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ABSTRACT 


This  study  examines -  in  its  immediate  and  larger  context  -  the  exposition  of  the 
 christological  doctrine  in  the  fifth  and sixth  centuries,  and  in  particular,  how  Justinian 
 and the Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  (553)  interpreted  the Chalcedonian  Definition  through 
 the condemnation  of the Three Chapters, namely  1) the person and writings  of  Theodore 
 of  Mopsuestia,  2)  the  writings  of  Theodoret  of  Cyrus  against  Cyril  of  Alexandria  and 
 the  Council  of  Ephesus,  and  3)  the  Letter  of  Ibas  of  Edessa  to  Maris.  All  three 
 theologians  belonged  more  or  less  to  what  is  conveniently  called  `the  Antiochene 


school'  of  thought  and  were  in  one  way  or  another  associated with  the  doctrine  of 
 Nestorius. 



In  tackling  the  heretical (Monophysite) teaching of  Eutyches, the  Council  of  Chalcedon proclaimed the christological doctrine in  dyophysite terms: Christ  is  one  hypostasis or prosopon in two natures. By it, Chalcedon meant to safeguard the oneness  of  the subject in  Christ  and its  identification  with  that of  the Logos as well  as the 



`difference' of the two natures in him. However, the terms it used (hypostasis, prosopon,  nature) were not clearly defined. Thus the Definition was open to misinterpretation from  two points of view. 


Firstly,  the  `strict  Cyrillians'  or  `Monophysites',  with  their  Alexandrian 
 background,  regarded the Chalcedonian Definition  with  its `in two  natures'  doctrine  as a 


vindication  of Nestorius.  For  them, to  say `in  two  natures'  was to  say `two  Christs'  and 


`two  Sons'.  They  contended that  the  only  way  to  safeguard Christ's  oneness without 
 abolishing  the  `difference'  of  his natures was to  confess Cyril's  `one incarnate nature of 
 the God Logos'. 



Secondly, a group of Christians with Antiochene background, concerned primarily 


about  preserving  the  distinction  of  the  two  natures  in  Christ  and  the  impassibility  of 
 God, refused to identify  Chalcedon's  one hypostasis with  that of the eternal Logos. 


As  a  reaction  to  both  interpretations  of  Chalcedon,  a  number  of  Cyrillian 
 Chalcedonians  or  `neo-Chalcedonians'  undertook  to  show  that,  although  they  used 
 different  language,  Chalcedon  and  Cyril  were  in  essential agreement. In  other  words, 
 they  both  taught  that  Christ  is the  same hypostasis or  prosopon  as the  God-Logos  who 
 really  became man by  assuming perfect human nature. To these Cyrillian  Chalcedonians 
 belong  Justinian  and the fathers of the fifth  ecumenical council. 



Justinian and fifth  council condemned the Three Chapters and in them the `strict 

Antiochene' interpretation of Chalcedon. The condemnation of the Three Chapters was 
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correct given the material that was examined. `At  the same time  they condemned the  Eutychian  interpretation of  Cyril:  Cyril's  `one physis'  formula  meant the  same as 



Chalcedon's `one hypostasis-two physes' formula. They re-affirmed the Chalcedonian  Definition,  but  decreed that the `two natures' should be understood in  the sense that 



Christ is composed of two different elements-not  in the sense that in him there are two  subjects of  attribution.  Cyril's  `theopaschism' far  from  introducing  `change'  and 



`passibility'  in  the Divine  nature, was meant to  stress that Christ was the God-Logos  himself. 


The  question  that  remained after  Chalcedon was not  only  whether  the hypostasis 
 of  Christ  was that  of  the Logos,  but  also how  the two  perfect  natures were  united  in  the 
 one  hypostasis  of  Christ.  The  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  contributed  decisively  to  the 
 solution  of  this  problem.  They  distinguished  between  physic  or  nature  and hypostasis. 


Physis  was identified  with  ousia and hypostasis with  prosopon.  So two  physes did  not 
 necessarily  mean  two  hypostases.  They  professed  the  formula  `union  according  to 
 hypostasis  or  synthesis'.  By  this,  they  meant that  the human  nature, did  not  subsist by 
 itself,  but  in  the  hypostasis  of  the  Logos.  So the  one hypostasis  and prosopon  of  the 
 Logos  became  the  hypostasis  and  the  prosopon  of  both  the  divine  and  the  human 
 natures. Thus both  the oneness of  the person of  Christ  and the duality  of  his- natures are 
 preserved. 



Justinian and the fifth  council  intended primarily  to  clarify  Chalcedon against  misinterpretations. However, it  cannot be denied that they were concerned about the  Monophysite schism. By  showing the Monophysites that Chalcedon was at one with 



Cyril,  they  hoped  that  they  would  reconsider Chalcedon. They  did  so  without  compromising the Chalcedonian doctrine. 


The  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  was  not  a political  manoeuvre  masterminded  by 
 Justinian  as part  of  his  plan  to  win  over  the  Monophysites.  Justinian  and  the  fifth 


council  produced  a christology  which  lifted  ambiguity  in  the theological  stage between 
 451  and 553. It  preserved the tenets of  the christology  of  Ephesus, Cyril  and Chalcedon 


and  integrated  them  in  a  definition  which  should  satisfy  the  sensitivities  of  both  the 
orthodox  Alexandrian  and the orthodox  Antiochene  traditions. 
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INTRODUCTION 



This  study aims to  examine a highly  controversial phase in  the history  of  Christian  doctrine: the christological ideas' of  the emperor Justinian I  and the Definition  of  the  Fifth  Ecumenical Council (A. D. 553) which he convened and inspired. This resolution  is  the  conclusion of  a long process during which  the  Church, faced with  questions  regarding the  person -of  Jesus Christ, and the  how  of  his  incarnation, attempted to 



formulate  her  essential faith.  Amidst  various  social,  political  and  philosophical  movements that inevitably had a bearing on this process of  doctrinal formulation, the  Church fathers met in three councils between AD 431 and 553 and officially  formulated  their faith in Christ as the Son of God who for our salvation became man by assuming 



the  human  nature.  They  did  so  authoritatively  but  not  without  facing  much  misunderstanding  and often opposition. 


I.  A  HISTORICAL  OUTLINE 


The  christological  problem  did  not directly  occupy  the mind  of  the Church  up to the 4"' 
 century.  The  priority  in  the  first  three centuries  was the  establishment  of  the  trinitarian 


doctrine  and, in  particular,  the  confirmation  of  the  divinity  of  the  Logos  and the  holy 
 Spirit.  But  any  decision  on  these issues was bound  to  influence  christology.  Thus,  the 
 Council  of Nicaea (325) condemned Arianism,  which  taught that Christ's  humanity  was 
 imperfect,  and  included  in  its  Creed the  phrase `the  Logos  became flesh'.  Thereby  it 
 proclaimed  Christ's  real  incarnation  and  his  perfect  humanity.  By  the  Council  of 


Constantinople  (381)  the  christological  problem  proper  was  being  addressed, through 
 the  teaching  of  Apollinarius  (c.  360-c. 390).  In  his  attempt  to  safeguard the  oneness of 
 the  subject  in  Christ,  Apollinarius  was faced with  the philosophical  principle  that  `two 
 perfect  things  cannot  become  one'.  His  solution  was  to  deny  the  completeness  of 


Christ's  humanity.  Christ  consisted of  a body  in  which  the human  soul was replaced by 
 the Logos. '  The condemnation  of  Apollinarius  was a reiteration  of  the faith  of Nicaea  in 
 the co-existence  of  perfect  humanity  as well  as perfect  divinity  in  Christ.  Yet,  since the 


Council  of  Constantinople  was not primarily  concerned with  this  issue it  did  not  expand 
 on the matter:  if  in  Christ  there were two  perfect  elements, divine  and human, how  were 
 they  united  to  form  one perfect  subject? Obviously,  Apollinarius'  challenge  had opened 
 the debate which  was to last for  more than two  centuries. 


The  works  of  Apollinarius  in  H.  Lietzmann,  Apollinarius  von  Laodicea  und  seine  Schule  (Tübingen: 


1904). 
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The  problem was viewed from  mainly  two  angles corresponding to  the basic  schools of Christian thought of the time:  1) the Antiochene, represented  by writers like  Eustathius of  Antioch  (d.  c.  337), Diodore  of  Tarsus (d.  c.  390)  and Theodore of  Mopsuestia (350-428), and 2) the Alexandrian with  Athanasius (c. 296-373) and Cyril 



of Alexandria (375-444) on the orthodox, and Apollinarius on its heterodox sides? The  Antiochenes,  anxious  to  show  the  completeness of  Christ's  humanity  and  its 



significance for  our salvation, spoke in terms which allowed a degree of  autonomy of  the  human element in  the  Saviour. If  there is  one doctrine that  characterises their 



christology, it  is the distinction between the two natures ('Antiochene dyophysitism')  3  The Alexandrians, on the other hand, were much more concerned with  the intimacy of  the union of the two natures and strove to safeguard that Christ was a single subject, that 



of the Logos. '  While  both schools took pains to show that they taught one Christ, one  Son, it  was the Alexandrians, and especially Cyril  of  Alexandria, who  succeeded in  reflecting, much more convincingly  than the Antiochenes, the liturgical  faith  that  in  Christ there was one subject, that of the Logos. Cyril  never stopped proclaiming that  God did not `enter' a man as his Antiochene opponents appeared to teach but that He  truly became man without undergoing any change. As Grillmeier has put it  `whereas for 



the Antiochenes "Christ"  seems to  emerge along-side the Logos as a new subject of  christological  expressions, in  Alexandrian  theology  all  expressions are  directly  orientated to the Logos'. '  However, we must note at the outset that the two  schools of  thought,  on  basic  issues, were  complementary and  by  no  means account for  all 



theological  divisions  in  the  early  Church. ' Nor  is  it  always  feasible to  categorise 


2  For  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  characteristics  of  the  two  schools  see  R.  V.  Sellers,  Two  Ancient 
 Christologies  (London:  1940);  Often  these two  schools are associated with  two  types  of  christology:  the 


`Logos-Sarx'  christology  with  the Alexandrians  and the  `Logos-Anthropos'  with  the Antiochenes.  Cf.  A. 


Grillmeier,  Christ  in  Christian  Tradition:  From  the  Apostolic  Age  to  Chalcedon  (451),  trans.  by  John 
 Bowden,  2"d edn  (London:  1975)  i,  (henceforth  cited  as Christ  i)  pp.  167-439;  J.  N.  D.  Kelly,  Early 
 Christian  Doctrines,  4'  edn (London:  1968),  pp.  281ff.  It  is  not  our  intention  to  discuss the  validity  of 
 this  schema  -  which,  in  turn,  depends  on  the  validity  of  the  schema  `Alexandrian-Antiochene';  we 


should  however  mention  that  it  has not  gone unchallenged.  E.  g. G. Dragas has contended  that,  in'at  least 
 the case of  the major  exponent  of  the `Logos-Sarx'  christology,  Athanasius,  the application  of  the schema 
 is  untenable.  Dragas  has  shown  that  the  Alexandrian  uses the  term  anthropos,  as well  as sarx,  when 
 referring  to  Christ's  humanity.  See `  'Evav&pui'rrl  izq,  or  eyevvro  dvi9pmrroq-.. A  neglected  aspect  of 


Athanasius'  Christology',  SP  16 (1985),  281-294. 


See G. L.  Prestige, Fathers and Heretics (London:  1963), pp.  133f; See also D.  S. Wallace-Hadrill, 
 Christian Antioch: A study of early Christian Though in the East (Cambridge: 1982), pp. 117-150. 


See J. A.  Dorner, History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ, trans. by D. W. 


Simon, 3 vols (Edinburgh: 1861), Division 2, vol. I, pp. 55-56. 


1 Christ I, p. 476. 
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theologians according to that model for  in  many fathers' teaching both `Alexandrian'  and `Antiochene' elements are to be found. " 



The majority of the Christian East was much more sympathetic to the Alexandrian  approach. With its more mystical, affirmative element, the latter had a wider appeal and  especially  among  influential  monks  than,  the  analytic  Antiochene  thought. 



Consequently, when Nestorius (d.  c.  451)  the  Patriarch of  Constantinople tried  to  impose the  Antiochene  outlook  on  christological  understanding in  the  early  fifth  century, a fierce controversy broke out. The seeds of this had already been sown in the  writings  of theologians like  Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia on the one 



hand, Origen (c. 185-c. 254) and Apollinarius on the other. As has been mentioned, all  theological differences in the early Church may not be explained by ascribing them to 



the divergent principles of the two theological currents, but it  seems certain that in the  Nestorian  controversy there  was  a  serious clash  between the  two  christological  viewpoints.  In  one way  or  another this  clash was at  the  heart of  the  christological  controversies of  the fifth,  sixth and seventh centuries. The Third  Ecumenical  Council 



(Ephesus, 431), the Fourth (Chalcedon, 451) the Fifth  (Constantinople, 553) and the  Sixth (Constantinople, 680/1), all tackled christological problems posed by followers of  the one or the other theological tradition. 



This, however, does not mean that in the Nestorian controversy we simply had a  clash between two  different points of  viewing  the same truth. Nestorius' teaching was  undermining the foundations of  the christological and soteriological doctrine widely  held in the Church. So when Cyril of Alexandria rose against him he certainly did so out 



of his deeply felt concern for the soundness  of faith. 



At  Christmas in  428, Nestorius preached that  Mary  should not  be  called the 



`Mother of God' (Theotokos), as an established Church tradition had it, ' but the `Mother  of  Christ'  (Christotokos). The latter was more compatible a term with  the teaching of  the radical Antiochene teachers and especially of  Theodore of  Mopsuestia, Nestorius' 


6 E. g.  Eustathius  of  Antioch  who  used the  `Alexandrian'  title  Theotokos  for  the  Virgin  Mary  (for  the 
 significance  of  the  title  see Chapter  II)  and  applied  the  communicatio  idiomatum;  John  Chrysostom,  an 
 Antiochene  by  education  and a close friend  of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  was also an advocate  of  the title 
 Theotokos  and the communicatio  idiomatum. 


1 The  earliest  reference to the title  Theotokos is by  Origen,  Selecta in Deuteronomium,  PG  12,813C  et al. 


Its  use by  the  Cappadocians,  John Chrysostom  et al.  shows that  the title  had been established  in  the East 
 at  least  as  early  as  the  fourth  century.  In  the  West,  Tertullian  spoke  in  terms  that  imply  the  term 
 DeiMater:  Nasci  se Deus  in  utero patitur  matris.  De patientia  3, PL  1,1363A.  So important  was the title 


Theotokos  in  the  fourth  century  that  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  said  that  those  who  did  not  accept  it  were 
separated from  God. Ad  Cledonium  I, PG 37,177C. 
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mentor.  The  innovation  was  challenged  by  Cyril  of  Alexandria.  He  saw  in  Nestorius' 
 denial  of  the  title  Theotokos  the  repudiation  of  the oneness of  the person  of  Christ.  If 
 Mary  was the Mother  of  Christ,  but  not the Mother  of  God, this  could  mean that  Christ 
 and the Logos  were not  one and the  same subject. Indeed, Nestorius'  teaching  sounded 


as if  he  was  dividing  the  subject  in  Christ  into  two  distinct  and  independent  agents. 


Nestorius  of  course would  never admit  such a charge, but  Cyril's  critique  was effective 
 in  showing  that  the radical  Antiochene  party  did  not  have the  same focused perception 
 of  the  union  in  Christ  as he.  Cyril's  campaign  culminated  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus 
 (431)  (Ephesus  I)  where  his  doctrine  prevailed  at  the  expense  of  the  Antiochene 
 viewpoint! 


The  controversy  was protracted  because a nucleus  of  uncompromising  followers 
 of  the Cyrillian  christological  terminology,  led by  Dioscorus  the Patriarch  of  Alexandria 


(441-451  AD)  and encouraged by  the  dominance  of  their  party,  tried  to  eliminate  the 
 Antiochene  ideas  from  the  stage.  In  449  they  called  a  Council,  again  in  Ephesus 


(Ephesus II  or the  `Robber Council'),  in  which  they  hoped to  repeat Cyril's  triumph  in 
 the  same  city  eighteen  years  ago,  and  seal  the  issue  in  favour  of  their  ideas.  This 
 however  did  not happen. 



Just a few  years later, the imperial  couple, Pulcheria and Marcian, who  were 


concerned about the discomfiture  of  the Roman  Church -  which  had been sidelined  by 
 Dioscorus  at Ephesus -  called for  another Council  which  would  rectify  the procedural 
 irregularities  of  Ephesus II.  Indeed the  Council  of  Chalcedon  (451)  restored  order  by 
 declaring  the actions of  Dioscorus  null  and void.  But,  much  more  importantly,  it  came 
 up  with  a  statement  of  faith  which  was  to  become  the  cornerstone  of  orthodox 


christology  in  both  East  and  West  and  a  stumbling  block  for  the  strict  Cyrillian 
 followers  of  Dioscorus:  Christ  was one hypostasis or prosopon in two  natures. The strict 
 Cyrillians  saw in  the Chalcedonian  Definition  a vindication  of Nestorius.  Just like  him, 
 Chalcedon,  with  its  `in two  physes (natures), '  they believed,  was dividing  the one Christ 
 into  two. 


One  of  the  causes of  the  misunderstanding  that  followed  Chalcedon  was  the 
 variable  usage  of  the  terms  `ousia'  (essence),  `hypostasis'  (subsistence),  `physis' 


(nature),  and `prosopon'  (person), all  of them central to the debate. " Up  to the middle  of 


8 For all these events see Part One, Chapter II. 


9 On  this  see G.  L.  Prestige,  God  in  Patristic  Thought  (London:  1969);  R.  V.  Sellers,  The  Council  of 
 Chalcedon  (London:  1953),  p.  138, n. 7; A.  Grillmeier  and T.  Hainthaler,  Christ  in  Christian  Tradition: 


From  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  (451)  to  Gregory  the  Great  (590-604),  11, pt.  2  (The  Church  of 
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the 4'  c., with  regard to  `theologia',  i. e. the doctrine  of  the Trinity,  ousia was used in the 
 sense of  real  existence or  essence. Hypostasis  could  mean just  the  same as ousia  or  it 
 could  mean individual  being  or person. The term  `physis'  was also fairly  vague; it  could 
 mean  either  ousia  or  hypostasis.  At  the  council  of  Alexandria  (362)  the  term 


`hypostasis'  was : for  the  first  time  officially  associated with  the  individual  being  or 
 subsistence, again  with  regard to  the  Trinity.  "  It  was through  the  Cappadocians (Basil 
 of  Caesarea (330-379),  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  (329-389)  and Gregory  of  Nyssa  (c.  330- 
 c.  395)),  that  the  meaning  of  these  terms  was  crystallised  as  regards  the  trinitarian 
 doctrine:  Ousia  or  physis  would  be  used  to  denote  the  common  essence, whereas 
 hypostasis or prosopon the concrete being or subsistence. 



Yet, in christology the situation remained confused. The Alexandrian theologians 


very  often  understood  the  terms  physis,  hypostasis  and  prosopon  as synonymous,  i. e. 


meaning  the  concrete being,  and applied  them  interchangeably  to  the  person  of  Christ. 


To  denote the essence, they  could  use ousia as well  as physis.  The Antiochenes,  on the 
 other  hand, used the term  physis,  and sometimes hypostasis,  for  the  common  reality  or 


essence, whereas for  the concrete being  or  subsistence they  preferred  the term  prosopon 
 rather  than  hypostasis.  They  opted  for  the  latter  term  in  the  sense of  the  `underlying 


reality'  (they  spoke  of  `two  hypostases'  in  Christ  in  order  to  show  the  reality  of  his 
 divinity  and  humanity).  But  with  prosopon  originally  meaning  simply  `face"  or  the 
 character  that  one  assumes,  and  later  on  `appearance', "  the  Alexandrians  always 
 suspected that  the Antiochenes,  by  applying  this  term  to  the  one subject  in  Christ,  did 
 not  refer  to  a single  concrete being,  but  to  a theoretical  one. Unlike  the  Alexandrian; 


the  Antiochenes  never  used the  term  physis  in  the  sense of  the  individual  being  or 
 person.  Finally  in  the  christology  of  both  schools  ousia, just  as in  trinitarian  theology, 
 meant essence. 12 



Faithful to his native tradition Cyril  spoke of `one physis of the Logos incarnate913  meaning  apparently  `one  hypostasis  of  the  Logos  incarnate'.  This  Cyrillian 



`monophysitism' was the conventional mode the majority of the Eastern Christians were 


Constantinople  in  the  sixth  century),  trans. by  J. Cawte  and P. Allen  (London:  1995) (henceforth  cited  as 
 Christ  II,  2),  p.  430;  M.  G.  Fouyas,  The  Person  of  Jesus  Christ  in  the  decisions  of  the  Ecumenical 
 Councils  (Athens:  1997) (in  Greek),  p. 73, n. 7. For the philosophical  origin  of these terms  see below. 


10 Kelly,  pp. 253-254. 


"  Prestige, God, p. 157; G. C. Stead, Philosophy in Christian Antiquity (Cambridge: 1994), p. 196. 


'Z For the rather inconsistent use of philosophical terms by the fathers see the works by C. Stead, Divine 
 Substance (Oxford:  1977); `Greek influence on  Christian Thought',  in  Early  Christianity,  ed. by  I. 


Hazlett (London: 1991), 175-185; Philosophy. 


13 This formula comes from Apollinarius, as we shall see in Part One, Chapter II. 
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accustomed  to in describing the union in Christ. Thus, the Chalcedonian phrase `in two  natures', borrowed from Leo's Tome, 14  was for the strict Cyrillians  nothing but a clear 



vindication of Nestorius. 



Much has been written about the motives of  the fathers at Chalcedon and what 


they  drew  on  for  the  final  formulation  of  the  Definition.  The  majority  of  Western 
 scholars have asserted that the  Chalcedonian  Definition  was more  or  less a triumph  for 
 the Antiochene  dyophysitism  which  found  its way  to  official  recognition  assisted by  the 


equally  dyophysite  Latin  christology  of  Leo's  Tome. "  In  this  way,  it  is  claimed, 
 Chalcedon  corrected  the  one-sidedness of  Ephesus I  and furnished  the  Church  with  a 
 more balanced christological  dogma. Some historians,  (both  Western and Eastern), more 


appreciative  of  the  thought  of  Cyril,  see a  certain  Cyrillian  bearing  on  a  Definition 
 which  on  the whole  favoured  the  Antiochenes, 16 whereas, others ascribe to  the council 


of  Chalcedon an essentially  Cyrillian  character. " 



The years that followed  Chalcedon were turbulent. The Church suffered bitter  clashes between the orthodox (Chalcedonians)  and the `strict Cyrillians'  (Monophysites)  which eventually resulted in the first  serious and abiding schism. Such tunnoil  was no 



less painful  for the Empire as well.  The Monophysite schism fractured Church unity; 



important for  political  unity,  it  loosened the ties of  the Empire with  the increasingly  Monophysite Egypt and Syria, both vitally  important for the Roman state. Besides, the  orthodox (i. e. Chalcedonian) church was herself divided into two factions: a) those who 



saw an agreement between Cyril  and Chalcedon (`Cyrillian  Chalcedonians') and  b)  those who saw in the Definition  a vindication of  the'Antiochene dyophysitism ('strict 



Dyophysites'). 



This  situation explains the concern of  the emperors of  the late fifth  and sixth  centuries to try  and resolve the problem of  the authority of  Chalcedon, sometimes by  abolishing it,  sometimes by defending it. The latter was the approach of Justinian I. He 



immediately set out to terminate the debate on the basis of  a universal acceptance of 


'"  The  famous  letter  of  Pope  Leo  I  (d.  461)  to  Flavian  (also  known  as Epistola  dogmatica)  which  we 
 discuss in  detail  in  Chapter  I. 


'S E. g.  S. Cave, The Doctrine  of  the Person of  Christ  (London:  1925, repr.  1962), pp.  112-115; J. 


Tixeront, History of Dogmas, trans. by H. L. B., 3 voll  (London:  1920-1926), III, pp. 144; K.  Aland, A 
 History of Christianity, trans. by James Schaaf (Philadelphia: 1985), I, pp. 199ff. 


16 E. g. H. R. Mackintosh, The Doctrine of the Person of Jesus Christ, 3`d edn (Edinburgh: 1914), p. 213; 


Kelly,  p. 342. 


"  E. g. J. Romanides, `One physis or hypostasis of the God Logos incarnate and Chalcedon', GOTR, 10 
(1964-65), 82-102; J. Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Christian  Tradition (New  York:  1987), pp.  13-46 
(esp. pp. 26-27); P. Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553) (Leiden: 1979). 
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Chalcedon. A  political  motive  was surely behind his  actions, but  his  concern was  primarily  theological. He became convinced that the Cyrillian  Chalcedonian viewpoint  was the orthodox one and strove for  its imposition. Undoubtedly his convictions were 



influenced by a group of theologians of the sixth century who undertook to defend the  Cyrillian  character of  Chalcedon against the attacks of the Monophysite camp as well  against the misinterpretation of the Definition  by the Antiochene Chalcedonians whose  christology was Nestorianising. To the efforts of these theologians Justinian contributed  with  significant  theological  works  of  his  own  which  bear  important  witness  to 



christological  ideas of  his ' time.  The  christology  of  these Cyrillian  Chalcedonians,  including that of Justinian and the Fifth  Ecumenical Council is what certain historians  have called `Neo-Chalcedonianism' as we shall see below. 



At  the centre of Justinian's efforts to defend the orthodox faith was his initiative  asking in  544 for the condemnation of the Three Chapters, namely, a) the person and  writings  of Theodore of Mopsuestia, b) Theodoret of Cyrus' writings against Cyril  and  Ephesus I,  and c) a controversial Letter to a certain Mans which was attributed to Ibas  of Edessa. 



Theodore of Mopsuestia was one of the most gifted minds of the early Church. A  staunch defender of  the  Nicene  theology,  he  vigorously  attacked the  Apollinarian  heresy. His  christological ideas helped shape the outlook  of  the Antiochene school. 



Revered in  his  lifetime  Theodore was later attacked by  Cyril  as the mentor of  the  Nestorian heresy. 


Theodoret  the  bishop  of  Cyrus  was a friend  of  Nestorius  and an opponent  of  the 
 Cyrillian  `monophysitism'.  He  was  involved  in  the  Nestorian  controversy  mainly  by 
 attacking  Cyril's  faith  as expressed in  the  latter's  most  controversial  work  the  Twelve 
 Anathemas. 18 



Finally,  Ibas of Edessa, sometime head of the catechetical school of that city, and 


then  its  bishop,  was  a  keen  promoter  of  Antiochene  christology  mainly  through  the 
 writings  of  Theodore.  He  was  believed  to  have been the  author  of  a widely  circulated 


letter  which  was addressed to  a certain Maris.  The letter  included  derogatory  references 
 to  Cyril  and the Council  of Ephesus. 19 



Already during the Nestorian controversy the Three Chapters were at the core of  the  christological issue. For  all  those who  shared Cyril's  views the  Three Chapters 


'a See Part One, Chapter II  and Appendix. 


19 All  these issues are discussed in detail in Part I. 
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embodied the same thinking as Nestorius and should be officially  condemned. This was  achieved -  by dubious  means -  at the council of  Ephesus II  (449): Theodoret and  Ibas -  Theodore was already dead -  were excommunicated. This decision, however,  was reversed at  Chalcedon and the two  bishops rehabilitated to  their  sees. One can  easily anticipate the reaction of the Alexandrians: the reception of two `Nestorians' was 



for  them a clear evidence that Chalcedon had indeed sided with  Nestorius. Since then  the  Three Chapters were constantly a serious obstacle for  the anti-Chalcedonians to  reconsider their rejection of Chalcedon. 



This  association of  Chalcedon with  Theodoret and Ibas was also proper in  the  mind  of  some Chalcedonian circles, especially in  the West. For them Chalcedon had 



irrevocably cleared Theodoret and Ibas of any suspicion. Therefore, any suggestion for a  reconsideration of their place in the Church was, in essence,  a disavowal of  Chalcedon  itself. Further, at the time of Justinian's proposal all Three Chapters had long been dead. 



A  posthumous condemnation of them would be canonically and morally hard to justify. 



Consequently these Chalcedonians fiercely  opposed the imperial policy  on the  Three  Chapters issue as well as its doctrinal outcome. 



The  Three Chapters controversy led  to  the  Fifth  Ecumenical Council  (553) 


(Constantinople  II).  A  general Council  was deemed necessary by the emperor and Pope 
 Vigilius  to  enable  the  Church  to  make  a  final  decision  on  how  the  Three  Chapters 
 should  be treated. Nonetheless, the decision  that the Council  was called  to  make was to 
 be  far  more  important  than  that.  By  judging  the  Three  Chapters  the  fathers  at 


Constantinople  inevitably  had  to  define  the  way  the  Church  should  interpret  the 
 Chalcedonian  definition.  Was that to  be along  the lines  of  the Antiochene  approach, or 
 was  it  to  be compatible  with  the  Alexandrian  and, in  particular,  the  Cyrillian  tradition 


which  advocated  the  intimate  union  of  the  natures in  Christ  and the  singleness  of  his 
 person? Eventually  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  condemned  the  Three  Chapters,  but 


far more  importantly  it  condemned the Nestorian  approach to  Chalcedon by  interpreting 
 its Definition  on the basis of the thought  and language of  Cyril. 


H.  THE  INTERPRETATION  OF  CONSTANTINOPLE  II  IN  MODERN  SCHOLARSHIP 


Modem  scholarship  has generally  been unsympathetic  of  or puzzled  by  Constantinople 
II.  Among  all  the Ecumenical  Councils  it  is the one that raises the most problems.  In the 
words  of  P.  Gray:  `if  there  is  a  problem  child  among  Ecumenical  Councils 
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Constantinople II  must certainly be it' 2° Taking  the polarisation between Cyril  and  Chalcedon for  granted, a  great number of  scholars charge Constantinople II  with 



distorting or even completely disavowing the Chalcedonian doctrine. More specifically,  it has been maintained that by reading christology only through Cyrillian  spectacles the  Fifth  Ecumenical Council brought the christological doctrine back to the stage it  was 



after the Council of Ephesus (431), i. e. the stage of Cyrillian  exclusiveness. The whole  work  of the Council has been very often viewed through the lens of the allegedly sole 



political  motivation  of  the emperor to  reunite the Monophysites with  the  Church by  condemning their arch enemies and thus bore no real theological  importance. 


A.  Hamack  represents a typical  form  of criticism  of  Constantinople  II.  For  him  the 
 decisions  of  Constantinople  II  were  a reversal  of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed and,  by  and 
 large,  a  general  condemnation  of  its  sources, namely  the  Antiochene  and  the  Latin 
 theology.  In  his words:  `Rome had given  the formula  of  the two  natures to  the East, but 


a  hundred  years  later  the  East  dictated  to  the  West  how  this  formula  was  to  be 
 understood,  an interpretation  of  it  which  in  no way  corresponded to  the  actual  wording 


of  the formula'.  "  Through  the condemnation  of  the  Three Chapters  and the  doctrine  of 
 the Fifth  Council,  the Church  adopted for  the first  time  `a falsified  tradition,  by  shutting 
 out  its true  fathers as heretics under the patronage of  Justinian'. "  In  all  `the blow  which 
 the West gave to the East at the Fourth  Council  was parried by the Fifth  Council'.  " 


In  the  same vein,  K.  Aland  sees in  the Chalcedonian  Definition  a clear  answer to 
 the  christological  problem  and  that  was  due  to  the  positive  influence  of  the  Latin 


christology.  This  achievement  was  annulled  by  Justinian  and the  Fifth  Council  whose 
 christology  closely  resembled  that  of  the  Monophysites 24  A  `leaning  towards 
 Monophysitism'  in  the  decisions  of  the  Fifth  Council  is  also  discerned  by  P.  Schaff. 25 
 The  same scholar in  his History  of the Christian  Church  sums up the general feeling  as 



regards the significance of the Fifth Council: `as to its [the Fifth  Council's]  importance,  it stands far below the four previous councils'. " 


The  whole  Three  Chapters  controversy  is  often - attributed  to  the  influence  of 
 Theodore  Ascidas,  an adviser  of  Justinian's  and allegedly  an Origenist,  who  wanted  to 


20 `Ecumenical Dialogue, Ecumenical Council, and Constantinople II',  Toronto Journal  of  Theology 3 
 (1987), 50-59 (p. 52). 


History of Dogma, trans. by N. Buchanan et al., 7 vols (London: 1894-1899), IV, p. 250. 


ZZ Ibid., p. 247. 


Ibid., p. 250. 


24 A History, p. 199f. 


25 The Creeds of the Greek and Latin Churches (London: Hodder, 1877), p. 73. 


26 History of the Christian Church, 3 vols (New York:  1867), II, p. 352. 
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divert Justinian's attention from the persecution of the Origenists of Palestine.  "  So C. 



Hefele says that Ascidas exploited Justinian's `passion for  dogmatizing'. "  However,  this author sees reasons for Justinian to denounce the Three Chapters: a) Theodore of 



Mopsuestia was `the real father of  that heresy which  took  its  name from  one of  his  disciples, Nestorius, '29 b) Theodoret's writings contained material which was erroneous 



and could be unhesitatingly anathematised3°  and finally  c) an anathema on Ibas'  letter 



`was fully justified'  as it unfairly denounced Cyril  and the Council of Ephesus I;  it was  indeed `penetrated  with the Nestorian leaven'.  " 


How  little  attention  is  paid  to  the work  of  the  Fifth  Council  is  characteristically 
 reflected  by  the space dedicated to  it  in  large histories  of  doctrine  like  that  of  J. Pelikan. 


In  the single paragraph dealing with  it,  Pelikan  observes that  `the christological  problem 
 was not  settled  at the  Second Council  of  Constantinople  much  more  effectively  than  it 
 had been at Chalcedon' 32 Similarly  P. Tillich,  in  his History  of  Christian  Thought  does 
 not  think  much  of  the  Fifth  Council.  He  concludes  his  brief  reference  to  the  post- 


Chalcedonian  debate by  observing  that  Chalcedon was never really  adopted in  the East 
 but  it  was `transformed'  and `swallowed  up in  the eastern Christian  sacramental way  of 
 thinking  and acting'.  33 



J. B.  Bury  regards Justinian as `a sort of  imperial pontiff.  "  For the sake of  a  reconciliation  with  the  Monophysites,  Bury  maintains,  Justinian  stirred  up  an  unnecessary  controversy. In particular, he writes: 


The Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  differed  from  the four  which  preceded it  in  that 
 while'they  pronounced on issues which  divided  Christendom  and which  called 
 for  an  authoritative  decision  of  the  Church,  the  Fifth  dealt  with  a  question 
 which  had  been  artificially  created  [... ]  the  purpose  of  the  Council  which 
 Justinian  summoned was to  confirm  a theological  decision  of  his  own  which 
 was  incidental  indeed  to  a  vital  controversy,  but  only  incidental.  His  object 
 was to  repair  the failure  of  Chalcedon  and to  smooth  the way  to  reunion  with 
 the Monophysites;  and it  may be said that the  Three Chapters  were entirely  in 
 the  spirit  of  the orthodox  theological  school  of  his time.  But  the question  was 


For  this  issue see Part Two,  Chapter II. 


28 C. J. Hefele, A History of the Councils of the Church, trans. by W. R. Clark et al., 5 voll  (Edinburgh: 


1871-1896), Iv,  p. 230; Similarly, H: G. Beck, `The Early Byzantine Church' in History  of the Church, 
 ed. by H. Jedin and J. Dolan, trans. by A. Biggs, 10 vols (London: 1980-1981), 11, pp. 450-456. 


2'A History, Iv, p. 233. 


30 Ibid., p. 237. 


"  Ibid., p. 239. 


32 The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600), The Christian Tradition 1 (Chicago: 1971), p. 277. 


"A  History of Christian Thought (London: 1968), pp. 86-90. 


"A  History  of  the Later  Roman  Empire  from  Arcadius  to  Irene  (395  AD  to  800 AD),  2  vols  (London: 


1889), II, p.  1. 



(20)
20 


provoked  by  himself;  it  was not  one on which  the decree of  a General Council 
 was imperatively  required. " 



The  fact  that  Constantinople II  `adopted theological tenets formulated by  the 


Emperor'  was  for  Bury  `the  most  characteristic  manifestation  of  Justinianean 
 Caesaropapism' 36 



Similarly, F. Dvornik regards the whole affair as stirred up by the emperor for the  sake of a reunion with the Monophysites.  37 


Particularly  negative  towards  the Fifth  Council  are the works  of  E.  Amann38 and 
 R.  Devreesse 39 These authors see no  particular  merit  in  the  work  of  the  Fifth  Council 
 which  did  not  hesitate to  use interpolated  material  to  incriminate  the  Three  Chapters, 


and in  particular  Theodore of Mopsuestia. 



J. Tixeront4° and I. Watkin°1 consider Justinian's initiative to convoke a Council in  order to condemn the Three Chapters unwise and eventually harmful for the unity of the 



Church, even though they do not see a fault  in  the doctrinal work  of  the Council  in  itself. 


Other  Western theologians,  however,  being more sympathetic  of  the work  of  Cyril 
 tend to  see less contrast between Cyrillianism  and Chalcedonianism.  J. N.  D.  Kelly,  for 


instance,  argues that  Cyril  clearly  distinguished  the  two  natures in  Christ  which  made 
 the  differences  between  him  and Leo  less obvious  than  it  has often  been  suggested 42 


Even  Cyril's  much criticised  insistence on employing  the `one physis'  formula,  far from 
 denying  the  doctrine  of  the  two  natures,  simply  served  as  a  safeguard  against 
 Nestorianism  and on the assurance that it  had been used by  Athanasius.  Moreover  Kelly 


discerned the  great part  the Cyrillian  christology  played  at Chalcedon  thus  challenging 
 the  traditional  western  view  that  it  was  due  to  Leo's  contribution  at  Chalcedon  that 


orthodoxy  was  saved even  in  the  East.  Kelly  characteristically  says that  if  Cyril  had 
 been  present  at  Chalcedon  `he  too  would  have  acquiesced  in  the  Chalcedonian 


35 History of the Later Roman Empire from  the Death of Theodosius Ito  the Death of Justinian (AD 395- 
 AD 565), 2 vols (London: 1923), 11, pp. 391-392. 


36 A History  of the Later  Roman Empire from  Arcadius  to Irene,  II, p. 5. 


37 The Ecumenical  Councils  (Washington:  1961), p. 33. 


3a `Trois chapitres (affaire de)', DTC 15, pt. 2 (1950), 1868-1924. 


"  Cf. R. Devreesse, `Le cinqui8me concile et 1' oecumenicit6 byzantine, ' Studi e Testi 123 (Vatican City: 


1946); idem, Essai sur Theodore de Mopsueste, Studi e Testi, 141 (Vatican City:  1948). 


ao History of Dogmas, trans. by H. C. B., 3 vols (London: 1926), III, p. 144. 


QE. I. Watkin, The Church in Council (London: 1960), p. 64. 


42 Early  Christian  Doctrines,  p. 342. 
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settlement and  would  have  been  embarrassed by  the  intransigence of  his  over  enthusiastic allies' 43 



The validity  of such an analysis is arguably limited by Kelly's  acceptance of the  theory of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism' in its slightly pejorative sense, namely that it  `subtly  shifted the bias of  the council  [i. e. Chalcedon], interpreting its  teaching in  a positive  Cyrilline  sense' as 



P. Gray is another Western historian who challenged the long established theory  that  Chalcedon represented the  Latin/Antiochene  christological  point  of  view  as 



opposed to  the  Cyrillian  outlook  of  the Eastern Church. For  him  Chalcedon was a  Cyrillian  Council45. In  this  sense he  does  not  see  anything  wrong  in  `Neo-  Chalcedonianism' as an attempt to interpret Chalcedon through Cyril.  He rather regards  it  as a natural development induced by the Churches themselves and by Justinian.  46 In  particular,  he  argues,  `Neo-Chalcedonianism' was  the  product  of  a  Cyrillian- 



Chalcedonian `middle-ground' party who  intended `to  integrate the two  sides of  its  christology into  a synthetic view.  The synthetic christology of  Neo-Chalcedonianism  was precisely this developed christology'  47 



A  positive  evaluation  of  Constantinople II  was  that  of  H.  M.  Diepen.  48  Appreciative of  Cyril's  Christology, Diepen sees no disaggrement between Ephesus I  and Chalcedon. As  regards the  Three Chapters, this  author believes that  they, were  rightly  condemned at Constantinople II.  Theodoret and Ibas were accepted at Chalcedon  but only because they concealed their true doctrine. 


Certainly  positive  is the view  of the Council  taken by most  Orthodox  historians.  J. 


Karmiris  contends that the Fifth  Council  was summoned for  the purpose of  tackling  the 
 last Nestorians  and also to bring  back to the Church  the separated Monophysites.  It  did 
 not  produce  a  new  creed  but  reaffirmed  the  teaching  of  the  previous  Councils.  The 


eventual  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  did  not  imply  any  kind  of  disavowal  of 
 the  Fourth  Ecumenical  Council  which  had  not  examined  the  teaching  of  the  Three 


Chapters  since Theodore  and Ibas agreed to  condemn Nestorius  officially.  49 Similar  is 
 the view  of  M.  Kalamaras  who  holds  that  The  Three Chapters  contained  the Nestorian 


Ibid, pp. 341-42. 


44 Ibid, p. 343. 


45 The Defense, pp. WE 
 46 Ibid., pp. 78ff. 


47 Ibid., p. 79. 


4' Les  trois  chapitres  au  concile  de  Chalcedoine.  Une  etude  de  la  Christologie  de  I'anatolie  ancienne 
 (Oosterhout,  1953) 


49 'The Fifth Ecumenical Council', Ecclesia 40 (1953), 321-323 (in Greek). 
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aberration. In  the  teaching of  those opposing the  imperial  policy,  Kalamaras sees  Nestorianism which  was, in  fact,  creeping under the  form  of  the  so  called  `strict 



Chalcedonianism'. For Kalamaras, the Council of Constantinople was as much Cyrillian  as the Council of  Chalcedon itself. The orthodox line on the matter was proclaimed by 



Cyril  and the fathers of  Chalcedon; Constantinople II  did  nothing else but to  follow  them. Justinian was sincere when he declared that the reason he issued the edict against 



the  Three Chapters was to  pacify  the  Church by  eliminating  the  last  remnants of  Nestorianism. The Council of  Constantinople by no means abolished the decisions of  the Chalcedonian Council, but interpreted what the latter meant, to  proclaim.  50 For J. 



Meyendorff the idea that the imperial condemnation of the Three Chapters was a result  of  the intrigues of  Theodore Ascidas, the Origenist advisor of  the emperor,  is  `rather  naive  and  malevolent'.  He  substantiates his  rejection  on  the  fact  that  Antiochene  christology had already been criticised not only by its natural opponents, the  Severian  Monophysites,  s' but also many Chalcedonians SZ 



Meyendorff maintains that Justinian `was not raising a new issue, but trying  to  solve a standing difficulty  in his relations with  the Monophysites'. However,  he admits  that the issue involved persons who had died long before, thus, putting the validity  of 



their proposed condemnation at stake. Finally, Constantinople II  was for Meyendorff an  ecumenical Council  (in  the  modem  sense of  the  word)  aiming  at  reconciling  the  Monophysites with the Church on a sound theological basis. " 



Inspired by  Meyendorff's  approach, G. L.  C. Frank saw the importance of  the  Fifth Council for the reconciliation between Chalcedonians and `strict Cyrillians, '  as the  fathers of  Constantinople managed to  formulate the doctrine in  language much more  inclusive than Chalcedon's.  sa 


A  less sympathetic  view  of  the  council  was expressed by  the  Orthodox  historian 
 B.  Giannopoulos.  In  his  opinion  the  Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  was  conciliatory  but 


eventually  failed  in  its  objective.  Justinian  called  the Council  to  help  a possible  reunion 
 with  the  Monophysites  but  the  circumstances were  not  conducive  to  such a move.  The 
 work  of  the Council  itself  did  not contribute  anything  new to the faith  of  the Church  and 
 this  is  why  the  following  Councils  -  even those of  the  Orthodox  Church  -  did  not 


so M. Kalamaras, The Fifth Ecumenical Council (Athens, 1985) (in Greek), pp. 119ff. 


The moderate Monophysites who followed Severus the Patriarch of Antioch. See Part One, Chapter V. 


sZ Imperial  Unity and Christian Divisions: the Church 450-680 AD (New York:  1989), p. 236. 


s' Ibid., p. 247. 


S° `The Council of Constantinople II  as a Model Reconciliation Council',  Theological Studies 52 (1991), 
636-650. 
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care  to  remember  the  personal  anathemas that  were  pronounced  by  the  fathers  at 
 Constantinople.  It  did,  however,  try  very  successfully  to  clarify  the  Chalcedonian 
 Definition  and  the  Cyrillian  terminology  in  order  to  persuade the  Monophysites  that 
 Chalcedon  did  not grant amnesty to Nestorius. "  For  Giannopoulos  the Fifth  Ecumenical 


Council  did  not  really  offer  anything  noteworthy  to  orthodoxy.  Even the  Greek  Church 
 did  not  take  care  to  preserve  the  original  Greek  text.  The  decisions  of  the  Fifth 
 Ecumenical  Council  as regards the personal  anathemas were  taken  on  the  basis of  the 
 needs  of  the  time  ('out  of  dispensation')  and  were  practically  forgotten  when  the 
 situation  changed.  This  is  manifested  in  the  Seventh  Ecumenical  Council  where  the 
 anathemas of the Fifth  Council  were not mentioned. 



V.  Feidas accepts the  theory  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism' but  sees its  positive 


aspect: by  interpreting  Chalcedon on the basis of the Cyril's  christology,  Constantinople 
 II  showed the coherence between Chalcedon and Ephesus I and removed any doubt  as to 
 the  adherence of  the  Fourth  Council  to  the  Alexandrian  theologian. "  For  Feidas  the 
 value  of  Constantinople  II  lies  in  the  fact  that  it  condemned the  extreme wings  of  both 
 theological  schools  (Alexandria  and  Antioch)  by  incorporating  them  in  the  already 


anathematised heresies (Monophysitism  and Nestorianism). s' 



The `Neo-Chalcedonian' theory 


Perhaps the  most  systematic  attempt  to  interpret  the  theology  of  Justinian's  era  was 
 made  by  J.  Lebon,  C.  Moeller  and  M.  Richard,  three  scholars  of  the  University  of 


Louvain  who  were the first  exponents of  the popular  theory  of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'. 


J. Lebon  was the first  to  use the term  in  order to  describe the  christological  thought  of 
 those  Cyrillian  Chalcedonians  who  sought  to  interpret  Chalcedon  more  firmly  in  the 


light  of  Cyril's  christology  and thus  defend  it  (the  Council)  against  the  Monophysite 
 attacks. 58 The  so  called  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  would  accept  as  legitimate  both  the 
 dyophysite  language  of  Chalcedon  ('two  natures  or  physes-one  hypostasis')  and  the 
 monophysite  one  of  the  strict  Cyrillians  ('one  nature  or  hypostasis  after  the  union') 
 provided  that the terms physis and hypostasis are understood as synonymous. 


ss The Ecumenical  Councils  and  their  Teaching  (Athens:  1995) (in  Greek),  p. 35. 


sb Ecclesiastical  History,  (Athens:  1992), pp. 657-726. 


s' Ibid.,  p. 722. 


58 Le  monophysisme severien (Louvain:  1909). 
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This  idea of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  was adopted by  C. Moeller,  who  in  a lengthy 
 article  expanded  on  Lebon's  idea. 59  It  is  with  Moeller  that  the  term  `Neo- 
 Chalcedonianism'  acquires  a  rather  pejorative  sense. Rather  representing  a  genuine 
 expression  of  the  theology  of  the  Church  in  the  sixth  century,  it  was  a  kind  of 


`phenomene  induit'  which  appeared in  the  midst  of  the  religious  crisis  that  followed 
 Chalcedon 6°  For  Moeller,  the  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  distorted  the  achievement  of  the 


Chalcedonian  Definition  by  interpreting  it  solely  on the basis of  Cyril  and in  particular 
 on  the  basis  of  his  Twelve  Anathemas.  The  latter,  in  Moeller's  view,  had  been 
 completely  ignored  at  Chalcedon.  Justinian  played  a  key  role  in  this  realignment  of 
 Chalcedonian  orthodoxy  by  adopting  the  ideas  of  `Neo-Chalcedonians'  and  finally 


sanctioning  them at the Fifth  Ecumenical  Council. 



Next in the succession of Lebon's idea was M. Richard. He made clear that what  defines `Neo-Chalcedonianism' was the  simultaneous use of  both the  Chalcedonian 



formula  `one hypostasis in  two  physeis, '  and the Cyrillian  `one physis of  the Logos  incarnate' as necessary for orthodoxy 61 



The basic idea of `Neo-Chalcedonianism' has also been adopted by A. Grillmeier. 


He  examines  the  christological  issues  after  the  council  of  Chalcedon  and  accepts 
 Richard's  definition  that  `Neo-Chalcedonians'- are those theologians  who  availed  of both 


christological  formulae:  a)  the  `one  physis'  against  Nestorianism  and  b)  the  `two 
 physes'  against Eutychianism 62 Yet,  Grillmeier  goes even further  to trace the existence 


of  a tendency  which  he calls  `moderate Neo-Chalcedonianism'.  The  latter  represents a 
 christology  which,  while  based upon  Chalcedon,  used strict  Cyrillian  language,  and  in 
 particular  the  one  that  was  established  by  the  Twelve  Chapters,  without  however 
 regarding  the  use  of  the  `one  physis'  formula  necessary. 63 This  `moderate  Neo- 


Chalcedonianism'  is, according to Grillmeier,  the christological  outlook  of Justinian  and 
 the  fathers  of  the  Fifth  Council  since  in  the  work  of  neither  of  them  can  we  find 


allowance  for  simultaneous  use of  the  formulae  `one physis-two  hypostases'  and  `one 
 physis  and  hypostasis' 64 Yet  both  made  full  use of  the  christology  of  Cyril's  Twelve 
 Anathemas,  a central characteristic of all  `Neo-Chalcedonians'. 


3' `Le chalcedonisme et le neo-chalcedonisme en Orient de 451 ä la fm du VP siecle' in Das Konzil von 
 Chalkedon: Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. by A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht, 3 voll  (Würzburg:  1951), I, 
 (hereafter cited as Chalkedon i) pp. 637-720. 


60 Ibid., p. 669. 


61 `Le  neo-chalcedonisme',  Melanges  de science religieuse  3 (1946),  156-16 1. 


62 Christ II, 2, p. 434; Idem, `Der Neu-Chalkedonismus', Historisches Jahrbuch 77 (1958), 151-166. 


63 Christ II, 2, p. 434. 


64 Ibid., pp. 434-35. 
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Grillmeier  sees Justinian's  christology  in  a positive  light.  The  emperor's  main 
 contribution  was  his  distinction  between the  terms  physis  or  ousia  and  hypostasis  or 
 prosopon. Thus in his thought  `trinitarian  and incarnational  terminology  are brought  into 
 harmony' 65 Yet  when it  comes to Justinian's  interpretation  of  Chalcedon (as expounded 
 in  the  Confessio fidel6)  Grillmeier  observes that  `the  terminology  is  refined  beyond 
 Chalcedon in the sense of a cautious new interpretation.  " 



As regards the Three Chapters issue, Grillmeier subscribes to the interpretation of 


the  events  offered  by  Liberatus68 and Facundus of  Hermiana, 69 the  sworn  enemies  of 
 Justinian  and his  policy.  Grillmeier  maintains  that  the  emperor's  decision  was mainly 


influenced  by  Theodore  Ascidas. 7° Again  Theodore  is  considered  an  Origenist  who 
 wanted  to  divert  Justinian's  attention  from  the  case  of  the  Origenists  in  Palestine. 


Although  Grillmeier  cites  Justinian's  assurance to  the  East  Illyrian  bishops  that  his 
 motives  in  asking  the  condemnation  of  the  Three  Chapters  was  not  to  make  any 
 concessions to  the  Monophysites  -  the  Severans in  particular  -  but  to  eradicate the 
 impiety  of  the  accused theologians, "  he thinks  that  his  main  aim  was to  win  back  the 
 Monophysites. 'Z Overall,  Grillmeier  thinks  that  the  Three  Chapters  issue  should  not 
 have been raised. For the three personages, long  dead, `caused no discernible  damage in 
 the  Imperial  Church  of  the  East at that  time  nor  in  the  Latin  West'.  In  other  words  `a 
 Neo-Nestorianism  within  the Imperial  Church was not a threat'. 73 


Nevertheless Grillmeier  maintains  that one should make a distinction  between the 
 vigorous  and  partisan  critique  by  the  Council  against the  Three  Chapters,  on  the  one 
 hand, and the Council's  own doctrinal  statement, on the other. 74 



Concluding his analysis of Constantinople II  Grillmeier observes: 



The  Council  unfortunately did  not  address the  real  task  at  that  time  of  presenting a  definition  of  hypostasis-person in  contradistinction to  that  of 



nature-essence...  The Council also did not open people's eyes to the necessary  distinction between the unio in hypostasi et secundum hypostasin on the one  hand, and the unio in natura et secundum naturam on the other. 75 


65 Ibid., p. 428. 


"  See Part Two,  Chapter I. 


67 Christ  II, 2, p. 429. 


68 Breviarum  Causae Nestorianorum  et Eutychianorum,  ACO  II, 5, pp. 98-141;  PL 68,969-1050. 


69 Facundus of Hermiana, Pro defensione trium capitulorum libri  XII  ad lustinianum imperatorem, CCL 
 90A, pp. 3-398; PL 67,527-854. 


7° Christ II, 2, p. 418£ 


"  See Part Two, Chapter II. 


72 Christ II, 2, p. 421. 


"  Ibid., p. 461. 


74 Ibid., pp. 453-54. 


75 Ibid., p. 462. 
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In  addition,  according to Grillmeier,  the Council  did  not  even achieve its  express 
 aim,  i.  e. to  integrate Cyril's  Twelve Anathemas and Chalcedon  in  one synthesis. In  fact, 


`the  best  synthesis  between  Cyril  and  Chalcedon  still  remained  the  definition  of 
 Chalcedon  itself,  especially  if  it  was read against the  background  of  the  old  Symbols 
 and Cyril's  Laetentur  letter. '  76 



Another exponent of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism' is  W.  de Vries.  His  view  is  quite 


interesting  because it  represents a cautious approach to the issue from  a Roman Catholic 
 point  of  view  and  in  the  context  of  the  dialogue  between the  Roman  Catholic  and the 


Oriental  Orthodox  (Anti-Chalcedonian)  Churches.  This  author  regards  Justinian's 
 intervention  as understandable if  seen in the light  of the imperial  ideals of his time.  As  a 


Christian  emperor  he ought  to  care about  the  unity  of  the  Church.  Yet  de Vries,  too, 
 thinks  that the Cyrillian  christology,  for  which  Justinian was advocating,  was abandoned 
 at  Chalcedon  and replaced with  the  Antiochene  one. "  As  regards the  decisions  of  the 


Council  they  were  they  ones that  the  emperor  had  determined  in  advance. In  fact,  at 
 Constantinople  II  `maximum  concession were admittedly  made to the opponents of  the 
 Chalcedonian  - Council'  save  the  complete  disavowal  of  Chalcedon.  This  the 
 Constantinopolitan  fathers  could  not  do  for  fear  of  reaction  from  the  Western 
 Churches. 78 Nevertheless,  de  Vries  believes  that  Chalcedon  and  Constantinople  II 
 differed  in  terminology  and theological  attitudes, but were in  agreement as regards their 


doctrine.  Speaking  from  a Roman  Catholic  point  of  view  de  Vries  observes that  the 


`innovations'  of  the  Fifth  Council  were  `tolerated'  by  the  church,  but  `the  entire 
 theological  work  of  the  Second Constantinopolitan  Council  has never  been established 


as a dogma'.  In  fact,  this  author  maintains  that  the  Church  ranked  the  Fifth  Council  as 
 an Ecumenical  only  as far  as the condemnation  of  the  Three Chapters  is concerned. The 
 validity  of  its particular  interpretation  of  Chalcedon is open to discussion. 79 , 


In  general, the theory of  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  became widespread 8° 


76 Loc.  cit. 


"  Vries, W. de, `The Three Chapters Controversy', Wort und Wahrheit, 2 (supl. issue) (1974), 73-82 (p. 


76). 


78 Loc. cit. 


79 Ibid., p. 78. 


80 Other  works  on  `Neo-Chalcedonianism'  include:  P.  Galtier,  `L'  Occident  et  le  neo-chalcedonisme', 
Gregorianum  40  (1959),  54-74;  S. Helmer,  Der  Neuchalkedonismus,  (Bonn:  1962);  E.  Ludwig.,  `Neo- 
Chalcedonism  and the Fifth  Ecumenical  Council  of  553'  (unpublished  doctoral  dissertation,  University  of 
Berkeley,  California:  1983). 
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