one

[The Lord], after having shown that not only He is glorified, but He glorifies [the
Father] as well, continues: ‘I have manifested thy name unto the people.’® A little later,
He covers the mouths of the heretics, saying: ‘All mine are thine and thine are mine.’%
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He does not want to divide the common dominion; neither does He want to show some
[thingsl as belonging to Him whilst other important things as [belonging] to the
Father.”” But because those who have poured all blasphemous words upon [God’s]
Only-begotten are claiming that He merely accepts, and the Father is the one who gives,
[the Lord] makes clear, that He is retaining the same dominion with the Father over
everything. ‘All mine are thine and thine are mine’, He says. He does not teach the
division of the dominion but rather the commonness of the dominion.*®

Nevertheless, 1 have stretched out for long the discourse about faith, thus having
surpassed the limit of brevity already promised in the introduction. I wanted in fact to
show from the evangelic teaching the dignity of the Only-begotten, thus elaborating the
message more lengthily than it had been promised, although I tried to be concise in the
commentaries. Therefore, whilst directing the pious to the evangelic and prophetic
books themselves — since those are full with the theology of the Son — I shall now turn
to the next proposed question.

19. On the Holy Spirit

Therefore, as I have said, we believe in God the Father who is without beginning, and in
God the Son who is by nature co-eternal with Him, who had been begotten by the
Father, and is eternally together with the Father, according to the voice of the Gospel:
‘In the beginning was the Word.” And we believe in the pure, the guiding, the good and
the comforting Holy Spirit, who comes from God;* He was not begotten, because there
is one Only-begotten; He was neither created, since we find Him nowhere in the Holy
Scripture being enumerated along with the creatures, but rather ranked together with the
Father and the Son. We have heard that He comes from the Father, yet we do not
inquire the mode of His procession, but rather acquiesce in the limits the theologians
and blessed men have fixed for us.

20. That the Spirit is of equal rank with the Father and the Son

Our Saviour, Jesus Christ Himself, has taught us that the Holy Spirit completes the
Trinity, saying: ‘Go therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptising them into the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.””® He is thus confessed
together with the Father and the Son, being superior to all creation. That is why the
blessed Paul perseveres in proclaiming the Spirit together with the Father and the Son,
saying: ‘The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God and Father, and the
fellowship of the Holy Spirit be with you all.”®!

21. Explanation of the dominion of the Holy Spirit

And again [we read]: ‘“Now there are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit; and there
are varieties of service, but the same Lord; and there are diversities of works, but it is
the same God who works all in everyone.”” [Paul] proclaims the power of the Spirit,
exclaiming: ‘But all these are effected by the one and the selfsame Spirit, who divides

%7 Mai and PG omit here a sentence preserved both in Vat. 841 as well as by Euthymius: 008& &tepo. pév
10 a0T¢ mpootkovia. See PG 130, 657B.

% Euthymius has tii¢ é€ovotag instead of Tfig Seonoteiag (PG 130, 657C).

%10 &k Be0d mpoeA 8OV (cf. De incarnatione, Chapter 34).

** Matthew 28:19.

2 Corinthians 13:13: ) aydnn to0 Bgod kai [Matpog — with the use of this version preserved only in
a few manuscripts, Theodoret accurately completes the early Christian teaching of the Trinity as the
Threesome Unity of the one God.

%21 Corinthians 12:4-6.
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His gifts to every believer individually, according to His steadfast will.””* For through
Him we receive the forgiveness of our sins; by Him we become partakers of freedom
and benefit from the gift of sonship. Paul says: ‘For we did not receive the spirit of
slavery again to fear, but we have received the Spirit of sonship, whereby we cry: Abba,
Father!’®* And elsewhere: ‘For the law of the Spirit of life has set me free from the law
of sin and death.”” And somewhere else: “Now the Lord is the Spirit: and where the
Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom.’”® Hence, if one sets others free, he cannot be a
slave [Himself]. For otherwise how could He give to other slaves similar to Him what
He Himself does not have, or cannot be a partaker of, or what He Himself would
probably want to attain, but He is unable to? Yet, if He transmits freedom to the
believers and sets the slaves free, it is evident that He cannot serve, but rather He rules:
and as a master, He donates freedom to those He wants to. That is why the blessed Paul
says, that ‘all these are effected by the one and the selfsame Spirit, who apportions to
each one individually as He wills.” The prophet in the Old Testament also enunciates
His power for the same reason, exclaiming: ‘The Lord and his Spirit had sent me.’”’
God Himself thus reprehended the Jews: ‘they achieve a purpose, but not through me;
and they make a covenant, but not by my Spirit.””® The Holy Spirit is hereby a proven
partaker of the dominion. Elsewhere: ‘for I am with you and my Spirit remains in the
midst of you.””

22. That the Comforter is Creator also

Job confesses the Spirit as being Creator and Master, but calls Him neither a servant,
nor a creature. ‘“The divine Spirit had created me, and the inspiration of the Almighty
taught me’ he says.'” So, if [the Spirit] had created human nature, then He has the same
essence with the Father and the Son. For when creating the human being, God said: ‘Let
us create man in our image, after our likeness’.'”" Yet, those having the same image,
have the same essence also.

23. That the Holy Spirit is of God

That the Holy Spirit is of divine nature, God Himself teaches us through the prophet
Joel, saying: ‘In those last days I shall pour out my Spirit upon all flesh.’'* The Master
Christ teaches us also, when addressing the disciples: ‘But when they deliver you up, do
not be anxious how or what you are to say; for it is not you who speak, but the Spirit of
your Father who speaks in you.”'” And Paul again: ‘But you are not in the flesh, but in
the Spirit, if the Spirit of God truly dwells in you.”'* A little later: ‘For those being led
by the Spirit of God, are sons of God.”'” And elsewhere:

But God has revealed to us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searches everything,
even the depths of God. For what person knows the things of a man, except

% ¢f. 1 Corinthians 12:11.

% Romans 8:15.

% Romans 8:2.

% 2 Corinthians 3:17.
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Lord sent me, and [He sent] His Spirit also.’

%8 Isaiah 30:1.
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1% Genesis 1:26. Theodoret interprets the first person plural as referring to the Trinity.
12 Joel 2:28.

19 Matthew 10:19-20.
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the spirit of the man which is in him? So also no one knows the things of
God, but the Spirit who is of God.'®

From this it becomes evident, that the Holy Spirit is neither of different kind, nor of
different essence,'” but is of the divine nature. That is why He perceives the depths of
God and knows God’s things, just in the way our soul knows our own things. And if
anyone would consider this search [of the Spirit] as ignorance, he shall find this
referring to the Father also: ‘And He who searches the hearts knows what is the mind of
the Spirit.”'”® Thus if the God of all does not investigate because of His ignorance, but
rather knows everything precisely before it comes into being, and if the Holy Spirit of
God does not search God’s depths as a result of ignorance; how could one harmonise
the ignorance with the fact, that as the spirit of the human being knows the things
[happening] within the person, in the same fashion nobody knows God’s things, except
the Spirit of God? Hence, the search is antithetic to knowledge. The soul, however, does
not search for the things concerning her, but rather knows them exactly. Thus, the Holy
Spirit knows God fully. And as nobody knows the Father except the Son, and nobody
[knows the Son] but the Father, in the same fashion, as [Scripture] says, nobody knows
the things of God except the Spirit of God. Nevertheless, from the things said we are
taught the commonness of the nature [of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit].

Since those agonising in all impudence — I mean the disciples of Arius’ and Eunomius’
blasphemy — sustain that God Himself is the Spirit of God, the blessed Paul necessarily
shows the [distinct] personality of the Spirit. For he says:

Now we have received not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit, which is of
God: that we might perceive the gifts freely given to us by God. Which
things also we speak, not taught by human wisdom, but taught by the Holy
Spirit; comparing spiritual things with spiritual. The natural man does not
receive the things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness to him: and
he cannot understand them, because they are spiritually discerned. For who
has known the mind of the Lord, so that he may instruct Him? Hence, we
have the mind of Christ.'”

[Paul] therefore with the statement ‘we have received not the spirit of the world, but the
Spirit, which is of God’ does not teach that the Holy Spirit is not of the same origin with
the world, but rather that He is partaker of the divine nature. Above this, he also teaches
[us] by speaking not of God and Father, but of the Holy Spirit, the grace of whom is
received by the believers. That is why he says that the Spirit is of God, teaching that He
receives His existence from the Father, and shares His nature, although not by creation
nor by begetting,''” but in a mode that is known only to the Son-knowing [Father], the
Father-knowing [Son] and to [the Holy Spirit] who knows both the Father and the Son.
For we have learned that [the Spirit] is of God, but we were not instructed about the
mode [of His procession]. Hence, we shall be satisfied with the measure of knowledge
we were bestowed with, and do not investigate unmindfully the incomprehensible.

24. That the great Apostle knows the Spirit as being God

Paul himself teaches us again that the Holy Spirit is God, saying ‘you are washed,
sanctified, and justified in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our

1 | Corinthians 2:10-11.
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God’.!"! For why are we called temples of God receiving the grace of the Spirit through
baptism if the Holy Spirit Himself is not God? Nevertheless, the believers being called
the temple of the Spirit is taught to us by the same Apostle, who says, ‘Don’t you know
that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit within you, which you have from God,
and you are not your own? For you were bought with a price.’”z The temple, however,
proclaims the indwelling God. That is why Paul said earlier: ‘Don’t you know that you
are the temple of God and that the Spirit of God dwells in you? If any one destroys
God’s temple, God will destroy him: for God’s temple is holy, which temple you
are.’'"® So, if the believers receive the grace of the Spirit through baptism, and we —
being honoured by this gift — are called the temple of God, it follows that the Holy
Spirit is God indeed. That is why the indwelling of God is effected upon the receiving
temples;''* yet, if those who benefit from the grace of the Spirit are the temples of God
and are called so, it is clear, that the Holy Spirit is of divine nature and is coessential
both with the Father and the Son.'"> Hence, if [the Spirit were] a creature of a different
essence, it would be unjust to call God’s temples those, who received His gifts. Yet, if
those who received the grace of the Spirit in a greater or smaller measure are indeed
called temples of God, from this appellation we shall conclude that [the Holy Spirit] is
akin [to the Father and the Son]. The foremost apostle also teaches this in the book of
the Acts, when repudiating the theft of Ananias.

25. The divine Peter is also consonant [with Paul] regarding the Spirit,

For he says: ‘Ananias, why has Satan deceived your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit and to
keep back part of the land’s price for yourself?” And a little later: *You have not lied to
men, but to God.”'"® Therefore, since Ananias thought he could keep it secret from
before the apostles — like from before [ordinary] men — that he had withheld from the
price of the property which he wanted, the head of the apostles teaches him that every
secret happening becomes obvious for those having the grace of the Spirit. For he says:
‘you did not lie to us, he says, but to the Holy Spirit. Therefore, you did not deceive
men, as you thought, but you lied to God [Himself]. Thus, you did not lie to men, but to
God. For you did not deceive us, he says, but you have deceived the Holy Spirit, who is
very God, having his existence from God, and sharing His nature.” The same thing is
made clear by Luke later in the Acts, when he says, that the Holy Spirit thus spoke to
the brethren serving the Lord and fasting in Antioch:

26. Further exposition that the Holy Spirit is God indeed

‘Separate for me Paul and Barnabas for the work to which I have called them.’'"” Later
[Luke] tells, how they went down to Seleucia being sent by the Holy Spirit, and
describes how they travelled through Cyprus, Lycia, Lycaonia, Pamphylia, and
Bithynia, preaching the Gospel. Luke then continues:

And from there, Barnabas and Paul sailed to Antioch, where they had been
commended to the grace of God for the work, which they fulfilled. And

"''1 Corinthians 6:11.

"2 1 Corinthians 6:19-20.
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when they arrived, they gathered the church together, and recounted what
great things God had done with them.""®

Luke first mentions the Holy Spirit, who had chosen Paul and Barnabas for the work to
which He called them. Nevertheless, at the end of their journey he calls [the Holy Spirit]
‘God’ twice. First, he says, that they sailed to Antioch, where they had been
commended to the grace of God for the work, which they fulfilled. Secondly, that they
gathered the church together and recounted what great things God had done with them.
And of course, the Holy Spirit was the one, who performed the miracles, gave them
wisdom and understanding, He strengthened the preachers and inspired them with the
word of teaching. That is why Paul said also:

For to one is given by the Spirit the word of wisdom; to another the word of
knowledge according to the same Spirit; to another faith by the same Spirit;
to another the gifts of healing by the same Spirit''® — and so on.

Furthermore, Paul teaches that the Holy Spirit does not continue giving these gifts like a
servant [who performs his duty], but rather He bestows whom He wills, like a Master.
Paul continues: ‘All these are effected by the one and the selfsame Spirit, who
apportions to each one individually as He wills.” Thus, if the Holy Spirit had effected
these through the apostles according to His will, nevertheless, Paul and Barnabas told to
the congregation gathered around them that God had done great things with them, it
follows, that the Holy Spirit is God, according to the words of the apostles.

The same thing happened in Jerusalem also, according to the most divinely inspired
Luke, who says: ‘Then all the multitude kept silence, and listened to Barnabas and Paul,
as they related what signs and wonders God had done through them among the
Gentiles.”'% Thus, the Holy Spirit is God indeed, since He Himself had miraculously
performed the wonders and signs. That is why the Lord also says in the Gospel, ‘But if |
cast out demons by the Spirit of God, then the kingdom of God has indeed come upon
you.”'?! In the Acts, Luke says about Paul again, that he ‘chose Silas, and departed,
being commended by the brethren unto the grace of God.”'* Here Luke calls the Holy
Spirit ‘God” again, who, through the brethren in Antioch, had selected Paul for the work
to which He had appointed him. The blessed Paul says hereafter in his Epistle to the
Corinthians: ‘those whom God had ordered in the Church: some as prophets and
apostles, while some as pastors, teachers and evangelists, for the perfecting of the
saints.”'? In Miletus, whilst remembering the grace received [from God], and taking
leave of them, he beseeched the brethren, saying: ‘Take heed therefore to yourselves,
and to all the flock, in which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers, to pasture the
Church of the Lord, which He had gained with His own blood.”'**

Behold, how [Paul] again here calls the Holy Spirit God.'” Since there he mentioned
the pastors, teachers and evangelists as being ordained by God. Here he speaks of the

"8 Acts 14:26-27.

"9 1 Corinthians 12:8-9.
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' The above quotation corresponds in fact better to Ephesians 4:11-12, than to 1 Corinthians 12:28.
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Holy Spirit: ‘in which the Holy Spirit has made you overseers, to pasture the Church’.
So, he teaches that the Holy Spirit is God, and that it is the same to say ‘God’ or ‘Spirit’
through the commonness of the nature. For the Son and the Spirit participate in the
things effected by God the Father, whereas the God and Father gives His consent'*
simultaneously to those accomplished by the Son and the Spirit.

Again, the blessed Paul proclaims elsewhere that the Holy Spirit is God, saying:

But if all prophesy, and an unbeliever or uninitiated enters, he is convicted
by all, he is judged of all and the secrets of his heart are manifested; and so,
fallirlx% on his face he will worship God, and declare that God is truly in
you.

Hence the gift of prophecy belongs to the Spirit and through the revelation of the Spirit
the secrets of the heart are manifested. [At the same time] though, it is God’s attribute to
know the mind of human beings, thus it necessarily follows that the one convicted by
the prophecy will worship God humbly, declaring that God is in you indeed, whereas
[you] actually have the gift of the Spirit. Yet if God was in them because they benefited
of the gift of the Spirit, it follows that the Holy Spirit is God and of God indeed.

27. The Holy Spirit [is] of God in uncreated fashion, therefore He is also called eternal

The most inspired Peter says in his Catholic Letters: ‘If you are reproached for the name
of Christ, you are blessed: for the Spirit of glory, of power and of God rests upon
you.”'?® The blessed John also says in his Epistle: ‘Hereby we know that we remain in
Him and He in us, because He has given us of his own Spirit."29 Hence, the One
proclaimed to be of God is not a creature, but of the divine essence. That is why the
blessed Paul calls Him eternal and existent without beginning: ‘For if the blood of bulls
and of goats and the ashes of a heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifies to perfection,
how much more shall the blood of Christ, who offered Himself through the Holy
Spirit?’I30 Thus, if the Holy Spirit is eternal and God is eternal also, the conclusion is
evident. Hence, we leave to the laborious to gather all the testimonies about the Holy
Spirit, which proclaim Him as God and Lord and rank Him together with the Father and
the Son: as for us, we move on to the conclusion of our present teaching.

28. The summary of faith

Therefore, we believe that the Trinity has one nature and one essence perceptible in
three pcrsons,m whose power is undivided, the kingdom without partition; [there is]
one Godhead and one Lordship. Thus the unity is shown in the sameness of the essence,
whereas the threeness is perceptible not in the bare names, but in the persons.'*? For we
do not call the One ‘three-named’ according to the contraction and mixture of Sabellius,
Photeinos and Marcellus. We do not [say], that [there are] three [persons] of different
kind and distinct essence, unequal and dissimilar, superior to one another, measurable
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and definable through [human] intellect and tongue, according to the impious meddling
of Arius, who separated and estranged [the Persons of the Trinity] from each other.
Hence, we speak of the three Persons, but the one nature of the Trinity, [a nature, which
is] incorporeal, unchangeable, immutable, endless, immortal, infinite, incorruptible,
indescribable, boundless, invisible, indistinguishable, ineffable, inexpressible,
incomprehensible, imperceptible, inconceivable, self-existent, spiritual light, the source
of benefits, the thesaurus of wisdom, Creator of everything and Provider of all, the
Wisdom steering the ship of creation. This faith we preserve, since this had the
theologians instructed us. Yet, for those who argue based on [human] reasoning, we
say: that is your share, your heritage according to your fate; our share however, is the
Lord, and following Him we shall not forsake the right way, for we have also the divine
Scripture as a teacher. Thus, we exclaim rightly so: ‘Your law is a lamp unto my feet,
and a light unto my paths.’'** Being illuminated by this light we recognise the footprints
of the foregoing fathers and follow those until we all reach the resurrection of the dead
in Christ Jesus, to whom shall be glory forever. Amen.

133 psalm 119:105 (LXX: Psalm 118:105).



Appendix 3

Theodoret of Cyrus: On the Inhumanation of the Lord'

1. That the remembrance of the divine dispensation? is useful for the listeners

We have completed the treatise on the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, which is, in my
opinion, appropriate for the congregation of the pious and those who accept the
evangelical teachings. Now our aim is not to contradict the impious, but to expound
faith for the disciples of the apostles, because the greatness of divine benefits sets
afire the aspiration of those who love God. Their ardour thus becomes even more
enthusiastic towards Him, I therefore necessarily commence this work, connecting
theology with dispensation,’ and showing how greatly did the Creator do good to our
kind, because the springs of the divine gifts never cease to pour the(ir) benefits upon
the people.

2. Enumeration of God’s deeds [which served] for the benefit of man from the
beginning

Ever since the Creator gave rise to [this] fully harmonious world, He filled our nature
with all kinds of benefits. First He created [man, who] did not pre-exist, and then by
creation He dignified [him], and transformed the earth into human nature as He
willed, gave beauty and soul® to the formless clay, bright eyes, pure serenity, smooth
brow, gentle tongue, and blood vessels connecting all the members of the body,
carrying sufficient fluid for the flesh and supplying both the nerves and the skin,
strong bony system containing the precious marrow, and everything else which is
visible in the human being. In addition, [He] gave [him] a governing and guiding
intellect filled with wisdom, infused with overall knowledge and understanding; [He]
made the clay-figure rational and created the statue of dust in His own image, and
gifted the ruling, autocratic and creative [one] with the spiritual and immortal soul.”
Then He appointed him ruler over the animals, quadrupeds, reptiles, aquatic and
amphibious [creatures], and over the birds of the air. Before all this, He extended
heaven above [him] like a gracious portico, placing in it the meadow of the stars,
which is both beneficial and magnificent. He ordered the sun to rise and to go down,
to create the days and nights and to measure the time by its motion; [He ordered] the
moon to wax and wane, and to enchant with its perpetual transformation as well as to
indicate the yearly cycle. Then He expanded the Earth below, giving it a colourful
ornamentation, dividing it into valleys, fields, and pastures. He raised mountains up

" This translation was attached as an appendix to my MTh thesis of 1999. I have included it here partly
for completeness' sake as well as because with the help of my supervisors, Prof. D. F. Wright and Dr.
Paul Parvis | have made some corrections to it.

2 Theodoret uses olkovoputio often as a synonym for Evav@pwnnaoig. Where possible, I translate the
former with dispensation, whereas the latter with inhumanation, since this seems to be closest to the
meaning of the Greek évav@pwnnotg. The term capkwog is translated into incarnation.

3 Since De incarnatione Domini is the continuation of De Trinitate, deodoyia refers to the teaching
on the being of God (i.e. the Trinity), whereas oixovopta refers to the doctrine on the incarnation.

* Or life — yoyn.
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high and deepened canyons, displayed plateaux and plains, caused springs to rise in
the midst and gave way to unfailing rivers and [created] all that beautifies the earth
and the sea.

3. Why did [He] name the human being Adam?

He had thus created the first human being, and honoured him [by creating him] in
His image and bestowed plentiful gifts on him. He gave him the name of [his] nature,
since he called him Adam, which in Hebrew means earth. Hence, this was also one
of the [signs] of His care towards the human being. So many good things were to
come [to man] to delight [him], and he became the ruler and king of so many
creatures. In order not to become over-confident by the richness of the gifts [he was
given], and being conceited by the peak of masterhood not to disdain the Creator,
and because of his revolt not to receive the greatest punishment, like that first rebel®
who fell like lightning from heaven because of his conceit, the Wise Sovereign of the
whole [world] raised an obstacle against his haughty thoughts by calling him Adam,
so that from the appellation he would remember [his] origin and would consider the
provenance of his nature, to behold his ancestry, the dust before his eyes, thus to
know himself, and to worship the One, who bestowed on him brightness and dignity.
After the creation, this was God's first providential act towards the human being.
Thus He carried on guiding, healing and teaching from him the beginning the virtue
as Father, Healer and Teacher.

4. Why did [God] create the woman from [Adam’s] rib?

Thus having formed and named him, [God] immediately created for him a helper, a
fellow-worker, a life-companion. Yet He [God] did not take the origin of [her]
fashioning merely from the earth, like in the case of the other [i.e. Adam], but He
took one of [Adam’s] ribs and using this as a groundwork and foundation He created
the feminine nature: not because the lack of material, for His will alone was
sufficient for the whole creation, but because He wanted to place the bond of concord
into the [human] nature. He prepared a garden also, and ornamented it with all sorts
of plants, and granted it to the (hu)man as home. As an exercise of virtue, He gave
him neither a wearisome, nor a commandment filled with sweat, but one, which is
quite easy for the sound-minded.

5. Why did He give him a law?

[God] allowed the enjoyment of all the plants, but He forbade the savouring of one.
He did not do this arbitrarily, but [for man] to recognise [his] Creator, and by bearing
His law as a yoke, to learn that as he rules over [those upon] the earth, he in turn is
ruled by the Maker. He commands but he is commanded also; he governs, but he is
governed also; he leads, but he is led also. The giving of law is suitable for the
rational [creatures], because lawless existence is proper only to the irrational.” The
Creator gave him a law concerning food, because at that time the issuing of other
laws would have been senseless. What [else] could He forbid? Do not kill? But there
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was nobody to be killed. Or do not commit adultery? Even if he wanted to, he would
not have been able to, since there was no other woman. Or do not steal? The
[property] of whom? — since everything belonged to him. The world was very
harmonious at that time, not only for the first [couple], but also for their newborn
children as well.

6. About Adam being driven out?

After he accepted the deceit through the devil's envy and through the voracity of the
woman, (because the enemy of our nature had deceived first the weaker [the
woman], and through her, the gullible one, he assaulted Adam), he [Adam] was
immediately driven out of the paradise. He was sent out upon the earth of the same
origin [as himself] to inherit perspiration, weariness, and exhaustion’ and handed
over to toil in the field, to bear the suffering and the other hardships of life. Since he
did not accept that untroubled and painless life indulgently, he is bound together with
misfortune, so that he could be released from the illness, which followed the good
times by striving. Hence, even by death the Lawgiver cuts the path of sin and with
the penalty itself shows His love towards humankind. For since he conjoined death
with the trespass, and the transgressor entered under that punishment, [God]
arrangel:l'0 the punishment to become the deliverance. For death dissolves this living
thing and on one hand eliminates the sinful deed; on the other hand, it saves [man]
from [further] anguish, liberates from sweat, drives away the pain and sorrow, and
brings the body's sufferings to an end. The Judge mixed the punishment with such
philanthropy!

7. Presentation of the humankind’s ingratitude and of God’s care

But even after all these, the ungrateful humankind did not understand [the use of the
punishment], but repaid its Benefactor with even greater insensitivity. It immediately
ventured to the murder of the brother, to envy, to mendacity, impetuosity, lewdness,
to injustice, mutual homicide, robbing each other’s possessions, and to all evil
generated by sin. But even so, the Creator did not repudiate the [human] nature He
had designed. He accomplished [His purpose] wisely, [using] various [methods]: He
healed, rebuked, demanded, guided [people] towards [their] duties, advised,
threatened and carried His threat out, He punished the evil and crowned the good. He
lauded one and reformed'' another; He saved somebody else in the ark together with
his relatives to preserve the spark for the [human] nature, flooded the earth, and with
water destroyed those who committed sin, again multiplied the human race, and
performed general healing with partial admonitions. He destroyed impious cities with
fire falling from heaven, but He saved the one from the reprisal, who lived there, but

® This chapter title was introduced by A. Mai. It does not appear in Vat. 841,

° The use of ovyxAnpwdeig in this context serves a notable purpose: Adam is of the same origin as
the earth itself, and God made him the ‘heir’ of all made things — thus he could inherit much more
than his origin initially entitled him for. However, when he proves himself unworthy for this gift, it is
withdrawn from him: he is dismissed and sent out to work the land from which he was taken. Thus he
loses the privilege of the other heritage provided by God’s grace, and receives the ‘heritage’ his true
origin really qualifies him for.
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who did not share the impiety of the inhabitants. He provided plenteous years,
granted rain in appropriate time, unspeakably multiplied the seeds sown by the
people, commanded the trees to bear fruits abundantly, He pumshed with hunger
those, for whom the welfare was not beneficial, He sent illness upon them and
removed it again, He struck with hailstones the life-giving crops, covered the sun by
the cloud of locusts, ruining the crops, then favoured [people] again, and chased the
hardships away. He did not abandon those who loved piety, but rather appeared to
them and talked to them friendly and through these [people] He forecast the future.

8. [Proving] that the inhumanation of God is pure philanthropy

Because after all this and all the other numberless, uncountable benefits of the divine
dispensation availed to only a few people, while the rest of them remained incurable,
the great and ineffable mystery of the dispensation finally happens. For the Word of
God Himself, the author of all creation, the immeasurable, the indescribable and
immutable, the spring of life, the light of light, the living image of the Father, the
brightness of [His] glory, and the express image of [His] Person,” takes on the
human nature and recreates His own lma%e which was altered by sin. He renews its
statue aged by the rust [or poison] of evil'* and shows it even more beautiful than the
first,'® but not by forming it of the earth, like before, but by accepting it Himself. He
does not change the divine nature into human, but conjoins'® the divine with the
human. Thus remaining what He was, He took on what He was not. The blessed Paul
also teaches this plainly” to us, when he exclaims: ‘Let this mind be in you, which
was also in Christ Jesus, who, being in the form of God, thought it not robberg/ to be
equal with God, but rather emptied Himself, and took the form of a servant’.”” From
this it is clear, that the form of God remained what it was, but also took the form of
the servant. And he calls 'form' not only the appearance of the human bemg but the
entire human nature. Therefore, as the form of God signifies the essence ~ of God,
since the Godhead is formless and shapeless, and nobody would say, if not being
insane, the bodiless, the simple,29 and the non-composed has form and is divided into
members, thus, the form of the servant does not indicate only this visible [thing], but
the whole essence of the human being.

9. Reprehension of the heretics’ impiety

[Since] some of those who think the opposite of piety try to attack”' the doctrine of
truth with apostolic words. On one hand, Arius and Eunomius maintain strongly that
the Word of God assumed a soulless man. On the other hand, Apollinaris [maintains

2 noadevmv.
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that there was] a soul [in the man],22 but that it was deprived of intellect”® (I do not
know what he meant by the human soul). Marcion and Mani and the rest of that
impious bunch frankly deny the whole mystery of the dispensation. The ineffable
conception and childbearing of the holy Virgin they consider as being myth and
forgery. They declare, that the Godhead concealed itself in a phantasm-body, and in
this manner appeared as man among men.

That is why it is necessary to reveal the clear meaning®* of the apostolic words for
the pious. So, 'being in the form of God, he says, He thought it not robbery to be
equal with God, but emptied Himself, and took the form of a servant, and was made
in the likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man'. Each of the previously
mentioned heretics establishes his audacious and false doctrine based on the
appropriation of this [biblical statement]. Arius, Eunomius and Apollinaris and their
followers declare, that the [expressions] ‘form of a servant’, the ‘fashion’ and the
‘likeness of man’ signify the visible [side] of our nature.”> Those of the even more
detestable horde® conceive the fashion and likeness as being some shadow, image
and phantasm similar to the [human] body.

10. Explanation of [the words]: ‘who, being in the form of God’

We shall refute immediately both frenetic follies. As we have already shown, the
form designates the essence of the servant; well, if the form of God indicates the
essence of God, it is clear, that the form of the servant signifies the essence of the
servant. Hence, the Apostle applied the [words] ‘He was made in the likeness of
men, and was found in fashion as a man’ not as the names of the nature, but rather of
the activity. For since the Master?” Christ owns our nature, yet He did not receive our
wickedness, but He [remained] totally free from sin,” as the prophet exclaims, 'He
had done no lawlessness, neither was any deceit in His mouth'. 2 And John, the
dweller of the desert testifies together with him [i.e. Isaiah], saying ‘Behold the
Lamb, who takes away the sin of the world.”*® Therefore the blessed Paul declared
Him as being in the likeness of men and being found in the fashion as a man [the
One] who was free from the sinful deeds of humankind. That is why he says
elsewhere: ‘For what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God
in sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in

2 Euyoyov.
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the flesh, so that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not
according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit.’“

You see, how by these [words] [Paul] disperses the obscurity of those [heretics].
'God' — he says — 'sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh’. He does not simply
say 'in the likeness of the flesh', but rather dissolves the blasphemy of the impious
doctrines (for the grace of the Holy Spirit foresees everything) [and says]: 'in the
likeness of sinful flesh', for us to learn that he added 'in the likeness' because our
Saviour is free from all sin. For He became man according to the nature, but not
according to the sin, that is why in the likeness of the sinful flesh he condemned the
sin in the flesh. On one hand, He assumed human nature, but did not accept the yoke
of sin, which ruled among the people, but rather put away all its dominion, and
showed that in human nature it is possible to overcome the arrows of sin.

Thus He had condemned sin in the flesh, showing its feebleness, annihilating its
tyranny, and teaching people how to defeat it. That is why the blessed Paul adds:
'that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not according to
the flesh of the law,** but accordin% to the Spirit'. Weren’t we made righteous by the
condemnation of sin in the flesh?>> Our Saviour, being in the likeness of the sinful
flesh, condemned the sin in the flesh. On one hand, He assumed human nature, but
He did not accept sin, which dominated it from long ago. This is how the holy Paul
in a few words dissolved the whole crowd of heretics, refuting the insanity of Arius
and Eunomius, by the beginning of the words quoted before: ‘Let this mind be in
you, which was also in Christ Jesus, who, being in the form of God, thought it not
robbery to be equal with God, but emptied Himself and took the form of a servant’.
He does not say that ‘He was made®* in the form of God’, but that ‘He was’” in the
form of God’. Neither does he say, that [Christ] thought it no robbery to be equal
with Himself or equal with angels or equal with the creation, but he rather says [that
he thought it not robbery to be] equal with God the Father, with [His] Begetter, the
unbegun, the unbegotten, the infinite, the Master of all.

This is a powerful refutation showing immediately the very impiety of Arius and
Eunomius and it shows also the blasphemy of Sabellius, Marcellus and Photeinos,
who deny the three hypostases and confuse the attributes of the Godhead. Because
according to the hypostasis the one being in the form of God is different from the
other in whose form [He] is. Again, the one who thought it no robbery to be equal
with God is different from the other with whom He is equa[;36 nevertheless, He did
not snatch the equality for Himself. Hence, beyond this by these words themselves
even the impiety of the false-named Paul®’ receives its well-earned shame, who on
one hand denied the begetting of the Saviour before the ages, and on the other hand,

> Romans 8:3-4.

2 un katd odpka oG vopov — this version is absent from Nestle's critical apparatus and from
Theodoret's Commentary on the Pauline Epistles.

** This sentence may be interpreted either as a positive, affirmative statement or as a rhetorical
question. Regarding the context of the two treatises and Theodoret's often rhetoric style I chose the
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according to the Jewish thinking, confessed only the [birth] from the Virgin. Hence
the divine Paul teaches that the Word of God is the One who assumes, and the human
nature is that which was assumed; that the form of God is the pre-existent, and the
form of the servant is that which was assumed by [the form of God] in the fullness of
the times. Apollinaris, together with Arius and Eunomius can learn again, that the
unchangeable God-Word was not changed into the nature of the flesh, but by
assuming our essence, He achieved our salvation. Hence, we have already shown, as
we said before, that the form of the servant is the name of the human essence. So, if
the form of God [is] the essence of God (for the divine is formless, unshaped,
absolute, not composed and without scheme), then, according to this, clearly the
form of the servant could reasonably be supposed to be the essence of the servant.
Hence, the essence of the servant, that is of the human being, does not only mean the
visible body for the sound-minded, but the whole human nature. Furthermore, the
ront-rank men of impiety, and the foremost sprinklers of blasphemy against true
belief, who even call themselves Christians, but who exceed even the erroneous
polytheism of the idolatrists, (I mean Marcion, and Mani, and all the insiders®® and
followers® of their pestilent cathedra) can recognise their own madness by these
same words. Those who do not accept the birth of the Lord according to the flesh and
His inhumanation should listen to the teaching of the most divine Paul that the form
of God took on the form of the servant. But the form of the servant was neither some
phantasm, nor an image/idol,*® nor a shadow, nor some ethereal illusion, nor is it
called anything other of such things, but rather the nature of the servant.

If they would object to us with the subsequent words, [namely, that Christ] “was
made in the likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man’, and from the Letter
to the Romans with ‘in the likeness of sinful flesh’, then let us refute their
senselessness first. Because if the phrase ‘in the likeness of men, and was found in
fashion as man’ designates some human phantasm, yet the form of the servant
[indicates] the human nature, then the Apostle asserts contradictory [things]. But if
the Apostle’s words are not contradictory, then we should learn that the form of the
servant denotes the essence of the servant, and the words ‘[He] was made in the
likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man’ we shall understand as follows:
our Lord Jesus Christ, [although] owning our nature, was not in all equal to us: He
was born of a woman also, but not like us, since He came forth from a virgin womb.
On one hand, He was a perfect human being, like us; on the other hand, though, He
was greater than us because of the indwelling®' and of the union*? of the Word of
God. He had an insouled flesh, a rational one like us, but — apart from us — He did
not have sinful passions, but in the body assaulted by sin, He abolished the tyranny
of sin. This is why 'He was made in the likeness of men, and being found in fashion
as a man, He humiliated Himself and became obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross.® Hence, even the word humiliation means the assuming of an inferior
nature. Besides, when he [i.e. Paul] speaks about [Christ] being in the form of God,

% oot — this might refer to the secret initiations in some heretic movements as well.
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he adds: '[He] was made in the likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man',
thus teaching, that the bodiless Word of God appeared as a human being, assuming
human nature. That is why he adds *as a man’, for us not to conceive some change of
the invisible God, but rather to believe that He assumed a living flesh altogether with
a rational [soul], He was God, was made in the likeness of men, and was found in
fashion as a man. This great protagonist of piety, the blessed Paul, I say, in this wa
dissolved the various and different utterances of the heretics. Hence, the Word™*
conducted us here, shaming the madness of the heretics, making clear the teaching of
the truth for those nurtured in piety. It is time then, to return to where we departed
from.

11. For what reason did the God-Word assume human nature?

So the Creator, who pitied our nature for being threatened by the Evil One, exposed
to the bitter arrows of sin and thrown over to death, [comes to] defend His [own]
image and overwhelms the enemy. Neither merely by the naked power of the
Godhead, nor by [His] royal might did He shatter the opponents, nor by angel
soldiers or by using archangels to fight together, nor by arming [Himself] with
lightning and thunder against the antagonists, nor did He appear on the earth in the
midst of the Cherubim to judge our adversaries, but [He] rather became one of the
subjects, one of the threatened ones, hiding the magnificence of the Godhead within
the poverty of the manhood. He anointed the visible man for the battle, and crowned
the winner. Beginning from His childhood he educated Him for virtue, led Him to
the apogee of righteousness, kept Him from being defeated, and [protected Him to
be] free from the arrows of sin. Despite this, He permitted Him to come under death,
that He might expose the injustice of sin and to destroy the power of death.

Since if death is the punishment for those being under sin, it was obviously right, that
this [man] being totally free from it, [had] to enjoy life and not [receive] death. By
this, the injustice of sin was proven, which being put down, had sentenced to death
its conqueror, brought for Him the same judgement, which it had usually applied to
the defeated. While until sin had sent to death its subordinates [only], it could justly
do it; but after casting under the same condemnation the innocent and blameless one,
the one deserving crown and acclamation, it inevitably is thrown out of power,*
[because of being] unjust. The blessed Paul teaches this also, saying: 'For what the
law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending His own Son in
the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh; that the
righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not according to the flesh,
but according to the Spirit.”*

What [Paul] says, is the following: the aim of the law, he affirms, was to justify the
nature of humankind. It was not able to do this, not because of its own weakness, but
because of the indolence of [its] hearers, who, being inclined towards the pleasures
of the flesh, ran away from the burden of [fulfilling] the law, and clung to bodily
delights. That is why, [the Apostle] says, the God of the whole [creation] sent His

* Abyog — here might be understood also as the living Word of God and/or Scripture itself. Mai
interprets it as 'sermo noster', i.e. the author's own thought.
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own Son in the likeness of the sinful flesh — that is human nature but free from sin —
and because of sin He condemned the sin in the flesh, proving its injustice, because it
cast the innocent and the one free from [any] iniquity under the condemnation of the
sinful. Nevertheless, [His] goal was not to achieve the justification of the man He
assumed, but — as he says — that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us,
who walk not according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit. The benefaction of
our Saviour expands to the whole nature of humankind: because with [our] forefather
Adam we share the curse, and like him, we all have arrived under the [power] of
death; in the same way we own the victory of Christ the Saviour, and being partakers
of His glory, we shall share the joy of [His] kingdom also. The witness of all these is
the blessed Paul, who, reminding [us] about the old [things] and the new, also shows
that the righteousness of our Saviour means the release of the former [order].

12. As we share in Adam’s death, so in the life of the Lord also

‘For if through the offence of one, he says, many were dead, much more the grace of
God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, Jesus Christ, had abounded unto
many.’*” A little later: ‘Therefore as by the offence of one, condemnation came upon
all men, even so by the righteousness of one [came] the justification of life. For as by
one man's disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall
many be made righteous.’48 In the Letter to the Corinthians he teaches even more
clearly, saying: ‘For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive.”*
From these it is evident, that our victory is the victory of our Saviour, as like the fall
of our forefather became [our] common fall. As we are partakers of his common
defeat, the same way should we enjoy the benefits with [the one, who] was taken
from among us and was crowned for us. That is why the holy Apostle said: ‘For
whom He did foreknow, He also did predestine to be conformed to the image of His
Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brethren. Moreover, whom He> did
foreordain, them He also called: and whom He called them He also justified: and
whom He justified them He also glorified.””' Elsewhere Paul says: ‘And if children,
then heirs; heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ; if so be that we suffer with Him,
that we may be also glorified together.”>> And again: ‘If we suffer, we shall also
reign with Him.”** So, the Word-God of God assumed the firstlings of our [kind]**
that by guiding it through all virtues to challenge the adversary to wrestle with Him,
and to show that His competitor is invincible. And on one hand, to crown Him and
on the other hand, to declare the other one>® defeated, to encourage and strengthen
everybody against him. That is why, in the holy Gospels on one hand, He says: ‘I
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saw Satan as lightning fall from heaven’;>® and on the other: 'unless one should enter
the house of the strong man and bind the strong man, how will he spoil his goods?"’
The human nature He calls the house of the strong man, which fled to Him, having
promised to do all His orders, and drawn upon itself servitude voluntarily.
Somewhere else: 'have no fear, He says, I have overcome the world.”® And
elsewhere: ‘Now is the judgement of this world: now shall the prince of this world be
cast out. And I, if I will be lifted up from the earth, will draw all [people] unto
myself.”> And going further, He says this even more clearly.

13. That the inhumanation®? of the Saviour is a common benefit for all mankind

‘About judgement, because the prince of this world was [already] judged’®', and
further: ‘for the prince of this world comes, and has nothing in me,’62 because He is
discharged from any accusation, not having any of the devil's seeds in Him. This is
why He also condemns him,*® deposes the tyrant and casts him out, bruises him
under the feet of his former slaves, whom he exhorts, saying: ‘Behold, I give unto
you power to tread on serpents and scorpions, and over all the power of the
Enemy.’®" In order to see His struggle with the devil let us proceed to the narrative of
the Gospels. After His baptism, the Spirit took Jesus into the wilderness to be
tempted by the devil. Hence, not the God-Word but the temple assumed by the Word
of God from the seed of David was taken [there]. For the Holy Spirit did not bring
the God-Word to battle against the devil, but the temple formed in the Virgin for the
God-Word. He fasts, but not exceeding the measure of nature:® [Jesus] spent forty
days and the same number of nights without eating. He did not want to exceed the
ancient measure of fasting, so that the opponent would not run away from the battle
against Him, lest recognising the one who was hidden,®® he should flee the struggle
against the visible.”” Therefore, after the already mentioned number of days have
passed, He shows the suffering of the human nature, and allows hunger to occur, thus
giving the hold for [the tempter] by famine. Otherwise [Satan] would not have dared
to go to Him, because he had seen so many divine things concerning Him. For at His
birth the angels formed a choir around Him, a rising star led the wise men, the
prominent [figures] of that order to worship Him, and [the devil] saw Him follow
complete righteousness from His childhood, detesting evil, abominating sin. And
[all] this was foretold about Him by the prophet: ‘before He shall know good and

> Luke 10:18.

57 Matthew 12:29.

> John 16:33.

*? John 12:31-32.

“ oikovopia.

®! John 16:11.

52 John 14:30.

% Vat. 841 reads: 810 xal adtov katékpive (omitted by Mai and in PG).

% Luke 10:19.

% Vindob. 300" of Nicetas' Catena preserves a sentence here, which in Vat. 841 appears only in Ch. 24
(PG 75, 1464A): koL vrioTeEVEL pPEV OO TEPaL B TV pETPpWV TG Pvoews (cf. PG 84, 77B).
% Vat. 841 reads: ivo. un yvopicag tov kpuntopevov (PG 75, 1440A).

710 paivopevov.



Appendix 3: Theodoret of Cyrus: On the Inhumanation of the Lord 319

evil, He will not obey malice, because He will choose good.’68 John exclaimed also:
‘Behold the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world.”® The Father
testified from above: ‘This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well ;)IeaSt=,d."m The
grace of the Spirit [descended and] came upon Him. The devil was astounded by
these and other similar things, and he did not dare to approach the champion of our
nature. But as he discovered”' the occurrence of hunger, saw Him needing human
food, and [observed that] He cannot endure more than the old men, he came closer to
Him, thinking that he had found the greatest hold, believing that he would win easily.

14. How did the Master Christ defeat the devil

In the battle, when somebody wants to shoot [another] fully covered in armour, he
looks at the whole [person] very thoroughly, examines him from a distance, trying to
find the uncovered part to fling the dart there and wound the adversary. Thus the
devil, seeing Christ fully armoured with complete righteousness and seeking for the
ideal spot to dart [his] spear at, as soon as he noticed’” the appearance of hunger, he
daringly approached [Him], like having found what [he was] looking for, because he
observed in Him the weakness of the forefather. He [Satan] had also deprived him
[Adam] of [his] untroubled life by food and harnessed him into the yoke of swelter,
humiliation, and death. Therefore, he came near and said: ‘If you are the Son of God,
say that these stones’ should become bread.”’* He would not have done that if the
Saviour did not accept the suffering of hunger. One might learn this clearly from the
later [events]. Because [Satan] was defeated in the battle and he learned from
experience, that He [Jesus] is the one foretold by all the prophets, he could not bear
even His close look, but immediately ran away [from Him], shouting: ‘What do you
want with us,”” [oh] Son of God? Why did you come before time’® to torture us?’
And again: ‘I know who you are: [you are] the Son of God.”” I beseech you, not to
torture me.” He [Satan] was so afraid, and confessed Him [Jesus] as judge! Then,
before the temptation he did not speak in this manner,”® but rather he drew near [to
Jesus] very confidently, saying: ‘If you are the Son of God,” say that these stones
should become bread.’ I heard the voice coming from above, he says, which called
You like this,** but I do not believe it until I receive a practical teaching. Convince
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me by facts that You are truly in possession of what You are called! For if I learn
this, I shall run away and flee. I shall withdraw myself from the struggle against you,
because I know what kind of difference is between me and You. Show then the
miracle, and by the wonder teach [me] who is the author of the miracle:®' ‘say that
these stones should become bread'.

Upon hearing these words of the Evil One, the Lord® conceals [His] Godhead and
speaks from His human nature: ‘Man does not live on bread alone, He says, but by
every word coming from the mouth of God.”® I can nourish myself without bread,
He says, because not only bread sustains the life of people, but rather the word®* of
God is sufficient to maintain the entire human nature. So did the people of Israel
nurture itself, gathering manna for forty years, benefited catching birds, provided by
God’s will. Elijah was fed by ravens, and Elisha nourished [his] disciples with herbs
of the field. But why should I enumerate the old [things]? John, who recently
baptised in the Jordan, had spent all his life in the wilderness, eating locusts and
feeding [himself] with the fruit of wild bees. So it is not unbelievable that we can be
nourished by God with unknown food and do not need bread.

The devil heard this and on one hand he felt pain as being once® defeated, but he did
not abandon victory, because he heard that [his opponent] was human. For, as He
says, 'man does not live on bread alone'*® So he brought forth temptation for the
second and even for the third time. First he said: ‘If you are the Son of God, throw
yourself down from above!"®” — [thus) plotting [against Him] by empty fame 5 Then
he showed Him the kingdoms of the world, and promised to give these over [to
Jesus], if he should receive worship from him beforehand. Hence, [Christ] reminded
him again the old law: ‘It is written, He says, worship the Lord your God, and serve
Him only.”® Jesus explained that He will not give over’ the honour which belongs
to God to anyone else, and reminded him other words and teachings of God, which
interdict the tempting of the God of all. Unable to bear the shame of defeat, [Satan]
ran away being afraid, trembling and waiting for the abolishing of [his] tyranny.
After having emptied all his darts and having brought forth all the tricks of his deceit,
he found the athlete unwounded and invincible. He went to Him like to Adam
[before], but he did not find whom he expected. Angels, who saw the battle from

¥ Here 1 followed Nicetas instead of Vat. 841, because it seems to construe better with Theodoret's
argument. Vat. 841 reads: 8eifov toivuov 10 Salpa xai v Gavpatovpylav, didafov tov
o0 Goavpatog mownv (PG 75, 1441A). Nicetas had: 8ei&ov toivuv 10 Savpa, kot dida&ov
11 Savpatovpyiq OV 1o Gavpatog nointiv (PG 84, 80B).

82 dkovoag yoiv 1@V 100 IMovnpod pnudtev 6 Koprog (see PG 84, 80B).

%3 Matthew 4:4 — the Nestle-Aland text says: &ni mavei pruoati. Theodoret: &v mavti pripartt.
84 £ ~

prina.
¥ Nicetas adds: dnag (he also has 6 TTovnpog instead of Stdporog) — PG 84, 81A.

¥ The text in italics was preserved only by Nicetas: o0k &n’ dptw yap, @noi, pove CHoetal
aviponog (PG 84, 81A).

%7 Matthew 4:6 — Theodoret adds: Gvw8ev.

*8 The text in italics was preserved only by Nicetas: kal 810 kevodo&ioag émiBovAevov (PG 84,
81A).

*? Matthew 4:10.

% A VEEETALL TPOTEVEYKELY.
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afar, came now to the victor, serving Him like friends,”! surrounding Him, bestowing
[gifts on] the athlete, crowning and praising Him, celebrating the liberation of the
human fellow-servants,”? being delighted to see the defeat of the adversary.

15. If [Christ] did not assume the [human] mind, the victory against the devil would
mean nothing for us. Against Apollinaris

These [facts] refute the thoughtless talk of Apollinaris, who said that the Word of
God dwelt in the place of intellect in the assumed flesh. If the assumed nature did not
possess a human intellect, then it is God who fought against the devil, and God is
crowned in victory. Hence, if God is the winner, I gained nothing from the victory,
because I did not contribute to it with anything. I have been deprived even of the joy
concerning it, like one who is bragging with someone else’s trophies. The devil,
however, is boasting, swaggering, haughtily gloating and disdaining, like one who
fought with God and was defeated by God. Since for him even being defeated by
God is a great [achievement].

16 [15]. Because if the God-Word replaced the intellect in that which was assumed,
even the devil could find some justified excuses,”

and reasonably might say: ‘Ruler and Creator of everything, I did not begin the fight
against You, because I know Your dignity, I am aware of [Your] might, and
recognise [Your] authority. 1 acknowledge my servitude even suffering from
rebelliousness. | yield victory even to the angels and to all the heavenly hosts,
[although] once I, the miserable one, had been also one of them. Hence, I started the
fight against this one, whom You formed out of clay, created after Your image,
honoured with reason,” made the citizen of paradise and presented [as] the ruler of
earth and sea. This one I have defeated by using deceit, not force.” Up till today I am
still the one who defeats [him], prostrates [him] and sends [him] to death. Bring this
one to the arena and command him to fight with me, be the spectator and judge of the
combat Yourself. Even be his trainer if You want, teach him to fight, show him the
holds of success, anoint him as You wish, just do not fight together with the wrestler.
I am not so audacious and mindless to attempt fighting against You, the Creator.’

The devil could have justly told this to the Saviour Christ, if He were not man
[properly}, but [only] God, fighting in place of man. If there was no human intellect
in Him,”® God replacing the mind and taking over the work of the intellect, then God

*! pactat - see the beginning of Chapter 3 in De Trinitate (PG 75, 1152A). Nicetas has the same
expression (PG 84, 81B).

7 1dv 6podovdov avlpdnwy.

 This sentence was probably the title of a new chapter. The scribe who copied it into Vat. 841
overlooked the expression Otu introducing the new part. See Ed. Schwartz, 'Zur Schriftstellerei
Theodorets', 31. From now on, I shall give the PG chapter numbers in [] brackets. See also Ch. 30
[29] with the second copying error.

" griuncag 160 A6yw — can also mean: and [ You/ honoured [him] with the Word.

? o010V, dndTn XPNOGUEVOS, OVK Gvdykn, veviknko — this sentence was not preserved in Vat.
841, but in Nicetas' Catena (e.g. Vindob. 71, fol. 308r, line 26), and was collected by Garnier in his
Auctarium, reprinted in PG 84, 81D.

% Vat. 841 says: &v o016, i.e. 'in it' or 'in him'. Euthymius had: &v 1@ mpocAfupati. Cf. PG 75,
1444C with PG 130, 925B.
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hungered with the body, God thirsted, suffered, slept, grieved, was aﬁ*aia‘9 7 and
endured all the other human torments also. Hence, if God had fought and won, then I
have been deprived of victory,”® [because] God fulfilled all righteousness,” since the
God-Word would not have received it [i.e. the mind], as the followers of the niggling
of Apollinaris are upholding, on the grounds that it was impossible to fulfil the laws
of righteousness with a human mind.

17 [16]. The sinners have an excuse, if the Word-God did not assume intellect because
of its weakness

When saying this, first of all they are attributing a considerable feebleness'” to God
Himself, if, as they affirm, He could not justify the man together with the presence of
the human intellect. Secondly, they open the door of excuses for all sinners and
transgressors of godly laws. Then these can fairly say to the God of all:

‘We did not commit, [oh] Master, anything unforgivable or deserving punishment,
because the governing intellect received [from You] is weak and is unable to keep
Your laws. The patriarchs, the prophets, the communities of people loved by God
before and after the law, married or unmarried, rich or poor testify that they could not
fulfil Your commandments because of this, although being helped by Your Holiest
Spirit. But why should one say more? You yourself, Master, when You arrived in
flesh'”! and assumed our flesh, You rejectec:l102 and did not accede to take on the
intellect, which hinders the gain of virtue and easily accepts the deceit of sin. You
had replaced the intellect [in] the flesh, and in this manner You fulfilled
righteousness. In this way You defeated sin. For You are God, You do with Your
will what You want, You change reality with a nod. But we possess human intellect,
which You did not want to assume. Thus we are necessarily fallen under sin, being
unable to follow Your footsteps. [Anyway], what is human intellect [compared] to
God’s power, to God’s wisdom? [What is it compared to Your] light, [to Your]
righteousness and life, and to all the other actions of Your being, which are scattering
like rays and brightness out of Your nature?’” Those who chose to serve sin could
justly say this, if the God-Word really assumed a man without intellect."”

°7 The text in italics was preserved by Euthymius (PG 130, 925B).

% x4y 100 vikovg EoTépnuaL.

900G 88 6 TV Sikarocvvny dnacay katopddoac,

'% Euthymius has dtovia instead of @8vvapia (Cf. PG 75, 1444D with PG 130, 925C).
% v copki mapayéyovac.

12 gréppryac.

' Vat. 841 reads: elnep & 0s0g Adyog GAnd@g dvovv dvéraPev dvBpornov (cf. PG 75,
1445B), whereas Zigabenus had: einep aAndadg 6 0sog Adyog dvouv Elafev avdpwmov (PG
130, 925D). Mai's and Migne's text is the result of a faulty reading of the manuscript.
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18 [17]. Establishing that the assumption of human intellect'?4 was appropriate

Hence, on one hand let us leave their prating for now, and rather return to the
proposed subject,'” showing that the inhumanation'® of our Saviour was necessary.
For the entire human being was beguiled, and entered totally under sin, yet the
intellect had accepted the deceit before the body, because the prior contribution of
the intellect sketches out the sin, and thus by its action'”” the body gives shape to
it.'” That is why, when the Master Christ wishing to raise the fallen nature, reaches
His hand out for the whole, and uplifts both the stumbled flesh, I say, and the
intellect made after the image of the Creator. [The intellect] is invisible and unseen,
unreachable and incomprehensible, not knowing even itself; and above all this: it is
boundless. If we look at the visualising power of thoughts, [we realise that the
intellect] has guiding power and authority, is decorated with arts and sciences, it is a
[kind of] small and new creator, or to speak more truly, the imitator of the Creator.
[It is] the king of the visible creation, or the image of the king, who collects the
tributes from the earth, the sea and the air, from the sun, moon and stars, from the
sky and clouds, from sheep and cattle and from other domestic animals. [The
intellect] is rather the beneficiary of all their fruits, the visible [world] being created
for its sake, because God does not need these [things].

Therefore [the Saviour] did not disdain the one so precious, which needs healing. He
did not assume the [part of human nature] submitted to destruction, to illness, to
ageing and death by neglecting the rational, the immortal [part] created after His
image exactly when, as they say, this part went to the bad. On the contrary, He
renewed the whole worn out [human] nature. Or did He renew fully'® [only] this
[part], while forsaking the aged and wretched? Furthermore, this was the more
valuable, honoured with immortality, adorned with reason,''® belonging to the order
of the intelligible.

How inadequate [would have been for Him] to assume, to take on and to install on
the right hand side of majesty the body of clay and dust, [which is] bound to the
passions, while rejecting [at the same time] the invisible and immortal intellect and
not conferring the same veneration to it as for the body. [For the intellect] directs the
living [creature/person], being made in the image of God, and honoured with
incorruptibility. [It is] the charioteer,''' the governor and harmonising [force] of the

1% The term voug is translated as ‘intellect’, although the expression in the usage of Theodoret has a
much wider meaning. As it results from this chapter, voO¢ can mean rational or even personal soul as
well. The practice of translating voOg with intellect (or occasionally mind), and yoxm with soul, tries
to help the reader in identifying what the original text contains.

19 mpoketuévny Onddeoiy — the *hypothesis’ put before [of us].

'% oikovopia. The use of the term here emphasises that the inhumanation of the Lord had to happen,
according exactly to God’s will or dispensation. So, the oikovoptia in this and other such cases
means also: the incarnation understood in this way (i.e. with the assumption of human reason).

17 Le. of the intellect.

108 1 e. to sin.

19 kovov drelpydoato.

1o AOyw xekoopunuévov — this can be interpreted in two ways: 1) the immortal part of human nature
was decorated/honoured with reason, and/or 2) it was this part, who received the gift of perceiving
God’s Word (Adyog).

"' fivioyog — referring to Plato's Phaidros.
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body, by which human nature is not irrational,''? but full of wisdom, art and skill.'"®
Because of it [i.e. the intellect] the body became [part of] the rational creation.
Because of it were the laws given, and the prophecies; the wrestling, the struggles,
the victories, the laudations and wreaths [happened] for its sake; and by the intellect
even the body, as partaker of the struggle, receives its reward for labour, the kingdom
of heaven.

[Even] the coming of our Saviour happened for the sake [of the intellect], thus the
mystery of the dispensation being accomplished. For He did not receive the salvific
sufferings for [creatures] without soul or intellect, nor for senseless cattle or soulless
stones, but for people possessing immortal souls within [themselves].

19 [18]. Solving the counter-arguments of the heretics

Apollinaris, who had more respect for the idle talk than for the truth, and put his own
prating over the pious teachings, said, that the Word-God assumed the flesh and used
it like a veil. There was no need for the mind, [he said], because He [i.e. the Word-
God Himself] took the place of the intellect for the body.

'But, my dear fellow' — could someone tell him — ‘the God-Word would not need the
body either, for He was not in want! He could have accomplished our salvation
[simply] by His mere command!” But He wanted us to be partakers in [His] success:
that is why He took on the nature that had sinned and made it right by His own
torment, released it from under the bitter tyranny of sin, of the devil and of death. He
honoured it [i.e. the human nature] with heavenly throne, and by that which was
assumed He gave freedom to all humankind.'"

Yet the wisest [Apollinaris] does not recognise all this, and [even] considers that
John the evangelist, the high-voiced herald of theology''® confirms his own folly. For
‘the Word, he says, was made flesh and dwelt among us.”''® Although [Apollinaris]
undoubtedly knows, that the Divine Scripture often labels the whole with the [name
of one] element; for instance it denominates the entire human being with the soul
[only], or designates the complete living [creature] with the flesh. For it says, ‘all the
souls,'"” which came into Egypt with Jacob, were seventy-five’. It is evident, that the
sons and descendants of Jacob were not bodiless, merely the historiographer
designated the whole by the part. And again: ‘the soul that sins, has to die.’''®
Nobody knows about such a soul that committed sin without body. Furthermore, ‘my
Spirit shall not [always] remain in these 2gvec»plof:, for they are [onlyl flesh.”'" The
prophet elsewhere says: ‘all flesh is dust,'*’ and all the human glory'*' as the flower

112

dAoyog.

'3 Or science.

" ravti 165 yévet.

' eyahoowvotatov khpuka Tig Beoloyiac.

"¢ John 1:14.

"7 LXX: yoyat, Hebrew text: D1,

18 Ezekiel 18:4.

"% Genesis 6:3.

120 1y Migne’s text a correction is found: he reads xoug (dust), not x0ptoc (grass, hay, straw).
2! nioa §6Ea GvBpwnov.
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of the field.”'?? And the blessed David: ‘it is remembered, he says, that they are flesh,
going and not returning wind.”'? It is certainly clear for everyone, that those whom
he denounces, and for whom He makes laws and whose nature he refers to, were not
soulless.

Nevertheless, you may find not only the condemned to be called flesh’,'** but also
the most greatly praised.'” The blessed Paul also testifies to this in [his Epistle] to
the Galatians, saying: ‘but when it pleased God, who chose me from my mother's
womb, and called me by His grace, to reveal his Son in me; immediately I did not
confer with flesh and blood, but'® I went to those, who were apostles before me.’

Well, if the meaning of flesh is not reduced to fleshly and mortal, but [extended]
upon the whole human nature, it is clear that the phrase ‘the Word was made flesh’
does not signify only the visible [part] of the living [creature], but the entire human
[being]. Nor does [John] say, that the divine essence was somehow turned into flesh,
but proclaims, that the human nature was assumed by the God-Word. Thus, the
[affirmation] ‘Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for
us’'*’ does not suggest, that the fountainhead of [all] good was changed into curse,
but [expresses] the salvation from sin, namely from the curse, which was carried out
by Him. Likewise the [statement] ‘He, who knew no sin, became sin for us’'?® does
not mean the alteration of righteousness — for the divine is unchangeable and

'2 Isaiah 40:6.

' Euvnodn, enowv, 611 capf eict, mvedpa TopeLOpPEVOY, Kol 0Dk EmloTpégov. It can also
be translated: ‘remember, he says, that they are flesh, going and not returning spirit’. This fragment
(Psalm 77,39) exists only in the LXX and in the Vulgate.

2% Zigabenus permits the reestablishment of this text. Thus, instead of Mai's addition [A&yer 7
[pagn], one ought to have eGpoilg kahovpévoug capka. I am indebted to Prof. Guinot for this
correction.

' 100g KopLeatove.

"% In the Nestle-Aland text we find 008¢, whereas Vat. 841 contains GAAd. According to his (shorter)
version, Paul went to the apostles, while the New Testament text says, that he did not go to Jerusalem
to the apostles before him, but to Arabia and Damascus (Galatians 1:15-17). It is, however, important
to note that in his Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians Theodoret uses 008€, quoting the entire
text in question as we find it in the Nestle-Aland edition, including the reference to Paul's journey to
Arabia and Damascus (PG 82, 468B). One possible conclusion might be that the occurrence of Al
in Vat. 841 is a result of a copying error. This, however, is not provable, especially because
Euthymius quotes the same passage from De incarnatione (in PG 130, 908C) exactly as it is in Vat.
841. The only common link between Euthymius' work and Vat. 841 is that both ascribe the treatise to
Cyril, which is perhaps not a sufficient ground to assume that they belong to the same manuscript
tradition, thus carrying a previously committed copying error. Therefore, one might even suppose that
the insertion of @AAa instead of 008¢ in the text of De incarnatione was the author's own error, who
could have quoted the passage from his memory. This is likely also because Paul's travelling
destination in this case had absolutely no relevance: Theodoret's sole concern here were the words
'flesh and blood' as describing the entire human being. When he commented the Pauline Epistles about
6-7 years later, he surely checked the biblical text: that is why in the Commentary we [ind the (ext as
it is rendered in the Nestle-Aland critical edition.

%7 Galatians 3:13.

"% In 2 Corinthians 5:21, God is the acting subject: He made Christ ‘sin for us’ (tov pn yvovia
apaptiav UnEp NuOvV Guaptiav groincev). The expression used by Theodoret suggests, that
Christ was made, or became (yevestol) sin for us.
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unalterable, as the prophet exclaims: ‘I am, and I change not’'®’ — but [it refers to]

the taking up of our sins. “Behold the Lamb of God, he says, behold the One, who
takes away the sin of the world.”"° In the same fashion [as above], ‘the Word was
made flesh’ does not affirm the alteration of the Godhead, but the assumption of the
human nature. For the evangelist proclaims God’s unspeakable philanthropy, when
he teaches that the One who was in the beginning was God also, and was with God,
and was never non-existent;">' [the One], who made everything, who brought the
non-existent into being, [who was] life [itself], the true light, assumed the corruptible
nature, and made the human suffering His own, when He accomplished the salvation
of humankind. And because [John] wanted to present even better the greatness of His
benefaction, he did not mention the immortal soul, but [spoke about] the passible,
mortal and corruptible body, that which had been made of clay. Thus, with the
component he indicated the entire nature, as [it is] confirmed by the continuation:
‘for the Word, he says, was made flesh, and dwelt among us’.

Hence, the temple is different from the [one, who] in the sense of nature dwells [in
it]. That is why He also told the Jews: ‘Destroy this temple, and in three days I will
raise it up.”'** The destruction of the temple is the separation of the soul from the
body, since death is the division of the soul from the body. Therefore, the separation
of the soul causes the destruction of the temple. Then, if the Jews destroyed the
temple, giving it to crucifixion and death — the destruction of the temple [meaning]
the separation of the conjoined things'*> — and the God-Word redeemed this
destroyed [temple], then I think it is evident to the reasonable, that the God-Word did
not assume a soulless and irrational [body], but a perfect man."** If the God-Word
had replaced the immortal soul in the assumed body, He would have said to the Jews:
‘Destroy me, and in three days I will rise again’. Yet, He teaches here both the
mortality of the temple then and the power of the indwelling Godhead. ‘Destroy this
temple, He says, and in three days I will raise it up’. For He did not say: ‘you shall
destroy me’, but ‘[you shall destroy] the temple I have assumed.” And it was
destroyed, [in order] to enjoy an [even] greater resurrection: in order that the mortal
nature might be put down; in order to take off corruptibility and put on
incorruptibility; in order to dissolve the might of death, [and] to be the [very] first
among those fallen asleep; in order that by relieving the labour-pains of corruption to
appear as the firstborn from the dead,"*> and by His own resurrection to proclaim the
gospel of resurrection of all humankind.

20 [19]. Demonstrating that the God-Word assumed a rational soul'36

The foremost of the apostles testifies that these [things] are so, when he says in the
Acts, that His soul will not be left in hell, neither shall His flesh know decay.m So

'** Malachi 3:6. The Hebrew text says: ‘for I, JHWH, do not change’ — LXX: 819tt &y kvprog 6
G0 DoV, kol odk AALolwpat.

130 John 1:29.

Bl oddenote un Gv.

"2 John 2:19.

" 1®v ovvnupévey — i.e. of soul and body.

3% tEAerov dvBpwmov.

135 Colossians 1:18.

16 yoyn voepd.
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then, the destruction of the temple is the separation of soul and body, and again,
resurrection is the returning [of the soul] into her own flesh. Therefore, if every
human being had two souls, as the leaders of the heresy are saying, one vivifying and
the [other] rational, and flesh were inconceivable without vivifying soul (for, he says,
this is named body and not flesh),"*® yet Peter said, that not the body of the Lord, but
the flesh of the Lord shall not see destruction'*® and His soul will not be forsaken in
hell, it is evident that the corrupted flesh possessed the vivifying soul (or I do not
know how they call it), because without her, as they say, it [the flesh] could not be
named flesh. But even the immortal and rational [soul], which is entrusted to govern
the living [creature], was not forsaken in hell, but returned to her own flesh; and in
vain do theoy babble, labelling the temple of the God-Word [as being] soulless or
irrational."*’ Yet we follow Peter, who preached that neither the flesh did receive
corruption, nor the soul was forsaken in hell, but returned and conjoine:dI4I with her
own body. And we believe the Lord Himself, who said: “My soul is exceeding
sorrowful, even unto death.’'*? For the rational [soul] in us accepts the sensation of
sorrow, but if the God-Word replaced the intellect and accepted the passions of the
intellect, then [the God-Word] Himself did grieve, was afraid, was ignorant,
agonised, and was strengthened by angelic aid. So if the heirs of Apollinaris’ idle
talking proclaim these things also, they should be ranked together with Arius and
Eunomius among the enemies of Christ. For it is right, that those [who teach] the
same blasphemy should belong to one bunch. Yet we should listen to the Lord who
said: ‘I have power to lay down my soul, and I have power to take it again. Nobody
takes it away from me.”'*? Since from these words we can learn that different is the
one who lays down [the soul], and different is what is laid down."** On one hand,
God is who lays down and takes on; on the other hand, the soul is that which is laid
down and taken up: and God is the One having the power,'* whereas the soul is
subjected to that power.

21 [20]. That the prophets affirm the assumption of the perfect nature

With all these corresponds what also Isaiah the prophet affirms, saying: ‘Behold, the
virgin shall conceive in her womb, and bear a son, and they will call his name
Emmanuel’,'*® which, according to the teaching of the Gospels, is interpreted as:
‘God with us’. And that ‘God with us’ means God with us humans. For if the child
within the Virgin received this appellation, it is clear, that He was God and man
simultaneously, being one and having received the other, perfect in each respect. By
the [expression] ‘with us’ the perfection of the human is shown, because each of us
possesses the human nature perfectly. Hence by ‘God’, with the addition of the

7 Acts 2:27.

" s@pa yap, GAL’ 00 cdpE, eNot, TO TOLOBTOV TPOGHYOPEVGETAL.
%1 Peter 3:18: Savatoleic pév oapki.

19 gyoyov 1 dvoov.

" suvagBeicav.

"> Matthew 26:38.

'3 John 10:18.

14 gtepog uev 6 tideic, £tepov 88 O TLdéMEVOV.

143 EEovota — see also Chapter 11.
1 See Isaiah 7:14.
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article, the Godhead of the Son is acknowledged. The blessed Paul also teaches this,
saying: ‘In Him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily.”'*” Luke, the godly
inspired evangelist distinctly shows us the human intellect of the Saviour Christ: ‘For
the child, he says, grew, and waxed strong in spirit, filled with wisdom: and the grace
of God was upon Him.’'*® And a bit later: ‘Jesus increased in stature and in wisdom,
and in grace in front of God and men.”'*” Hence ‘increased in wisdom’ cannot be
stated about the wise God, who is not in want [of anything], is eternally perfect, and
accepts neither increase nor decrease, but about the human intellect, which develops
together with the age, needs teaching, receives the arts and sciences, and gradually
perceives the human and divine [realities].

22 [21]. Demonstrating the distinction of natures and the unity of the Person'> from the
Epistle to the Hebrews

It can be seen more clearly from the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the divine nature
and the human are different one from another according to their operations, but are
united"' in the person'*” and indicate the one Son. This teaching is contained already
in the proem of the letter, isn’t it? For the divine Paul says:153 ‘Who is the brightness
of His glory, and the express image of His person, upholding all things by the word
of His power.”">* Paul also describes Him as timeless and [existent] before ages,
(because, he says, even the ages were created by Him), by adding: ‘He sat down at
the right hand of the Majesty on high, thus becoming so much better than the angels,
as he had by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than they.”'> ‘Became’ is
contrary to ‘is’, because who is the brightness of the glory and the express image of
[God’s] Person, did not become better than the angels, but is better than them, far
more than that: [He is] their Creator and Master also. But if ‘is’ is opposite to
‘became’, then under the former we understand the eternal One, and under the latter
that which was assumed from us and became superior to the angels by its union with
the One, who assumed it. Again, a little later, he says to the Son: ‘Your throne, o
God, is for ever and ever: a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom.
You loved righteousness, and hated lawlessness; therefore God, thy God, has
anointed you with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.’'*® But how can God,

1T Colossians 2:9.

"% Luke 2:40.

' Luke 2:52.

'%% 1 have translated this title as it appears in Severus: ‘Demonstrating the distinction of natures and
the unity of the person’ (TPOCOTOL EVWOGEWG).

B! guvnupévac,

POCWTOV.

'>* There was a long dispute in the early church already concerning the authorship of the Epistle to the
Hebrews. Without providing a detailed list of all those who declared their opinion, I would only
mention, that practically all the teachers of Theodoret sustained that Paul was the author of the Epistle.
E.g. Clement of Alexandria said, that the letter was Paul’s, who had initially written it in Hebrew and
Luke provided its Greek translation. Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory of Nyssa and also John
Chrysostom ascribed it to Paul. Moreover, from Theodoret’s point of view it was crucial that the
Antiochene Council held in 268 also supported Paul’s authorship. Therefore he agrees here not only to
a considerably general opinion of the time, but represents his own theological heritage also.

"> Hebrews 1:3.

' Hebrews 1:3-4.

1% Hebrews 1:8-9.
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denominated with the article [i.e. ‘the God’], whose throne stands forever and ever,
be anointed by God? How could He receive kingdom by election,”’ when He
[already] owns the kingdom by nature? Because he says, “Your throne, oh God, is for
ever and ever’. Being king is of course contrary to being anointed as king because of
loving righteousness and hating lawlessness. For such kingship is the reward of
[hard] labour. So then again we will understand, that whose throne is for ever and
ever is God, the eternal One, whereas the latter being later anointed for his hatred
towards sin and his love for righteousness is that which was assumed from us, which
is of David and of Abraham, which has fellows and exceeds them by anointment,
possessing in itself'>® all the gifts of the most Holy Spirit. Hence, let us worship the
one Son in both natures.'>’

Again the blessed Paul invokes David to testify saying: ‘Oh Lord, what is man, that
You are mindful of him? Or the son of man, that You watch over him? You made
him a little lower than the angels; You crowned him with glory and honour.’'® He
adds: ‘But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering
of death, crowned with glory and honour; that He by the grace of God should taste
death for all.'"®" This [verse] demonstrates best of all the perfection of the assumed
man. For he says: “What is man that You are mindful of him?” He does not say 'what
is flesh that You are mindful of it’' or 'what is the body that You are mindful of it', but
rather 'what is man', including similarly the entire nature also.'®> On one hand he
names the indwelling God-Word Lord, who, remembering His own image
manifested ineffable philanthropy; on the other hand, he names the temple assumed
from us ‘man’, which He visited by His arrival,'®® conjoined it with Himself and by
the union He accomplished [the work of] salvation. While explaining this, [Paul]
says: ‘But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering
of death’. Not the immortal God-Word died, but the mortal nature. That is why He
was made just a little lower than the angels, because those are immortal, but this one
[i.e. the human nature] is mortal. For the God-Word is not lower than the angels, but
the Master of angels: ‘For in Him were all things created, either visible or invisible,
whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers, or angels or
forces: all were created by Him and for Him.’'®* And much later on he says: ‘Who in
the days of His flesh offered up prayers and supplications with strong crying and
tears unto Him who was able to save him from death, and was heard for his godly
fear. Although He was a Son, He learned the obedience from what He suffered, and

157 yg1potovnTAy.

¥ Following the rationale of the preceding sentences I translated &v £avt@ with 'in itself’.
v Ekatépa & guoEl.

' Hebrews 2:6-7.

"I Or for every one — Hebrews 2:9.

192 The fragment in italics is not present in Vat. 841, being preserved only by Severus' Liber contra
impium Grammaticum. See Lebon's edition in CSCO, Scriptores Syri, Series Quarta, V, 67 (Syriac)
and V, 47 (Latin). Lebon's Latin translation of the Syriac original is the following: "Non dixit "quod
est caro, quod memor es eius", aut "quid corpus, quod memor es eius".'

19 napovoia.

1% Colossians 1:16.
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being made perfect He became the source of eternal salvation for all those who obey
s 165

Him’.
Who was it then who prayed, offering up pleas and supplications with strong crying
and tears? Who lived in reverence [in order] to persuade by this the One he
implored? Who learned the obedience from what he suffered, accepting the trial as
teacher, and not having known this [i.e. obedience] before the testing? Who did
receive perfection gradually? Not the God-Word, the perfect, the One who had
known all [things] before their genesis, but [who] does not learn by experiencing;
who is venerated by all, but adulates none; who wipes all tears away from every face,
but is not constrained by suffering to weep. Who is impassible and immortal, yet has
no fear of death, and does not beseech with crying to be delivered from death. For
these are indeed the properties'® of the assumed humanity, which feared death and
persisted in praying, the indwelling Godhead making room for the fear in order that
through the sufferings the nature of that which was assumed might be displayed. And
again: ‘For verily He did not espouse angels, but He embraced the seed of Abraham.
Therefore He had to be made like [His] brethren in all respects, in order to gain
reconciliation for the sins of the people.’'®” Therefore inasmuch as He Himself
suffered being tempted, He is able to help those in temptation. And a bit later: ‘For
we have not a high priest unable to sympathise with our infirmities, but One who in
every respect has been tempted like [we are], yet without sin.’'®® Therefore the seed
of Abraham is different from the One who assumed it. The blessed Paul regarded'®’
the Saviour Christ as the seed of Abraham according to the flesh, for he says: ‘He did
not say: ‘and to your seeds’ as to many, but as to one: ‘and to your seed’, who is
Christ.”'”® Hence to be tempted like [us], but without sin, is not a property'’" of the
God-Word, but of the assumed seed.

23 [22]. That Jesus Christ is named both God-Word and man172

Thus the most divine Paul proclaims through the whole letter [to the Hebrews] the
properties of the natures' "> and the unity of the person.'” That is why he names Jesus
Christ both human and God: ‘For the Lord Jesus Christ is One, he says, through
whom all [things are].”'”® Again, writing to Timothy also, he says: ‘There is one
Mediator between God and humankind, the man Christ Jesus.’!’® Hence in the Letter
to the Hebrews itself: ‘Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever.’ T
wishing so, anybody can find numberless other testimonies in the Holy Scriptures

195 Hebrews 5:7-9.

1% {51,

" Hebrews 2:16-17.

18 Hebrews 4:15.

1% Or considered/knew — 018gv.
170 Galatians 3:16.

" {81ov.

12 The word Xpiotéc (present in Vat. 841) is omitted by Mai and PG.
' 1ag 1@V gvoewv 1816TNTOC
1" 100 mpoowmov v Eveoiy.
'3 1 Corinthians 8:6.

' 1 Timothy 2:5.

"7 Hebrews 13:8.
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proclaiming the perfect human being and refuting the folly of the heretics. But now
we do not have spare time available to enumerate these. Therefore, passing this work
onto the diligent ones, we proceed with the forthcoming argumentation.

24 [23]. On the ineffable birth from the Virgin

Thus the Creator, commiserating with His own striving image exposed to death, bent
down the heavens and descended, not [in the sense of] changing place or going
elsewhere, for He fills all things and is rather infinite and boundless, holding
everything in His hand as the prophet says: ‘Who had measured the waters with his
hand, and meted out heaven with the span, and the whole world with [his] palm?’”s
David says again: ‘For in his hands are the margins of the earth.”'” Yet God Himself
[says] through the prophet: “The heaven is my throne and the earth is the footstool of
my feet’'®". Therefore let us understand the descending [of God] as condescending:
so He had bent down the heavens, descended and chose the virgin womb of a holy
maiden nurtured in piety. He announced the birth by angelic voice, explaining
beforehand the mode of conception, thus dispelling the fear of the virgin. He moved
in and prepared Himself a temple, formed the intact and pure tent;'®' and because the
first [man]'®* served the sin, He arrived without a father, having only the earth as
[his] mother: “Yet God, he says, took the dust of the ground and formed the human
being’'®. This is why the blessed Paul also says: ‘The first man is of the earth,
earthy; the second man is the Lord from heaven’'®. That is why the Only-begotten
Word of God took the origin of His fashioning only from the Virgin, and in this
manner formed His untouched temple and uniting it with Himself, came forth of the
Virgin. He did not loosen the Virgin’s girdle by His conception, and did not break it
by His birth, but rather preserved it undefiled and unblemished, performing this great
and inexpressible miracle. It is truly great and incomprehensible,'® and surpasses the
power of reason: to see a bunch of grapes rising from the earth without a vine-twig;
wheat growing without seed; a garment being woven without thread and weaving
hands. Bread is baked'®®, yet not by milling, handwork and fire, but unspeakably
made of virginal flour and covers the world. Yet above all these: a Virgin breastfeeds
her own infant, offering him the fountainhead of milk; and she becomes mother

'"8 Isaiah 40:12 — quoted according to the LXX.

'7 Psalm 94:4 in the LXX, respectively Psalm 95:4 in King James’ Version.

'*" [saiah 66:1.

1 v donaprov, kai Gvipotov oknviiv dramhdrtet — the ‘unploughed’ human nature of the
incarnate Lord. These images taken from the agricultural sphere receive a very interesting
connotation, when Theodoret speaks about the formation of the first human being out of the dust of
the earth. The idea that the tent or the temple of the God-Word is ‘unploughed’ therefore means, that
this temple is truly chaste and pure, as God Himself originally formed it. It was by no means altered
by any human ‘plough’ such as e.g. original sin (see Chapter 14 of this treatise).

182 Garnier's Auctarium contains the word avlpwnog also (PG 84, 65A).

'8 Genesis 2:7.

'8¢ 1 Corinthians 15:47.

' Vat. 841 reads: Gvepunvevtov (‘inexplicable' — see PG 75, 1461A); Nicetas had: dxatdAnmntov
(incomprehensible' — see PG 84, 68A), which may be the more befitting version.

1% Smuiovpyndévra.



Appendix 3: Theodoret of Cyrus: On the Inhumanation of the Lord 332

whilst cautiously preserving her virginity,'®’ becomes mother who did not take the
law of marriage on herself; becomes mother who does not know how to become a
mother; becomes mother who did not become a wife first. Yet she shows in her
virginity the growth of her womb'*® and carries its fruit around in her arms; fulfils
her maternal duties whilst preserving her virginity. And on one hand the mother is
called virgin, on the other hand the virgin is labelled mother,"®® because she conjoins
both the opposite names as well as things.

25 [24]. Brief enumeration of Christ’s activity after His birth

Thus was the Master Christ born, paradoxically of the holy Virgin'”® (for after the
birth it would not be correct to call Him only God-Word or man stripped of
Godhead, but Christ, which indicates both the assuming and the assumed natures).
He received our passions fully, except sin: He was swathed [in swaddling clothes]
just like the babies; fed with milk and nursed; carried in the arm and seated on the
lap. He was circumcised according to the law and was cleansed by purifying
sacrifices; [He Himself was purified, who is] the new and only sacrifice of the world,
the Lamb who takes away the sin of the world."”' He was worshipped by Simeon and
called Saviour and Master simultaneously; He fled Herod with [His] mother and
custodian, arrived in Egypt and returned again, feared Archelaus,'” went to
Nazareth, grew in stature and in wisdom. He was obedient to [His] parents, deeming
worthy for full deference not only His mother but her former betrothed also, who
later became [His] protector and custodian. He celebrated the feasts of the law, went
to the temple regulariy,m‘ put to shame the obtuseness of the Jews, and did this at a
time being only twelve years after birth. He was sought by acquaintance:s,'94 lost and
reprehended by His mother; defended [Himself], but somehow slowly revealed [His!
divinity. ‘Didn’t you know, He said, that I must be in my Father’s own [affairs]?*"*

Thus He showed that He is not only the visible [thing], but also God hidden in the
visible [thing],'”® timeless and eternal,'”’ who came forth from the Father. (Hence,
about His Divine-human life we are taught again from the Gospel.)'”® Yet to speak

"*’ The text in italics was preserved only by Nicetas: kai untépo yEVOopévnv mMeQUAGYHEVNG THG

napBeviag (PG 84, 68A).

' 1ov dykov Tiig yaoTpds.

"% Vat. 841: kat napBévov puntépa kahovpévnv (PG 75, 1461B). Nicetas had: kol nap8évov
pév v pntépa kahovpévny, untépa 8¢ v napldévov mpocayopevopévny (PG 84, 68B).
' The text in italics was preserved only by Nicetas: tex8eig mapaddtwg &k tig dylag
[TapBevou (PG 84, 72C).

! John 1:29.

"2 Vat. 841 reads: dywvid, whilst Nicetas' Catena seems to have preserved the correct form, linking
it with Matthew 2:22. See PG 84, 72D: dyovid tov * Apyélaov.

' 16 lep® mpooedpevet.

' Mai points out that according to Luke 2:44 Jesus was sought among His parents’ kinsfolk and
acquaintance and not 4y them. See PG 75, 1461-1462.

' Luke 2:49.

1% 10 Spduevov.

7 Snépypovog kol mpoatdVLOE.

' The text in italics was preserved in Nicetas: Ta 8 £&fic thig Bsavdpikiic adtod moAiteiog
naAwv &k tov Edayyediov padnoopeda (PG 84, 73A). The sentence is at the end of a passage
quoted from this chapter, so it might easily be a remark of the redactor, meant to summarise the
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briefly: He went to John the Baptist, persuaded the re!uctant [John] to baptise Him,

prefiguring our baptism in the Jordan. He fulfilled the law'®® and opened the gate of
grace, being announced by the Father from the heavens, and was attested by the
presence of the [Holy] Splrlt then led up by the Spirit into the wilderness like into a
suitable wrestling school.”®® He fasts, but not exceeding the measure of nature: He
desires food, but dominates the hunger, does not serve the lusts. By fasting He
challenges the opponent to battle, but defeats him with human wisdom and not with
divine power;*®' He fights, overcomes and wins, chases out [the devil], destroys [his]
tyranny, shows [his] weakness, declares [his] defeat. For He says: ‘be of good cheer;
I have overcome the world.”** He directs everybody towards virtue, gives the law of
divine teaching, giving the new covenant promised through the prophet, promises the
kingdom of heaven and threatens the reckless with the flame of hell 2

26 [25]. Concise exposition of the Master's miracles

[He] confirms [His] words by the great miracle work, giving for the wedding a wine
that was not [a result of] viticulture,”® making wine out of water without vine-
branches, offering the guests at the wedding a wine, which was not [squeezed out of]
a bunch of grapes. He changed the nature of water into wine without the intervention
of grapevine, thus extracting the juice of the earth. He honoured the wedding not
only by His presence, but also with the work of miracle. Since He came forth of a
virgin womb and extolled virginity with his way of living® and with His words,
honouring celibacy with His works and sermons: in order to [prevent] anyone
considering matrimony as intemperance and categorise marriage as unlawful, He
honoured the wedding with His presence and augmented its esteem with the
preciousness of [His] gift. He removed the distress of the bridegroom, surprised the
guests206 with the good odour of the new beverage,””’ revealing Himself by the gift.
Thus being untouched [Himself], He furnished untouched wine.””® Then He healed
the ill, removed the sicknesses by His word, relieved the pain of the suffering by His
command, delivered those possessed by demons from madness, shows the raving
restored, healed the cripple, put the lame on feet again. He showed the sun to those
deprived of seeing, opened the gates of their bodies through which the vision of the
soul disperses upon the outside [realities]. He does this sometimes by [His] mere
words, then cures blindness with clay, with the foe of the blind, turning the enemy

remaining part of the chapter. The likelihood of this explanation is underlined by the term
Geavdpikrig, which appears neither in the treatise, nor — at least to my knowledge — in the rest of the
extant works of the Bishop of Cyrus.
7 818wot 1hog 1§ VOUW.
“ radatiotpa.
" avBpwnivy prhocopiq, GAL’ odk EEovsia BedtnTog.
202 ™ John 16:33.
rng ysswqg ™mv eAoya.
204 owov ayampmtov
* Roknot (dokéw).
sl tof)g GUUTOTOG.
*7 rpdypo.
% Theodoret uses the same agricultural expression dyewpyntog (untouched, ‘unworked’) both for
Christ as coming from an untouched virgin womb, and for the wine that was made without the natural
process of fermentation, without the interference of grape. See Guinot, 'Les lectures patristiques’.
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[of the eyes] into medicine and using” the harmful as protective. He gave back to
the so-called organs of hearing their original ability they had been deprived of. He
fed many thousands in the desert with a few loaves, putting the five loaves like seeds
into the hands [of the apostles], bringing the blessing of His tongue [upon them] like
a cloud, thus transforming the hands of the apostles into a plentiful crop and a full
granary. A granary, which does need neither a winnowing-shovel nor assorting, nor a
mill, a kneading-trough, fires and oven, but the loaves themselves arise and stream
out [of it]. To continue briefly: He stanched the [woman’s] flow of blood,”'° allowing
her intentionally to [quasi] steal the cure [from Him]. He gave back the still
immature girl robbed away by death and mourned by her relatives to her parents. He
brought back to life another, a young man being carried out for burial, thus changing
the mourning into joy, transforming the funeral lament into wedding song. He lead
out of the tomb after four days the already decomposing cadaver, and commanded
the one who was bound to walk. Death drew back immediately and the dead [man]
ran released from putrefaction, set free from the fetor of decay, escaping from the
gates of death. He was not hindered in running by the bandages, and although the
veil on his face obstructed his sight, he hurried unimpeded to the One who called
[him], recognising the Master’s voice.

27 [26). That [Jesus Christ] voluntarily accepted the sufferings of salvation

By these and other miracles [Jesus] gave weight to [His] promises and trained the
chorus of the apostles for virtue, willingly proceeding towards the predicted®'
sufferings. He forecast these several times for the disciples, and even rebuked Peter
for not receiving with delight®'? the good news of the sufferings,”'> and explained
that through these the salvation of the world will be effected. That is why pointing on
Himself, He said to those who came [to arrest Him]: ‘I am the one you are looking
for.”*'* He did not respond when having been accused, and being able to hide, He did
not go on to do it, although He evaded often before when He wanted. He rather
mourned Jerusalem, which caused [its own] destruction by its unbelief, and
sentenced the total devastation of the one-time famous temple. He endured to be
smitten on the cheek, to be struck by a slave enduring a twofold slavery,”'® [He
allowed] to be spat upon, vituperated, tortured, scourged and finally crucified. He
accepted the robbers on both sides as fellows in bearing the punishment, thus to be
numbered with murderers and malefactors,?'® to be offered vinegar and bile from the
evil vine-stock, to be crowned with thorns instead of vine-shoots and grape-bunches.
[He enduredl to be mocked with a scarlet [robe], smote with reed, pierced in the side
with a spear,”'” and in the end to be put in the tomb.

*¥ gixvoot — He shows/proves or even changes the harmful to be protective.

1% See Luke 8:42-48.
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214 gee John 18:6.

!5 The servant of the high priest in John's gospel — slave of the priest and of the devil.
*19 See Isaiah 53:12.

?!" See John 19:34.
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28 [27]. What was the cause of the Master’s suffering

By enduring these, He achieved our salvation. Because the servants of sin were liable
to the punishment of sin, therefore He, who was immune from [any] sin and pursued
righteousness in all respects, accepted the punishment of the sinners. By the cross He
repealed the sentence of the ancient curse (for [Paul] says: ‘Christ had redeemed us
from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us: for it is written, ‘Cursed is
every one that hangs on a tree’’?'®). By the thorns He brought an end to the
punishments of Adam (because after the sin”"? it was heard: ‘Cursed is the earth in
your works, thorns and thistles shall it bring forth to you’zzo). With the bile He took
onto Himself the bitterness and toil of the mortal and passible human life, whereas by
the vinegar He accepted the changing of humankind to the worse while endowing the
way of returning to the better. He signified [His] kingship by the scarlet and by the
reed He alluded to the weakness and frailty of the devil’s power. By the slaps [on His
face] He proclaimed our deliverance, enduring our injuries, chastisements and
lashings. His side was pierced like Adam’s, yet showing not the woman coming forth
from there, who by deceit begot death, but the fountainhead of life, which by [its]
double stream vivifies the world. One of these renews us in the bath and clothes [us]
with the garment of immortality, the other nourishes the (re)born at the divine table,
as the milk nurtures the infants.

29 [28]. That by the sufferings of Christ our salvation was accomplished

So the suffering of our Saviour is medication. The prophet also teaches this, when
exclaiming: ‘He carried our sins, and suffered for us: yet we did esteem Him being in
pain, smitten and afflicted. But He was wounded for our sins and bruised for our
iniquities®': the chastisement of our peace [was] upon Him, and with His wounds we
are healed. All we like sheep have gone astray, therefore He was brought as a sheep
to the slaughter, and was mute as a lamb before its shearer.”” As the shepherd,
when seeing [His] sheep dispersed chooses one of them and brings it to the pasture
he prefers, by that one attracting the rest towards himself; in the same fashion the
God-Word when He saw that humankind had gone astray, He assumed the form of
the servant, conjoined it with Himself**> and by that [form] He turned back towards
Himself the entire nature of humankind,?* leading the degraded and by wolves
threatened [flock] onto the divine meadow. That is why our Saviour took on our
nature. That is why the Master Christ embraced the sufferings of salvation, was
handed over to death and put in the tomb. Thus He removed that ancient and long-

?!8 See Galatians 3:13 and Deuteronomy 21:23.

29 ugta yop v duaptiav — Instead of Guaptiov, Vat. 841 contains Tipwpiav. See PG 77,
1468.

20 See Genesis 3:17-18 — quoted according to the LXX.

1514 tag dvoptoag Mu@v — for our lawlessness.

22 gee Isaiah 53:4-7 — mainly according to the LXX.

* 100 SovAov AaBmV TV HOPENY, Kal TOVTNY CUVAYOS EQVTE.

2 Enéotpeye mdcav TV 1@V avlpdnov eboly — He turned back (also in the sense of the
Hebrew 21%) the entire nature/race/species of humankind. Another possible interpretation this
statement is: ‘He turned back/renewed the entire human nature’ (i.e. the nature that is commonly
shared by all human beings and which is contaminated by the original sin). This second interpretation
is somewhat supported also by the following sentence of the text.
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lasting tyranny and promised incorruptibility to those being in the fetters of
corruption. By rebuilding and resurrecting the destroyed temple He presented for
both the dead and for those awaiting His resurrection true and secure promises. He
says [to us]: ‘in this way, the nature assumed from you has obtained the resurrection
by the indwelling of and union with the Godhead, having put off the corruptible
together with the passions, entered into incorruptibility and immortality. In the same
way you also shall be released from the burden of the slavery of death, and having
cast off corruption together with the passions, [you shall]**> put on impassibility.’**°
Therefore He sent out the gift of baptism to all humankind through the apostles. He
said: ‘go therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptising them into the name of
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.’*’ Baptism is the sketch and
model*®® of the Master’s death. Paul says: ‘For if we have been united®” in the
likeness of His Son’s death, we shall be also [united in the likeness] of His
resurrection’**".

30 [29]. Demonstration of the perfect human nature from the writings of the Apostle

Thus was the Lord Christ born, thus was He nurtured, worked miracles, suffered for
these [reasons], was crucified, died, sent out His holy disciples as messengers to all
humankind and was taken up into heaven. The Apostle teaches us these [things]
concisely in what he wrote to Timothy, saying: ‘Undoubtedly great is the mystery of
godliness: God was manifested in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen by angels,
preached unto the Gentiles, believed on in the world, taken up in glory’.”' He
connected [His] appearance to the flesh, whereas — according to the folly of the
heretics — [He connected His appearance] to His justification, being justified by the
co-operation®? of the Spirit. Is, then, the justifying Spirit greater than the justified
Son? By no means! For our [nature] was justified by God, who manifested [Himself]
in it and who was inseparably joined with it,>? instructed it in the highest virtue, and
kept it from tasting the arrows of sin, intact”* and superior to the deceit of the devil.
Although allowing [the manhood] to taste death for a short while, He immediately
delivered it from its tyranny and imparting His own life to it, took it up into heaven.
He seated it at the right hand side of the majesty”>> and gave it a name above every
name, having given it His own dignity, taking the appellation of [the human] nature.

*25 This should be &v8Voacde (Aor. Imperat.) instead of Fut. Ind.
¢ gnadeia.

27 Matthew 28:19.
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24 quomtog — the human nature of Christ is ‘uninitiated’ into the ‘mysteries’ of the devil, thus, kept
from all evil.

5 See also Chapters 17 and 21.
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31. The eternal Word of God was pleased to be called Son of Man**°

For He says, ‘no one has ascended into heaven, but he who descended from heaven,
the Son of man, who is in heaven’*’. Not that which was of the seed of David**
descended from heaven, but the Maker [of all], the timeless Word of God, who is
existent before the ages. Because of the union with the human [nature]**® He takes on
the name of the Son of Man. Elsewhere [John] names Him again so: ‘If you will see
the Son of Man ascending where He was before, "’ [this being] not the form of the
servant, but the form of God. He says again: ‘because He is the Son of Man, do not
marvel at this: for the hour is coming, in which [all] who are in the tombs will hear
His voice and come forth. Those who have done good, to the resurrection of life, and
those who have done evil, to the resurrection of judgement.’”*' This is not the
attribute’*? of the mere humanity, but of the inworking Godhead”** and therefore also
of the visible humanity because of its conjunction and union with the Godhead.

32 [30]. The form of the servant can similarly be named ‘Son’ because of the
conjunction

Thus the God-Word appropriates the wretchedness of the form of the servant and
[although] being God, He wants to be called man. And as He shared®* in the
humility of the man, in the same fashion He confers on him exaltation. For the infant
of the Virgin is called Emmanuel; the one swathed in swaddling clothes, sucking the
breast and being nurtured with milk is called Angel of great counsel, marvellous
counsellor, mighty God, ruler, prince of peace, Father of the coming age,”* Son of
the Highest, Saviour, Lord and Creator of all.>* For he says, ‘One Lord Jesus Christ,
through whom all [things arel’m. Truly the names ‘Jesus’ and ‘Christ’ are
significant of the dispensation.”*® And the dispensation happened neither before the
creation, nor immediately after the creation, but in the last days. Therefore the name
‘Christ’ indicates not only the assumed, but also the assuming Word together with

¢ This sentence — according to my opinion — must have been another title of a new chapter. As
Joseph Lebon pointed out, Severus had quoted a text from Chapter 32, whilst considering it as being
from Chapter 34. Thus, the copying error mentioned by Schwartz regarding Chapter 15, must have
happened once again before Chapter 32. The main reasons I believe this is the title we are talking
about are: 1. The 3 quotation of Marius Mercator finishes exactly before this fragment, although in
Migne’s edition there is not the end of the sentence. 2. The next title (of Chapter 30) seems to have a
logical connection with this one: the two chapters are balancing each other. The first speaks of the
Word being called the Son of Man, the second deals with the form of the servant named Son. See my
aforementioned article 'An unnoticed title'.

27 See John 3:13 and Ephesians 4:10.
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the assumed (for it is significant for both God and the man®*®). Paul attributes the

creation and arrangement of all to the visible also, because of the union with that
which was hidden. That is why elsewhere he calls the Christ God above all also,
saying: ‘and of them,” according to the flesh, is Christ, who is God above all.”*'
Not because the descendant of David is God by himself and God above all, but
because he was the temple of the God who is over all, having the divinity united and
conjoined with himself.

33 [31]. That there are two natures, but one person of Christ252

That is why “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever’.”>® For we
neither divide the dispensation into two persons,”* nor do we preach or teach®’ two
sons instead of the Only-begotten, but we have been taught>® and teach that there are
two natures. Because different is the Godhead and different is the manhood.
Different is the existing, and different that which came into existence. The form of
God is different from the form of man; the assuming is different from the assumed;
the destroyed temple is different from the God who raised it up.

34 [32]. Pious [teaching] is to speak not about mixture,25” but about unity in Christ

Therefore we neither confound®?® the natures, nor teach a mixture®’® of Creator and
creature, nor do we introduce the [concept of] confusion’® by means of the word
'mixture’, but we both recognise the nature of the God-Word and acknowledge the
essence of the form of the servant; nevertheless, we worship both natures?®! as one
Son. For the one conjoined®®* with the other is named Christ, whereas the bare form
of the servant stripped of the Godhead was never called so by the teachers of piety.
Those who speak about mixture, together with mixture introduce confusion, and with
confusion change®® becomes involved. Once change has appeared, neither God
would remain in His own nature, nor [the] man in his own. For that necessitates each

% Here again the manhood is called ‘man’ but only after the union with the Logos, who is the person
from among the two components. The ‘man” here is again referred to in the scriptural sense, as it
results from the consequent biblical quotations.
20| e. the patriarchs.
! Romans 9:5.
2 811 80 pEv eloi gvoetg &v 8¢ 10 Tpdownov 100 XpLoTod.
i:: Hebrews 13:8. See also Chapter 22.
NPOCWTCL.
5 knpvtropév e kai Soypatifopev.
¢ uepadnkapey.
257 kpaoig. Theodoret refuses all the expressions later condemned by Chalcedon: kpdoig (mixture),
ovyxvotg (confusion), and tponn (change).
GUYXEOUEV.
% kpaotc,
20 goyyvote.
2! gkatépay 3& pvoLy.
2 According to the Syriac text of Severus' Contra Grammaticum, the expression cvvop®év should
be inserted after Batepov yap Satépw. I am indebted to Dr. Paul Parvis for this correction based on
CSCO, Scr. Syri, Series Quarta, V, 257, line 19. Lebon's Latin translation of the fragment is the
f(s)gllowing: ‘altera namque alteri coniuncta, Christus nominatur' (my italics). See ibid, 181, lines 6-7.
Tponn.
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[of them] leaving the limits of the[ir] essence,”® and neither God would be
recognised as God, nor the man as man anymore. This cannot be accepted even for
the structure of the human being by an accurate thinker. For we do not say that the
soul is mixed with the body, but rather that she is united and conjoined [with it],
dwells and works inside [it].”*® Nobody would say that the soul is mortal or the body
immortal without being entirely in foolish error. So while we distinguish each
[nature], we acknowledge one living being composed®® out of these. We name each
nature with different names, [one is] the soul, [the other] the body, however, the
living being composed out of both we give a different name, for we call that human.
Perceiving this as an image of the dispensation,”® let us avoid that blasphemy”®®, and
abandoning the mixture, let us apply consistently the terms of union, of
conjunction®®” and of togf:thernes5,2?0 teaching a distinction of nature, and the unity
of the person. Thus we refute the blasphemy of Arius and Eunomius, applying on
one hand the humbly uttered and performed [words and deeds] by the Saviour Christ
to the form of the servant, whereas the sublime, God-worthy and great ones we
attribute to the sublime and great divinity, which surpasses every mind.*”’

35 [33]. That the assumption of our nature into heaven granted us the gifts of the Spirit

It is time to pass over to the next [subject]. After being taken up into heaven and
proffering Himself to the Father as the guarantor of the peace of humankind, the
Master Christ sends to humankind the grace of the Spirit as a pledge of the promised
goods, as a master, a trainer and champion of the pious. [The Spirit is] like a vigilant
protector of the believers, an unquenched and never setting light of those going
forward, a healer of psychic wounds, a doctor of the injuries caused by sin, a leader
who teaches [how] to fight courageously against the devil. [The Spirit] gives wings
to those falling to the ground, educates the earthly for the life in heaven,” to disdain
flesh and take care of the soul, to despise the present and long after the coming
things,?” to regard those [things] they are waiting for through faith, to consider none
of the [things] in [this] life illustrious, to laugh at fame, to look down on the flood of
riches, to see bodily beauty as fading flower. Not to grieve [because of being] poor,
not to suffer [when they are] ill, to rejoice when being wronged, to be happy when
despoiled, to endure the hardships bravely, to pray for their persecutors and bless
those who curse them, and simply to follow close after wisdom.?”* The grace of the
Spirit taught these [things], and thus instructed the earth and sea, this is the wisdom

% dvdykn yap Exotiival Tdv Thg odotlag Gpev EKATEPOV.

5 Or we do not speak about the soul mixing (kexpaoGav) with the body, but rather about union
(AvooBat), conjoining (cuvijeBar), dwelling (oikelv) and inworking (Evepysiv).
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of the barbarians also, since the arrival of their Saviour, this [is the wisdom] of the
inhabitants of the mainland, of the soldiers and of those who live at the edges of the
world.

36 [34]. Turning towards thanksgiving and turning away from excessive [curiosity]?’S

Therefore let us praise’’® the donor of the innumerable goods, who led back our
nature from the extreme of absurdity into its initial [state], who became poor for our
sake, so that we might become rich by His poverty.””” Together with Him [let us
praise] His true Father, who so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son
for it, that whoever believes in Him should not perish but have eternal life.”’® And
together with the Father and the Son [let us praise] the Holy Spirit, in whom being
baptised we receive the pledge of the gift; through whom our souls will be
enlightened, through whom we are taught about the dispensation, through whom we
are instructed in theology,””” through whom we are delivered from absurdity,”*
through whom we have been released from straying and have Jaerceived the truth. We
should also cease to meddle with the nature of the Unborn,”*' whether is He good
and just, and whether could someone exist who is unborn and uncreated. Let us cease
to interfere with the birth of the Only-Begotten, with the pursuit of [its] fashion, with
judging over the unborn and born, with measuring the immeasurable. Let us give up
investigating erroneously the procession of the Holy Spirit and trying to find out
[something], which is known to the Father, to the Son and to the Spirit only. Let us
remain within the limits we inherited, not modifying the boundaries fixed by our
Fathers. Let us be content with the teaching provided by the Spirit. We should not
want to surpass the knowledge? of Paul, who said that both his knowledge and
prophecy were imperfect and he saw the truth in a mirror dimly. Let us wait for the
enjoyment of the blessings hoped for. Then we shall be taught [to perceive]
perfection, when we shall not be harmed by imposture, nor have fallen into boasting,
but we shall live free from passions.”® Therefore at present let us remain within the
teaching of the Fathers, in order that by seeking for more we do not fall [even] from
the less, as our forefather Adam had suffered: he desired to become God and lost
even to be the image of God.

37 [35]. That it is appropriate to speak [of Virgin Mary as] God-bearer and man-bearer

Therefore concerning the theology®®* nobody should be afflicted by unbelief, nobody
should be lame [in faith] about the dispensation, but should confess the Christ born

*"5 Here | tried to render somehow the wordplay of rpotpon? and drotpon.
276 Gvopvnowpev — let us praise in song.

277 See 2 Corinthians 8:9.
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4 As far as | understand, this chapter is meant to be the epilogue of both works, therefore the two
terms Geoloyia and oikovopia represent the two treatises.
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of Mary as God and man, perfect”® in both respects. That is why the hol’)f Virgin is
named both God-bearer and man-bearer™® by the teachers of piety,28 the latter
because she bore [someone] similar to her by nature, the former, inasmuch as the
form of the servant has the form of God united [to it].

Thus let us praise through [the discussion of] theology and dispensation the One,
[who] made known to us the hidden mystery. Let us prepare ourselves [to be]
temples of God by the purity of [our] life, accepting Him to dwell within [ourselves].
Thus, being illuminated by His rays, let us walk around”®® as in the day, awaiting the
blessed hope and appearing of the glory of our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ,?*
with whom to the Father together with the Holy Spirit [there shall be] glory and
might forever and ever. Amen.

*%5 Mai and PG omit here the word téAetov, which in Vat. 841 comes after ka8’ Ekdtepov.
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