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I.  Historical Background:

The Church of the East according to Sebastian Brock
 lived within the Sasanian Empire (i.e. approximately Iraq and Iran) to the east of the Roman Empire.

According to Jean Maurice Fiey
  “That was before the coming of the Persians, a new dynasty called Sasanids, in 226, under King Ardashir I…
In 286, under the influence of the high priest (mobed mobedan) Kartir, the Persian Empire adopted Zoroastrianism as its state of religion. As, in 313, the Christian faith was recognized officially in the Roman Empire, always at war with Persia, the faithful of this latter kingdom started being regarded as potential friends of the Roman Empire. 

Hence several waves of persecution, the bloodiest being between 339 and 379, under Sapor (Shapur) II, causing thousands of martyrs.”

Again according to Sebastian Brock
 “Suspicions on the part of their authorities over the loyality of Christians evidently continued to play a role in much shorter persecutions under Yazdgard I and Bahram V in the early 420’s...

A date in the reign of Shapour II which was to be of significance for the future is the year 363, when Nisibis, the home town of Ephrem, was ceded by the Roman Empire to Sasanians* as part of the peace treaty after the emperor Julian’s death on campaign in southern Mesopotamia. Although under the terms of the treaty the Christian population were to be evacuated and resettled within the Roman Empire (Ephrem settled in Edessa), Nisibis soon became an important bishopric of the Church of the East, and in due course it was to receive the refugee staff from the School of the Persians in Edessa  when this was closed by the emperor Zeno in 489...

One of the effects of the persecutions of Yazdgard I, Bahram V, and Yazdgard II, was that a number of Christians crossed the border, into the Roman Empire for safety, and some of these ended up as students at the so-called Persian School in Edessa, before returning home when times were safer. Now it was precisely from the 420s onwards that the Christology of this school developed a markedly dyophysite character, coming (especially in the 430s) strongly under the influence of the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, many of which were translated into Syriac at the School itself. The presence of the famous School in Edessa of students from the Sasanian* Empire meant that when these students returned home (often becoming, in due course, bishops), they were the main source of information about theological developments in the Roman Empire, and it would have been surprising if they had not also disseminated something of the strongly dyophysite Christology with which they had become familiar at the Persian School. Thus it is likely that, long before the closing of the Persian School in Edessa in 489, and the emergence of its successor in Nisibis, the influence of Theodore of Mopsuestia had long been felt beyond the eastern bounds of the Roman Empire. Once the School of Nisibis was established, this influence could only become stronger. Our main witness for the theological teaching both at Edessa and at Nisibis in the fifth century is the poet Narsai, who both studied and taught at Edessa, and then (perhaps in 471) moved to Nisibis where he was still teaching in 496, the year when the School of Nisibis’ revised statutes were issued.

Although we know the existence of theological schools in other towns as well as in Nisibis (notably, that in Seleucia-Ctesiphon), regrettably we know nothing about the character of their theological teaching…

One  can legitimately suppose that virtually all knowledge of such matters would have been filtered through the Theodoran spectacles of either the Persian School of Edessa, or of its successor at Nisibis. In the light of such considerations, then, it is absolutely no surprise to find that the wording of the christological statement issued at the synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon in 486 often reflects, in its phraseology, the strongly dyophysite language of Theodore...

In the fifth century, with the Christological controversies, both the Greek theological agenda and the Greek theological idiom effectively invades the theological discourse of most Syriac writers.
 Since the Church of the East had gained its familiarity with the theological discourse of the Roman Empire directly or indirectly through the Persian School at Edessa, by the time that School was closed (489) the specifically Theodoran variety of theological discourse had become well established in the Church of the East. Thus when, at the end of the fifth century, and then increasingly during the sixth century, the Church in the eastern Roman Empire moved away from the Antiochene end of the Chalcedonian spectrum towards the Alexandrine end of that spectrum, the Church of the East felt more and more out of sympathy with these doctrinal developments in the Roman Empire (above all with the condemnation of Theodore’s writings), and one of the results of this dissatisfaction is to be found in Babai the Great’s Book on the Union…

What about the Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon? Since, as was mentioned at the outset, these were imperial initiatives, they were of no direct concern to the Church outside the Roman Empire. It is unknown when information about the Council of Ephesus
 reached the Church in the Sasanian Empire, but we can be reasonably certain that when it did, it would have been mediated through the Persian School in Edessa, and accordingly sympathies would naturally have been with the side of John of Antioch. In the of case Chalcedon, the fact that Ibas* was restored to the see of Edessa, made it likely that for alumni of the School of Edessa (with which Ibas was closely associated) the Council of Chalcedon had something in its favour. As for the Council’s Definition of Faith, later theologians of the Church of the East had an ambivalent attitude towards it: perhaps one might cite as characteristic the comment of Iso ‘yahb II (628-46).

“Although those who gathered at the Synod of Chalcedon were clothed with the intention of  restoring the faith, yet they too slip away from the true faith: owing to their feeble phraseology, wrapped in an obscure meaning, they provided a stumbling block to many.”

II.  Some of the Erroneous Teachings in the Christological Confessions of the Synods of the Assyrian Church of the East:

a) Synod of Aqaq, AD 486

In this synod the term “conjunction” is used instead of “union” to describe the relation between the Godhead and manhood of Jesus Christ. Also they stated: “we combine the copies of their natures in one Lordship and one worship” which shows external combination according to worship and authority as Nestorius has taught. 

The Nestorian concept of the prosopic union i.e. the union of two persons which is an external union is stated by saying: “the union of the parsopa (person) of our Saviour.”  

The christological statement of the synod is as follows: “But our faith in the dispensation of Christ should also be in a confession of two natures of Godhead and manhood, none of us venturing to introduce mixture, commingling, or confusion into the distinctions of those two natures. Instead, while Godhead remains and is preserved in that which belongs to it, and manhood in that which belongs to it, we combine the copies of their natures in one Lordship and one worship because of the perfect and inseparable conjunction which the Godhead had with the manhood. If anyone thinks or teaches others that suffering and change adhere to the Godhead of our Lord, not preserving – in regard to the union of the parsopa of our Savior – the confession of perfect God and perfect man, the same shall be anathema. (Synod of Mar Aqaq, AD 486)

b) Synod of Aba, AD 544

The following was stated in the Christological confession of this synod: “Christ is God and man, that is manhood which is anointed with [the Godhead] which anoints it. As it is written, “Therefore God, your God, anoints you with the oil of gladness above your fellow”.

This teaching was anathematized by Saint Cyril of Alexandria because he refused to consider that God the Word is God of the man Jesus, as if they were two persons or hypostaseis. The words of the psalm mean that the Father anointed the incarnated Son since the Father is a hypostasis and the Son another. 

The sixth  anathema of the twelve mentioned by Saint Cyril states the following: “If anyone says that the Word of God the Father is God or master of the Christ and does not confess rather that he is God, the same one as is man, since the Word was made flesh, according to the Scriptures, let him be anathema”.

c) Synod of AD 612

In the christological confession of this synod it was stated: “The Son of God, the Word,…from the nature of the house of adam he fashioned for himself wonderfully a holy temple, a perfect man from the blessed virgin Mary, who was brought to completion without the intimacy of a man in the natural order, and assumed him and united him to himself and in him was revealed to the world… For the Word was found to be revealed in the man whom he assumed.” 

On the contrary to this teaching, Saint Cyril of Alexandria stated in his epistula dogmatica, “In no way will it be profitable that the true account of the faith mean this even if some admit the union of persons. For the scripture has not said that the Word united the person of a man to himself, but that he became flesh”
 Saint Cyril also wrote about the incarnation of the Word, “by taking his, undefiled body from the Holy Virgin, a body animated rationally.”

III. The Present Teaching of the Assyrian Church of the East

In spite of the Christological agreement signed between one of the two Assyrian Churches of the East (Patriarch Dinkha Church) and the Roman Catholic Church, around which we have many reservations, this Assyrian Church continued to venerate in her liturgies and defend the christological teachings of Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Constantinople. This reality is evident both in their liturgical texts and in the papers presented by their metropolitans and theologians in the theological dialogues that were held and published in the last decade. At the same time they continued attacking and condemning the third Ecumenical Council at Ephesus 431 AD and Saint Cyril of Alexandria.

a) The Assyrian Metropolitan Bawai Soro, secretary general for the Commission of Inter-Church Relations and Education Development of the Assyrian Church of the East in his keynote address at the Centro-Pro Unione, a center in Rome in a conference conducted by the Franciscan Friars of the Atonement, co-sponsored by the Ecumenical Society of the blessed virgin Mary, held Oct. 26 1998 on Mariology in the Ecumenical dialogue between the Catholic Church and the Assyrian Church of the East, which was published in the semi-annual bulletin of Centro Pro Unione, n.54, fall 1998 and in the magazine Catholic International, May 1999, p.224, 225 said the following in the opening paragraphs of his address:

“The condemnation of Nestorius and his teachings at the Council of Ephesus (431) declared a fissure in the lives of our Churches for centuries. Today this seemingly insurmountable theological rupture has been overcome by the Common Christological Declaration of November 1994. No longer will the cries of Theotokos be used as a source of division; and now the appellation Christotokos can finally have its proper dignity.

This centuries long antagonism between the Greco-Roman Church and the Church of the East grew out of a dispute which arose over the proper employment of Mariam terminology, namely, Theotokos and Christotokos, in describing the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. Of course, it was an ecclesio-political dispute between the Sees of Alexandria and Constantinople that eventually manifested itself in the theological contention and personality clash between Cyril of Alexandria and Nestorius of Constantinople, at the Council of Ephesus (431). This dispute ignited one of the most disruptive and destructive controversies in Christendom, which spread throughout the entire Church in the Persian Empire. This horrible history indicates the importance of our subject matter and the need to treat differing views with charity and the need to seek understanding of the divergent formulations used by different peoples in different cultures and places.”

b) The same Assyrian Metropoltian Bawai Soro, presented two papers in Pro Oriente 3rd Syriac Consultation July 1997 in Chicago, U.S.A. defending the person and teachings of both Nestorius and Theodore of Mopsuestia.

(i) Nestorius:
 


On Page 6 under the topic ‘Nestorius the Theologian: Context & Thought’ Metropoltian Bawai Soro wrote the following concerning Nestorius:


“In his book ‘The Bazar of Heracleides of Damascus,’
 Nestorius makes a number of theological statements which largely define his thought and testify to his faith in the risen Lord. While standing his theological ground, Nestorius makes six denials and two affirmations.”
 The first of his two affirmations reads as follows, “That the principle of this union is to be found in the combined prosopa of divinity and of humanity, namely in the revealed prosopon of Christ incarnate, namely, the Person of the Union.”

On page 9 of the same paper he wrote the following:

“When Nestorius talks about the giving and taking of the prosopa of the two natures, the dynamic is so mutual and perfectly reciprocal the result of this reciprocity is the absolute unity, making one the two prosopa of divinity and humanity in the Person of Jesus Christ.”

(ii) Theodore of Mopsuestia:

On his paper page 6 of his paper he quoted from the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia the following:

“Here [in the case of Christ] if each of them [i.e., each nature]* was Son and Lord by nature it would be possible for us to say two Sons and two Lords, according to the number of the persons, but one being Son and Lord by nature and the other being neither Son nor Lord by nature, we believe that the latter received these (attributes) through [its] close union with the Only Begotten God the Word, and so we hold that there is one Son only; and we understand that the one who is truly Son and Lord is the one who possesses these (attributes) by nature, and we add in our thought the temple in which he dwells and in which he will always and inseparably remain on account of the inseparable union which he has with [it, i.e., the temple] and because of which we believe that He
 is both Son and Lord.

In as much as when we say “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,” we name the Godhead in which we ought to be initiated to religion and be baptized, so also when we say “Son” we refer to the Divine nature of the only begotten while rightly including also in our thought the man
 who was assumed on our behalf and in whom God the word was made known and preached and is now in him, while the Father and the Holy Spirit are not remote from him, because trinity is not separable, consisting as it does of one, incorporeal and uncircumscribed nature”

It is very clear in this teaching that Theodore taught two persons in Jesus Christ one of them is Son (of God) and Lord by nature and the other is neither Son (of God) not Lord by nature. He is adding in thought the latter to the first in a union of persons (prosopic union) which makes the latter receive those attributes through this close union with the first. That is to say that the man Jesus receives the honour of being called Son (of God) and Lord.

I was an observer in the dialogue and discussed with Metropolitan Bawai Soro the concept of the persons in Christ distinct in thought alone. He said “as you (the Oriental Orthodox) accept that two natures were united in one incarnate nature of God the Logos and the two distinct in thought alone, we also consider two persons forming one person of the union and distinct in thought alone”. At this stage I told him since we do not dissolve the two natures after the union you cannot dissolve the persons in one after the union and the two persons will continue to exist in the union even if they are distinct in thought alone. Consequently we are going to have four persons in heaven instead of the three persons of the Holy Trinity.

The whole consultation together with the discussion was recorded on video tapes and are kept in my office. It is worthy to note that these Nestorian views were introduced by the Assyrian Metropolitans and theologians in July 1997 after signing their Common Christological declaration with the Roman Catholic Church November, 1994.

In the same paper Metropolitan Bawai Soro wrote:

“Theodore’s relationship to the Church of the East is due, originally, to the use of his biblical commentaries as standards of exegesis at the school of Nisibis. These words and others were translated into Syriac and continued to be normative at the School of Nisibis established in the late fifth century. The theologians and scholars of the Persian Church were prepared for their work by being thoroughly introduced to the methods and analyses of Theodore, when the edict of Justinian condemning Theodore was issued in 543, it was met by the Persian bishops with utter disdain. In a synod in 544, presided over by the Catholicos, Mar Aba I, the bishops affirmed their loyalty to, and appreciation of, “the interpreter of the Scriptures”
, and made his work the official standard of orthodox teaching. This affirmation was later strengthened by the issuing of anathemas against any who reviled the man or his works

Besides, in Pro Oriente 1st Syriac Consultation, Vienna June 1994, Metropolitan Bawai Soro presented a conjoint paper together with Chorepiscopos M.J. Brinie. The paper is entitled “Is The Theology of The Church of The East Nestorian?” 

In this paper he explained how the Assyrian Church invariably names Nestorius along with Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia in their prayers and celebrates festivals for them.  He said that, if the question is in regards to the veneration of his church to Nestorius and the continuation of such veneration, the answer is clear. I quote the following:

“The liturgies of the church invariably name Nestorius, with Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, in their litanies.  The calendar features a “Memorial of the Greek Doctors” a list of “western” fathers which includes - and emphasizes - the same three theologians.  If the question is “Does the Church of the East venerate Nestorius and continue to employ his theological vocabulary?” the answer is obvious.”                                                                                                 
c) 
Appendix I

Contains the following papers presented by theologians of the Assyrian Church of the East:

(i) Does Ephesus Unite or Divide? By Metropolitan  Bawai Soro.

(ii) Summary of the Christological debate - applicability to the dialogue with the Assyrian Church of the East. By Dr. Metropolitan Aprem G. Mooken of Trichur.

(iii) Is the Theology of the Church of East Nestorian? By Metropolitan Bawai Soro/Chorepiscopos M.J.Birnie
(iv) Was Nestorius A Nestorian? By Metropolotan Aprem G. Mooken
(v) Is The Theology of the Assyrian Church Nestorian? By Metropolitan Aprem G. Mooken
IV. 
 Other Appendices:

Appendix II

Chistological Controversies During the 4th and 5th Centuries, By Metropolitan Bishoy of Damiette, 2001 

Appendix III

The View of the Coptic Orthodox Church concerning Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Constantinople, By Metropolitan Bishoy of Damiette, 1998

Appendix IV 

Theodore of Mopsuestia– Coptic Orthodox View, By Metropolitan Bishoy of Damiette, 2000 

[Appendix I]

Metropolitan Bishoy of Dameitte’s  commentaries
 on the paper, introduced by Mar Bawai Soro, Metropolitan of the Assyrian Church

 in the second consultation of the Syriac dialogue

 organised by Pro-Oriente February 1996

with the Title
Does Ephesus Unite or Divide?

A Re-evaluation of the Council of Ephesus - an Assyrian Church of the East Perspective

In a paper introduced in Vienna, February 1996, in the dialogue of the churches of Syrian tradition, Metropolitan Soro asked that Nestorius’ position of esteem and admiration should continue for the Assyrian Church and that his teaching is considered as Orthodox.  Following is a quotation from the abovementioned paper entitled (Does Ephesus Unite or Divide?):

“We would only ask that a like effort be made to understand Nestorius’ equally orthodox concern to promote the use of language expressing Christ’s complete and uncompromised human and divine natures. As we do not ask anyone to revile the memory of Cyril, we would respectfully ask not to be required to abandon our long held admiration of, and appreciation for Nestorius.”

He reclaimed his demand from the Oriental Orthodox Church that it should cast the misunderstanding and the misjudgment against Nestorius’ Christology, which as he believes, has been today re-discovered, re-evaluated, understood and accepted by the modern scholarly researches as an Orthodox teaching.  Following are some lines of this same paper, in that respect:

“One could only pray and hope that the oriental Orthodox Brethren from all ecclesial traditions would, in the near future, be able to take similar steps like those of the Assyrian Church and rise above the historical misunderstanding, misjudgment, or whatever difficulty they still may have with Nestorius' Christology which, I believe, today has been re-discovered, re-evaluated, understood, and accepted, by modern scholarly research, as an orthodox teaching.”

Metropolitan Bawai Soro, in the same paper mentioned the anathemas his church imposed on Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch.  He also mentioned the veneration and devotion to Nestorius and Theodore considering these as difficulties facing the Orthodox Church, thus he wrote :
 “The Assyrian Church’s anathemas imposed on Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch, and, at the same time, her veneration of, and devotion to, Nestorius and Theodore.”

In the same paper, Metropolitan Soro attacked the trial that Cyril of Alexandria led against Nestorius and said that it was an unfair and illegal trial in which the prosecutor was the judge.  He mentioned that other theologians who are not Assyrians, considered that the motive of personal animus and political ambition, pushed Cyril of Alexandria in his judgment against Nestorius.  As an evidence he quoted from the Catholic father Andre de Halleux’s paper which was introduced in Vienna in the MECC dialogue in Limasol. He wrote :

“A tumultuous
council took place, with Cyril acting as both prosecutor and judge of Nestorius. The trial of Nestorius at Ephesus in which he was condemned has always been viewed by the Church of the East as unfair and illegal.  It should be noted that others, outside the Church of the East and with impeccable credentials as orthodox scholars, have  also agreed with that judgment, attributing the chaotic and embittered atmosphere at Ephesus to personal animus and political ambition on the part of Cyril.
9  The Roman Catholic theologian Andre de Halleux, OFM, writing in 1992, described the proceedings in much the same way as Church of the East fathers have. I have summarized his conclusions below: 10”
"What happened in reality is that Cyril had transformed a council at which the emperor wanted doctrine to be defined “without any dissension born of anipathy.” Held in illegality by a tribunal where the judge was also the accuser and where the charge was not made the object of scrupulous verification, this trial by default could only come to an end as a questionable deposition.  And yet this deposition would soon be passed off as a doctrinal anathema, imposed on the oriental bishops by an emperor more and more hostile to the archbishop of his capital.”

_______________________

9Luise Abramowiski.  The history of research into Nestorius.  In: Syriac Dialogue 1 Vienna 1994. Pp55-58

10 Andre de Halleux. Nestorius: History and Doctrine, tr. into English by Annette Hedman. In: Syriac Dialogue 1. ‘Vienna 1994. P/203-210. [This paper was originally presented in French at second dialogue meeting between the  representatives of the Assyrian Church and the Middle East Council of Churches, Limassol1992

Metropolitan Bishoy of Dameitte’s  Commentaries
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Summary of the Christological Debate…

In a paper that Mar Aprem introduced , in the dialogue of the churches of Syrian tradition in Vienna, February 1996, he said that ‘neither Cyril of Alexandria nor Nestorius of Constantinople are fit to be the common father’ then he asked for omitting the mutual anathemas on both parties. The following is a quotation out of his paper :

“If we attempt to project “our common father in Christ”, it should be anybody other than Cyril of Alexandria or Nestorius of Constantinople.  The mutual anathemas of both Cyril and of Nestorius should be omitted by those Churches which at present recite these anathemas even in this ecumenical era.”

He also denoted in his paper that inspite of the fact that Nestorius is not the founder of the Assyrian Church, he is “very much their father”. He wrote :

“How much do the Assyrians care for Nestorius?  How much do they “hate” Cyril of Alexandria.  Although the Assyrians state that Nestorius is not their founder and therefore refuse to be called Nestorians, the general trend is that Nestorius, though Greek, is very much their father.   The Assyrians never cared to understand teachings of Cyril of Alexandria.”

 Metropolitan Bishoy of Dameitte’s  commentaries
 on the paper, introduced by Mar Bawai Soro 

in the Syriac dialogue organised by Pro-Oriente June 1994
Mar Bawai Soro / M. J. Birnie                                                             Vienna, June 1994

IS THE THEOLOGY OF THE CHURCH OF THE EAST NESTORIAN?
Metropolitan Bawai Soro explained how the Assyrian Church invariably names Nestorius along with Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia in their prayers and celebrates festivals for them.  He said that, if the question is in regards to the veneration of his church to Nestorius and the continuation of such veneration, the answer is clear.

“The liturgies of the church invariably name Nestorius, with Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, in their litanies.  The calendar features a “Memorial of the Greek Doctors” a list of “western” fathers which includes - and emphasizes - the same three theologians.  If the question is “Does the Church of the East venerate Nestorius and continue to employ his theological vocabulary?” the answer is obvious.”

He then explained in the same paper, how the school of Edessa was formed and how the teaching of the two natures settled within it strongly and clearly. This was a result of having the Rational School of Antioch centered there, through the disciples of Theodore of Mepsuestia, Bishop of Mesopotamia.  The Byzantine Emperor Zenon locked up the school in 489AD and shifted it to the Persian Empire at Nisibis. The school of Nisibis used the terminology anathematized by [Saint] Cyril and his partners in the Ephesene synod. Meanwhile, it offered its veneration to Nestorius as a defender of the faith of the Antiochene orthodoxy and a martyr to the pride and arrogance of Cyril of Alexandria. In the footnote he explained how the writings and explanations of Theodore of Mepsuestia that were translated into Syrian helped the Eastern Church (he means the Assyrian Church).

“Under the influence of its patron, a zealous defender of the Antiochene positions, and of his choice to head the school, Narsai, the institution flourished and gained respect as a serious center of learning.  The Antiochene partisans at Nisibis vigorously promoted their Christological position, using the terminology familiar to them, that is, with the very terminology anathematized by the Ephesene synod and by the partisans of Cyril.  Among them Nestorius was venerated as a staunch defender of Antiochene orthodoxy and a martyr to the pride and arrogance of Cyril of Alexandria.  The reluctance of the bishops of the church of the East to take a definitive posture, whether position or negative, relative to Nestorius gave these partisans the opportunity and freedom to further their cause in his defense.” (see footnote no. 16)

___________________

16 The theology of the school at Edessa was related to the Antiochene school thought.  Some teachers at Edessa had studied at the feet of Theodore of Mopsuestia, and providing translations of Antiochene theological works and Biblical commentaries for the Syriac-speaking world was a significant by-product of the Edessene school’s overall contribution to the Church in the East.




Metropolitan Bishoy of Dameitte’s  commentaries
 on the paper, introduced by Mar Aprem G. Mooken

 in the Syriac dialogue organised by Pro-Oriente June 1990
59th Ecumenical Symposium of PRO ORIENTE,
Vienna, 18th June 1990:

                                 Assyrian Metropolitan Mar Aprem G Mooken


WAS NESTORIUS A NESTORIAN?
Metropolitan Aprem explained  in a paper that he introduced in Vienna, June 1990 that was published as a supplementary to the documents of the Syrian dialogue held in Vienna, June 1994 — how the Assyrian church venerates Diodoros of Tarsus, Theodoros of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Antioch in its daily prayers and celebrates them as saints. In these same prayers the adversaries and opponents of Nestorius like Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch are referred to as wicked.
1.  The Greek Fathers

While we examine the prayer books found in the Chaldean Syrian Church in Trichur, we come across references to three Greek fathers, namely Diodoros of Tarsus, Theodoros of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Antioch.  To mention these three together is the common custom of the Church of the East.  That is the reason why it is called the Nestorian Church.  It is a Church that venerates Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius, but it is not a Church founded by any of the three.  A Nestorian Father of the 13th century, Mar Abdiso, says:                          

“As to the Easterns, however, because they never changed their faith, but kept it " they received it from the apostles; they were unjustly styled ‘Nestorians’, since was Nestorius was not their Patriarch, neither did they understand his language; but when they heard that he taught the doctrine of the two natures, two Qnome, one will, one Son of God, one Messiah, they testified about his that he confessed the faith as orthodox.  Because they too held it likewise.  Nestorius, then followed them, and they him, and that more especially in the matter of the appellation ‘Mother of Christ’.”                                                                                              

The fifth Friday after the Epiphany is observed as a memorial to the Malpane Yavnaye2 Greek doctors. The prayers for that day are seen in the Khudra3  The heading of these prayers is given as Memorial of Greek Doctors. The second line, like a subtitle states “Mar Diodoros and Mar Theodoros and Mar Nestorius.”4 The  next twenty printed pages of prayers have several references to these saints.           

On the second Wednesday of the Advent seasons the Church requests that the prayers of Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius be a fortress to them.5  These prayers speak of Nestorius as Kadhisa (holy) Nestorius6 and their holy teaching. All the three, i.e. Diodoros, Theodoros and Nestorius are spoken of as teachers (Malpane), priests and holy men (Kadhisa).  These prayers also speak of the opponents of Nestorius, name Cyril of Alexandria and Severus ”wicked” men.7    

These three fathers are so important to the Church of the East, so that their names are mentioned not only on the Memorial of the Greek Doctors but also every day in the litany of the evening prayers8 as well as the litany of the liturgy.9  In the litany these three are remembered along with the three Syrian teachers, i.e. Ephrem, Narsai and Abraham.10

Aprem the Assyrian confessed in the same paper, in which he defended the teachings and Christology of Nestorius, that Nestorius taught of the presence of ‘two prosopa’  in Christ. These are some lines of his paper.

Therefore the image of God is the perfect expression of God to men. The image of God, understood in this sense, can be thought of as the divine prosopon. God dwells in Christ and perfectly reveals himself to men through him. Yet the two prosopa are really one image of God.” 28  

The same author rightly thinks that Nestorius’ use of the image of God solves “in a fairly coherent way the fundamental problems of the Antiochene Christology.”29
__________________________

28 Rowan Greer: “The image of God and the Prospic Union in Nestorius” Bazaar of Heraclides in Lux in Lumine, Essays to Honor W Norman Pittenger, edited by R.A. Morris Jn., New York 1966, Pp.50

Metropolitan Bishoy of Dameitte’s  commentaries
 on the paper, introduced by Mar Aprem G. Mooken 

in the Syriac dialogue organised by Pro-Oriente June 1994
Vienna

Mar Aprem G. Mooken           Assyrian Metropolitan

June 1994
IS THE THEOLOGY OF THE ASSYRIAN CHURCH NESTORIAN?

Metropolitan Aprem in a paper that he  introduced in the Syrian dialogue in Vienna, June 1994 - attacked the attitude of Cyril of Alexandria against Nestorius in the Council of Ephesus, considering  that personal enmity conducted his judgment rather than disagreements concerning Christological issues.

“A short evaluation of the Council of Ephesus of 431 A.D. would bring us to the conclusion that the Council of Ephesus of 431 A.D. was guided also by the personal enmity of Cyril against Nestorius, rather than the Christological issue which was evidently the cause according to the “official version”.  Moreover, the help of the Pope of Rome given to Cyril resulted in the ultimate victory.” 

[Appendix II]

Chritstological Controversies

In The 4th And 5th Centuries

By Metropolitan Bishoy 2001

I- The Heresy
 of Apollinarius, Bishop of Laodicea (390)

Apollinarius transferred the doctrine of the trichotomy from the Psychology of Plato to Christology in such a manner as to teach that, as the ordinary man consists of three factors, body, soul and spirit, so the God-man (Jesus Christ) consists of three factors, body, soul and Logos (lo,goj).  The Logos, according to his view, took the place of the human spirit (pneu/ma), and combined with the body and soul so as to constitute a unity
.

Apollinarius did not envisage the possibility of having a rational human soul in Christ in the presence of God the Logos who is a spirit and whose name is indicating the reason in the state of birth. Perhaps he had imagined that the rational human soul necessarily means a human person distinct from the person of God the Logos. Meaning that he mingled the concept of the person (the owner of the nature) with the concept of the mind (which is one of the attributes of the rational nature which the person owns), or rather the concept of the person with the concept of the rational nature so that the rational soul, in his view, is a necessarily distinct person. In other words, he considered that the person is the mind.  He wanted, by annulling the rational human soul, to affirm that the person of the word of God is the one who was incarnate and that he himself is Jesus Christ, which means the confirmation of unity in the person of Jesus Christ and that the Word of God did not assume a human person but took a body that had a spirit without a rational soul.  And thus -in his view- the unity of nature in Christ the incarnate Word is achieved, and also his infallibility.
Some have imagined that St. Athanasius the Apostolic had, in the Fourth Century, been influenced by the concepts and teachings of Apollinarius in Christology.  However, St. Athanasius, with his habitual straightforwardness in teaching, has explained this in his letter to Epictitus and said that the expression of St. John the Evangelist ‘the Word became flesh’ (John 1: 14) means that ‘the Word became man’ and that the Lord Jesus has assumed a perfect human nature consisting of a body and a rational soul. St. Athanasius said: [For to say 'the Word became flesh' is equivalent to saying 'the Word has become man' according to what was said in Joel (2:28) 'I will pour forth of My Spirit upon all flesh'; for the promise did not extend to irrational animals, but for men on whose account the Lord became Man]
.
He also said in the same letter: [But truly our salvation, is not merely apparent, nor does it extend to the body only, but the whole man, body and soul alike, has truly obtained salvation in the Word himself]
.
II- Condemning the Heresy of Apollinarius
Numerous Home Councils of various places: Rome 377, Alexandria 378, Antioch 379 have all condemned the teachings of Apollinarius. Later, he was also condemned at the Second Ecumenical Council that was held in Constantinople in 381.

The fathers of the Council at Constantinople were of the opinion that the Lord Christ had a rational human soul because he came for the salvation of human beings and not for beasts. Christ should have perfect humanity in order to fulfil the redemption of the human nature. The human soul, like the body, is in need of salvation and is likewise responsible of the fall of man. For without the rational human soul how can the human being be morally responsible for his sin?  The human soul has, together with the body, sinned and needed salvation. Therefore the Word of God has to assume the soul together with the body, because what has not been assumed cannot be saved.  Or as St. Gregory of Nazianzus puts it in his famous phrase against Apollinarius in the Epistle to Cledonius the Priest, [What has not been assumed cannot be restored; it is what is united with God that is saved.]

What had mostly concerned the Fathers against Apollinarianism was that [It was man's rational soul, with its power of choice, which was the seat of sin; and if the Word did not unite such a soul with Himself, the salvation of mankind could not have been achieved.]

III- Reactions Against Apollinarianism
Reactions against Apollinarianism appeared in the same area where Apollinarius lived (Syria) in the persons of Diodore of Tarsus (394) and Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cilicia (428).

IV- Diodore of Tarsus

Diodore claimed that the divinity must be compromised if the Word and the flesh formed a substantial (or hypostatic) unity analogous to that formed by body and (rational) soul in the man.

In his reaction, his own theory led him into holding them (the divine and the human) apart and thus he was led to distinguish the Son of God and the Son of David.
  He said
 that the Holy Scriptures draws a sharp line of demarcations between the activities of the two Sons. Otherwise, why should those who blaspheme against the Son of Man receive forgiveness while those who blaspheme against the Spirit (the Holy Spirit) do not?

V-  Theodore of Mopsuestia

Theodore of Mopsuestia wanted to affirm the perfect humanity of Christ and considered that this perfect humanity cannot be achieved unless Christ was a human person because he believed that there is no perfect existence without a personality.  Thus he did not only affirm the existence of a perfect human nature in the Lord Christ but went further into affirming that God the Word took a perfect man and used him as an instrument (tool) for the salvation of humanity.  He considered that God the Word dwelt in this person through good will, and that He was conjoined to him externally only. He used the expression conjoining (in Greek suna,feia) rather than union (in Greek e[nwsij).  Thus he puts two persons in Christ, one Divine and the other human, together they formed one person who is the person of the union (external union) in the likeness of the union between man and wife.

The historian C. J. Hefele
 says that “Theodore, in his fundamental error,… not merely maintained the existence of two natures in Christ, but of two Persons, as, he says himself, no subsistence can be thought of as perfect without personality.  As, however, he did not ignore the fact that the consciousness of the Church had rejected such a double personality in Christ, he endeavoured to get rid of the difficulty, and he repeatedly says expressly: "The two natures united together make only one Person, as man and wife are only one flesh... If we consider the nature of their distinction, we should define the nature of the Logos as perfect and complete, and so also His Person, and again the nature and the person of the man as perfect and complete.  If on the other hand, we have regard to the conjoining (suna,feia) we say it is one person"
 The very illustration of the union of man and wife shows that Theodore did not suppose a true union of two natures in Christ, but that his notion was rather of an external connection of the two.  Moreover, the expression conjoining (suna,feia) which he selected here, instead of the term union (e[nwsij)... being derived from (suna,ptw) [dancers joining hand in hand - i.e. to join together] expresses only an external connection, a fixing together, and is therefore expressly rejected ... by the doctors of the Church.

VI-  Nestorius

From the school of Theodore came Nestorius, with whose name the first period of the great Christological controversy is connected.  Born at Germanicia, a city of Syria (in Turkey, today), Nestorius came to Antioch at an early age, ... entered the monastery of Euprepius at Antioch, and was thence appointed as deacon and afterwards as priest in the Cathedral of Antioch…  In consequence of the fame which he acquired, after the death of Bishop Sisinnius of Constantinople (Dec 24, 427), he was raised to this famous throne; and his people hoped that in him they had obtained a second Chrysostom from Antioch.  From the time of his ordination (April 10, 428) he showed great fondness for the work of preaching, and much zeal against heretics.  In his very first sermon he addressed the Emperor Theodosius the younger with the words: "Give me, O Emperor, the earth cleansed from heretics, and I will for that give thee heaven; help me to make war against heretics, and I will help thee in the war against the Persians."
… In another letter… to John, Bishop of Antioch, Nestorius asserts that at the time of his arrival in Constantinople he had a controversy already existing, in which one party designated the holy Virgin by the name of "God-bearer", the other as only "man-bearer".  In order to mediate between them, he said, he had suggested the expression "Christ-bearer", in the conviction that both parties would be contented with it.
… On the other hand, Socrates relates that "the priest Anastasius, a friend of Nestorius, whom he brought to Constantinople with him, one day warned his hearers, in a sermon, that no one should call Mary the God-bearer qeoto,koj, for Mary was a human being and God could not be born of a human being".
  This attack on a hitherto accepted ecclesiastical term and ancient belief caused great excitement and disturbance among clergy and laity, and Nestorius himself came forward and defended the discourse of his friend in several sermons.  One party agreed with him, another opposed him...

According to this account of the matter, Nestorius did not find the controversy already existing in Constantinople, but, along with his friend Anastasius, was the first to excite it.

The sermons, however, which, as we have stated, he delivered on this subject, are still partially preserved for us, and are fully sufficient to disprove the inaccurate assertion of many, that Nestorius in fact taught nothing of a heterodox character.  In his very first discourse he exclaims pathetically [They ask whether Mary may be called God-bearer.  But has God, then, a mother?  In that case we must excuse heathenism, which spoke of mothers of the Gods; but Paul is no liar when he said of the Godhead of Christ (Heb. vii. 3) that it is without father, without mother, and without genealogy.  No, my friends, Mary did not bear God; ... the creature did not bear the Creator, but the Man, who is the Instrument of the Godhead.  The Holy Ghost did not place the Logos, but He provided for Him, from the blessed Virgin, a temple which He might inhabit. ... This garment of which He makes use I honour for the sake of Him who is hidden within it, and is inseparable from it... I separate the natures and unite the reverence.  Consider what this means.  He who was formed in the womb of Mary was not God Himself, but God assumed Him ... because of Him who assumes, He who is assumed is also named God]...

It is easy to see that Nestorius occupied the point of view of his teacher Theodore of Mopsuestia... Several of his priests gave him notice of withdrawal from his communion, and preached against him.  The people cried out, "We have an Emperor, but not a Bishop".  Some, and among them laymen, spoke against him even in public when he preached, and particularly a certain Eusebius, undoubtedly the same who was subsequently Bishop of Dorylaeum (a city within the patriarchal diocease of Constantinople), who, although at the time still a layman, was among the first who saw through and opposed the new heresy.  Nestorius applied to him and to others for this reason the epithet of "miserable men"
 and called in the police against them and had them flogged and imprisoned particularly several monks whose accusation addressed to the Emperor against him…

The fragment of another sermon is directed entirely against the communicatio idiomatum (inter-change between the divine and human titles of Christ the Lord when referring to His human and divine attributes), particularly against the expression "the Logos suffered".  But his fourth discourse which was against Proclus
 is the most important, containing these words: "The life-giving Godhead they call mortal, and dare to draw down the Logos to the level of the fables of the theatre, as though He (as a child) was wrapped in swaddling-clothes and afterwards died... Pilate did not kill the Godhead, but the garment of the Godhead; and it was not the Logos which was wrapped in a linen cloth by Joseph of Arimathea and buried... He did not die who gives life, for who would then raise Him who died?... In order to make satisfaction for men, Christ assumed the person of the guilty nature (of humanity)... And this man I worship along with the Godhead as the instrumentum of the goodness of the Lord,... as the living purple garment of the King... That which was formed in the womb of Mary is not God Himself... but because God dwells in Him whom He has assumed, therefore also He who is assumed is called God because of Him who assumes Him.  And it is not God who has suffered, but God was conjoined with the crucified flesh... We will therefore call the holy Virgin qeodo,coj (the vessel of God), but not qeoto,koj (God-bearer), for only God the Father is the qeoto,koj but we will honour that nature which is the garment of God along with Him who makes use of this garment, we will separate the natures and unite the honour, we will acknowledge a double person and worship it as one".

From all this we see that Nestorius… instead of uniting the human nature with the divine person, he always assumes the union of a human person with the Godhead. ... he can never rise to the abstract idea, nor think of human nature without personality, nor gain an idea of the union of the merely human nature with the divine person.  Therefore he says quite decidedly, Christ has assumed the person of guilty humanity, and he can unite the Godhead and manhood in Christ only externally, because he regards manhood in Christ as person, as shown in all the figures and similes which he employs.

VII-  Later Writings of Nestorius

Some ascribe the book 'Bazar of Heracleides' to Nestorius claiming that he wrote it at his place of exile under a pseudonym.  It seems that in this book he tried, to exonerate himself, but ended up, to the opposite, asserting his commonly known heresy through his conviction that the person of Jesus Christ is not the same person of the Son of God, the Logos; i.e., believing in the external conjoining of two persons an external union only in image.  This destructs the whole concept of redemption as, accordingly, God the Word would not be, Himself, the crucified redeemer and savior of the world. This would make meaningless the everlasting words of John the Evangelist “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life” (John 3:16).  How then would the words that the Lord said through his prophet Isaiah be fulfilled: “I, even I, am the LORD; and beside me there is no saviour” (Is. 43:1 1).

Here are the texts that were attributed to Nestorius in the book 'Bazar of Heracleides':

1 - “Two are the prosopa, the prosopon of he who has clothed and the prosopon of he who is clothed.” 

2-
Therefore the image of God is the perfect expression of God to men. The image of God, understood in this sense, can be thought of as the divine prosopon. God dwells in Christ and perfectly reveals himself to men through him. Yet the two prosopa are really one image of God.
 

3- “We must not forget that the two natures invovle with him two distinct hypostaseis and two persons (prosopons) united together by simple loan and exchange.” 

VIII-  The Conflict Between Cyril and Nestorius Begins

“It was not long before the Nestorian views spread from Constantinople to other provinces, and so early as in the year of 429 Cyril, Archbishop of Alexandria, found it necessary in an Easter sermon to give clear and plain expression to the orthodox doctrine, without, however, mentioning Nestorius and the events which had occurred at Constantinople, declaring that not the Godhead (in itself), but the Logos which was united with the human nature, was born of Mary.

There had been a special attempt made to extend Nestorianism among the numerous monks of Egypt, and emissaries sent for the purpose had been active in this effort...  In a very complete doctrinal letter to his monks
  Cyril shows how even the great Athanasius had used the expression "God-bearer", and that both Holy Scripture and the Synod of Nicea taught the close union of the two natures in Christ... The Logos in Himself cannot properly be called Christ
; but neither must we call Christ a homo deifer qeoforoj who has assumed humanity as an instrument, but He must be called "God truly made man".

The body of Christ is not the body of any other, but of the Word; i.e., the human nature of Christ does not belong to any human person, but the personality to which it belongs is the Logos... At the close he further compares the death of Christ with our death.  In our case, he says, it is properly only the body which dies, and yet we say the "the man dies"... So it is with Christ.  The Godhead in itself did not die, but the Logos has what in the first place belonged to His human nature, and thus we can say, "He suffered death".  As man He suffered death, as God He again abolished death; and He could not have wrought our salvation by His divine nature if He had not endured death for our sake in His human nature.
This treatise of Cyril was also brought to Constantinople, and excited Nestorius to employ violent expressions respecting his Alexandrian colleague.  Cyril therefore directed a short letter to Nestorius, in which he said, "that it was not he (Cyril) and his treatise, but Nestorius or his friend (Anastasius) who were the cause of the present prevailing ecclesiastical disorder…
 Nestorius answered this in a few lines, which contained hardly anything but self-praise…

In a fresh letter to Nestorius Cyril defines the orthodox doctrine saying that "the Word did not become flesh in such a manner as that God's nature had changed or been transformed.  On the contrary, the Logos had hypostatically united with Himself the body (sa.rx) animated by the rational soul (yuch. Logikh,), and thus had, in an inexplicable manner, become man…  The two distinct natures had been united into a true unity,... not as though the difference of the natures had been done away by the union, but, on the contrary, that they constituted the one Lord Jesus Christ and Son by the unutterable union of the Godhead and the manhood... The Logos united Himself with the human nature in the womb of Mary, and thus was, after the flesh, born.  So also He suffered, etc., since the Logos, who is in Himself impassible, endured this in the body which He had assumed.

Nestorius replied:… we ought not to say that God was born and suffered, and that Mary was the God-bearer; that was heathenish, Apollinarian, Arian. ...

Afterwards, Cyril sent the Deacon Possidonius to Rome, and gave him… a special memorial in which he had drawn out in short propositions the Nestorian error, and the orthodox doctrine opposed to it.

[Appendix III]
The View of the Coptic Orthodox Church

concerning

Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Constantinople
By Metropolitan Bishoy of Damiette

In spite of all the defense introduced by several theologians especially those of the Assyrian Church of the East, with the intention to justify both Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Constantinople, yet our Coptic Orthodox Church, has always maintained the view of  St. Cyril of Alexandria that the teachings of both of those two teachers were heretical and against the correct belief confessed in the Nicene Creed. Our Church also maintains the decision of the third ecumenical council at Ephesus 431 against Nestorius and his teachings.

Both Theodore and Nestorius have maintained that the Person of the Divine Logos was different and distinct from the person of the man Jesus assumed by the Logos. They also taught that the Logos dwelled in the man assumed and was externally united to him in what they called the person of the union. Both of the two teachers refuse to confess natural and hypostatic union.

Both of them also refuse to confess that God the Logos Himself was born of the Virgin St. Mary. They called her Christotokos instead of Theotokos.

Both of them also refuse to confess that God the Logos, becoming man through incarnation, Himself for us and for our salvation; was crucified, killed and raised from the dead on the third day.

Even the Assyrian theologians and some of the Catholic theologians participating in the dialogues could not deny that Nestorius and Theodore of Mopsuestia and the teachers of the Assyrian Church of the East have taught two persons in Jesus Christ. The Assyrian theologians in the dialogue defended the same view of the fathers of their church.

Now we shall examine the writings of both Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Constantinople.

Theodore of Mopsuestia wrote:

“There is a difference between the divine form and the form of a servant, between the temple which is adopted and Him, who dwells therein, between Him who was dissolved in death and Him who raised Him, between Him who was made perfect through sufferings and Him who perfected Him, and so forth.”

Charles J. Hefle, Bishop of Rottenburg in his book “A History of the Councils of the Church” 1883, wrote: [“Theodore not merely maintained the existence of two natures in Christ, but of two persons, as he says himself, no subsitence can be thought of as perfect without personality. As, however, he did not ignore the fact that the consciousness of the church rejected such a double personality in Christ, he endeavored to get rid of the difficulty, and he repeatedly says expressly : “The two natures united together make only one Person, as man and wife are only one flesh… If we consider the natures in their distinction, we should define the nature of the Logos as perfect and complete, and so also His Person, and again the nature and the person of the man as perfect and complete. If, on the other hand, we have regard to the conjoiningwe say it is one Person”.
 The very illustration of the union of man and wife shows that Theodore did not suppose a true union of the two natures in Christ, but that his notion was rather that of an external connection of the two. The expression moreover, which he selected here, instead of the term(which he elsewhere employs, being derived fromto join together used of dancers joining hand in hand) expresses only an external connection, a fixing together, and is therefore expressly rejected in later times by the doctors of the church. And again, Theodore designates a merely external connection also in the phrase already quoted, to the effect that “The Logos dwells in the man assumed as in a temple”].

Theodore of Mopsuestia, in his time, considered himself bound especially to oppose the expression “God bearer”. “Mary,” he says, “bore Jesus, not the Logos, for the Logos was and remained omnipresent, although from the beginning He dwelt in Jesus in a peculiar manner. Thus Mary is properly the Christ-bearer, not the God-bearer. Only figuratively, per anaphoram, can she be called God-bearer also, because God was in Christ in a remarkable manner. Properly she bore a man, in whom the union with the Logos was begun, but was still so little completed, that he was not yet (but only from the time of his baptism) called the Son of God”. And in another passage he remarks: “It is madness to say that God is born of the Virgin… not God, but the temple in which God dwelt, is born of Mary”.

In his message to the monks of the Monastery of Mar Bassus, Jacob of Serugh (died 528) wrote his own experience concerning Theodore of Mopsuestia as follows:

“To the great, full of blessings, the righteous, lover of God Mar Lazarus the presbyter and archimandrite.

Jacob the deficient, your brother in Christ Who is the light and life of everyone, the hope and perfection of everyone, peace to you.

Some chaste brothers from the monastery of your holy fatherhood approached me. They examined me saying : ‘Lord we want you to teach us by your writings if you, Lord, anathematize Diodore and Theodore. Those two men who have become the cause of doubts for the teaching of the true Faith?’ 

I was not sad because I know the importance of  this inquiry cast upon me. I restrained my thought, lest I fear this inquiry, and fall into the trap of pride. I caused myself to humiliation through humble thoughts as I observe the meekness and humility of Christ. I do not have the right to be asked about the answer of truth, even if it is cast upon me as an examination from simple brothers who love God.

I wish to make an answer for the question of the brothers. Do not think that I create this speech, so I inform your chastity: 

Forty five years ago, when I was resident in the city of Edessa for the purpose of reading the Holy Scripture, the books of the sinful Theodore were being translated from Greek into Syriac. The city had a school for the Persians
 who cling to the ignorant teachings of Diodore in much love. All the East was corrupted by this school which was removed by Mar Kora of Edessa determinably after the decree of the faithful King Zeinon.

I was a boy in need of study when I found one of Theodore’s books, I found it full of schismatic thoughts and of all kinds of subjects far removed from reality.

 He declares in his books two Christs instead of one. Without being influenced by others, but by the grace of God which sustains the universe by his all-embracing mercy, I was alarmed at that schismatic and doubtful teaching. To me it seemed like a pit full of snakes. I immediately said, spontaneously and without being asked by anyone to do so: ‘This man, together with his teachings is excommunicated, and me too if I agreed with him.’ I adhered to this thought while the Persians  who stick much to this teaching which is far from truth, were reproaching me. When after a period of time, I came across the sayings of Diodore and Theodoret again I found that both of them had drunk from that bitter poison, together with the excommunicated Nestorius, Diodore, Theodore and Theodoret the excommunicated.

As all the disciples drank one Spirit, so it is true that all the heretics drank from the poison of the first snake dividing the Only-Begotten Son of God into two.

So I say now again, as I have said in the past, that the following are anathematized: Nestorius, Eutyches and everyone who agree with their sinful teachings: Diodore, Theodore, Theodoret, all who reads in their books to agree with their teachings; everyone who does not confess the God the Word, the Only-Begotten of God, entered through the ear of the Virgin and settled in her holy womb and was incarnate of the Virgin. And because of His incarnation, which was without sin, He is recognized in the Holy Scripture to be the Son of David the Son of Abraham. He is the only-Begotten. He alone knew two births, one incorporeal birth from the Father, which has no beginning, and one carnal birth from Mary. For it is written that ‘He appeared in flesh’, ‘He’ being God, God sent His Son to the world and became human of a woman.”

Nestorius of Constatinople wrote :

“In order to make satisfaction for men, Christ assumed the person of the guilty nature (of humanity) (debentis suscepit personam naturae)… Christ is not mere man, but God and man at the same time… And this man I worship along with the Godhead as the cooperarius divine autoritatis, as the instrumentum of the goodness of the Lord… as the living purple garment of the king,… separo naturas, sed conjungo reverentiam. That which was formed in the womb of Mary is not God himself… but because God dwells in Him whom He has assumed, therefore also He who is assumed is called God because of Him who assumes Him. And it is not God who has suffered… we will therefore call the Holy Virgin(but not (for only God the Father is (; but we will honor that nature which is the garment of God along with Him who makes use of garment, we will separate the natures and unite the honour, we will acknowledge a double person and worship it as one”.

We are now introducing three quotations from the writings of Nestorius in which recent scholars try to proof that it is written by him in the book so called Bazaar of Heraclides, with the aim of justifying his teaching. Nevertheless, we can see clearly that the writer of this book has maintained the teaching of two persons in Christ and of the prosopic union he claimed against natural and hypostatic union taught by the doctors of the church. 

· Therefore the image of God is the perfect expression of God to men. The image of God, understood in this sense, can be thought of as the divine prosopon. God dwells in Christ and perfectly reveals himself to men through him. Yet the two prosopa are really one image of God.”

· “Two are the prosopa, the prosopon of he who has clothed and the prosopon of he who is clothed.”

· “We must not forget that the two natures invovle with him two distinct hypostaseis and two persons (prosopons) united together by simple loan and exchange.”

[Appendix IV]

Theodore of Mopsuestia

Coptic Orthodox View

By Metropolitan Bishoy 

of Damiette

October 2000
Some modern theologians say that modern recovery of more of the woks of  Theodore of Mopsuestia are available now than were in earlier generations. This is not true at all. 

On the contrary it was mentioned in many documents that the writings of Theodore were widely spread after the Third Ecumenical Council at Ephesus (431) and were sufficiently translated from Greak to Syriac till the works of the Second Council of Constantinople were achieved 553 A.D. when all of his writings were still available.

We can find a very clear example of these facts, concerning the erroneous teaching of Theodore of Mopsuestia, in the writings (preserved in the British Museum) of Saint Jacob of Serugh (died 528) who  was a peaceful man and venerated by both Calcedonians and Non-Chalcedonians in the past. When some brothers from the monastery of Mar Bassus, wishing to test him, had asked him whether he would anathematize Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia he replied:

“Those two men who have become the cause of doubts for the teaching of the true Faith?’ 

I was not sad because I know the importance of  this inquiry cast upon me cast upon me. I restrained my thought, lest I fear this inquiry, and fall into the trap of pride. I caused myself to humiliation through humble thoughts as I observe the meekness and humility of Christ. I do not have the right to be asked about the answer of truth, even if it is cast upon me as an examination from simple brothers who love God.

I wish to make an answer for the question of the brothers. Do not think that I create this speech, so I inform your chastity: 

Forty five years ago, when I was resident in the city of Edessa for the purpose of reading the Holy Scripture, the books of the sinful Theodore were being translated from Greek into Syriac. The city had a school for the Persians
 who cling to the ignorant teachings of Diodore in much love. All the East was corrupted by this school which was removed by Mar Kora of Edessa determinably after the decree of the faithful King Zeinon.

I was a boy in need of study when I found one of Theodore’s books, I found it full of schismatic thoughts and of all kinds of subjects far removed from reality.

 He declares in his books two Christs instead of one. Without being influenced by others, but by the grace of God which sustains the universe by his all-embracing mercy, I was alarmed at that schismatic and doubtful teaching. To me it seemed like a pit full of snakes. I immediately said, spontaneously and without being asked by anyone to do so: ‘This man, together with his teachings is excommunicated, and me too if I agreed with him.’ I adhered to this thought while the Persians  who stick much to this teaching which is far from truth, were reproaching me. When after a period of time, I came across the sayings of Diodore and Theodoret again I found that both of them had drunk from that bitter poison, together with the excommunicated Nestorius, Diodore, Theodore and Theodoret the excommunicated.” ]Letter 14th of Jacob of Serugh, published in ZDMG 30 (1876), pp. 220-226, edit. P. Martin, Manuscript British Museum Cod. dclxxii (dated A.D. 603). Published in Arabic (longer text) by Father Dr. Behnam Soni, 1995 vol. 3, p. 223-228, Pastoral Center for Research and Studies– Mar Rokoz Monastery Dakwana – Lebanon. [
The witness of Mar Jacob of Serugh is a witness of a person who read one of the books of Theodore of Mopsuestia when all his books were translated in the city of Edessa from Greek to Syriac in the year 466 A.D. Mar Jacob of Serugh wrote that Theodore “declares in his books two Christs instead of one”. 

Please refer to our paper entitled “View of the Coptic Orthodox Church concerning Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius of Constantinople”
 in which more details about Theodore are registered.

Appended are the texts of three letters of Saint Cyril of Alexandria (published by CUA Press, Washington D.C. 1985), expressing his views against the teachings expressed in the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia. Saint Cyril was very much eager to discredit those heretical teachings but the bishops of the East at that time were resisting his desire and Bishop John of Antioch in order to prevent a new fight and division in the East asked Saint Cyril to consider the condemnation of Nestorius as condemnation of the teachings of Theodore.

But the holy desire of Saint Cyril was fulfilled in the second Council of Constantinople (553) when Theodore and his teachings were condemned.

Saint Cyril wrote in letter to Emperor Theodosius (letter no. 71) “There was a certain Theodore and before him Diodore, the bishop, the latter of Tarsus, and the former of Mopsuestia. These were the fathers of the blasphemy of Nestorius. In books which they composed they made use of a crude madness against Christ, the Saviour of us all, because they did not understand his mystery. Therefore, Nestorius desired to introduce their teachings into our midst and he was deposed by God”.

The witness of Saint Cyril is that of a great theologian who was able to read the books of Theodore of Mopsuestia and evaluate it.

Is it fair now to say that there is “modern recovery of more of his works than were available to earlier generations”?!

We believe that today there is an attempt to challenge and  twist the truth to the contrary. This is the greatest danger facing Christianity nowadays.

LETTER 69

Of the same Cyril, to Acacius of Melitene.

(1)
The most pious and most God-loving deacon and archimandrite, Maximus, came to me. I gazed upon him, the sort of man as one would likely wait for a long time to meet. I marveled at his zeal and rectitude, and the urge he has toward piety in Christ. He was so distressed and had a mind so full of anxieties that he was gladly willing to endure any toil for the sake of tearing out by the roots the evil teaching of Nestorius from the districts of the East. He read to me the letter of your holiness written to John, the most God-loving Bishop of Antioch, a letter full of much confidence and love of God.

(2)
I have written also such a letter to him, but, as it seems, the worse is winning. While feigning to hate the teachings of Nestorius they weld them together again in a different way by admiring the teachings of Theodore although they are tainted with an equal, or rather a far worse, impiety. For Theodore was not the pupil of Nestorius, but Nestorius was his, and they speak as if from one mouth spitting up one poison of heterodoxy from their hearts. The bishops of the East, accordingly, wrote to me that it was not necessary to discredit the teachings of Theodore, in order that, they say, those of the blessed Athanasius, Theophilus, Basil, and Gregory might not also be discredited. For they, too, said what Theodore said.

(3)
I did not endure them writing these things, but I said with frankness that Theodore had both a blasphemous tongue and a pen that served it, while they have been teachers of complete orthodoxy and were eminent for this. But they so convinced those in the East that outcries occurred in the churches on the part of the people, “Let the faith of Theodore increase. As Theodore believed, so we believe,” although they once hit him with stones when he ventured to say something brief before them in the church. But as the teacher desires, so the flock thinks. I, therefore, neither ceased reproving what he had written nor shall I cease.

(4)
Since it was necessary that written opposing arguments be present before them, after looking into the books of Theodore and Diodore
 in which they had written, not about the Incarnation of the only begotten, but rather against his Incarnation, I selected certain of the chapters and in the approved manner I set myself against them revealing that their teaching was in every way full of abomination. And when the most pious deacon and archimandrite, Maximus, mentioned before, urged me to interpret the profession of the faith set forth by the holy Fathers assembled at Nicaea, I set myself to this task. He strongly maintained that some villainously pretended both to say and to follow it, but do not any longer have correct thoughts.  Rather they distorted what was correctly and consistently said into what seemed good to them.

(5)
In, order that this might not escape the notice of your holiness, I have sent the book and the document. After you have read it, deign to offer the customary prayers for me.

LETTER 70

Cyril, to the clerics and to Lampon, the priest.

(1)
When I was staying in [the city] of Aelia
 a certain one of the noble men serving as a soldier in the palace a brought to me a large letter of many lines, sealed, saying that he received it from the orthodox in Antioch. The signatures on it were of many clerics, monks and lay persons. They accused the bishops of the East that, although they kept silent about the name of Nestorius, of course, and were pretending to abhor him, they were leaping over to the books of Theodore concerning the Incarnation, in which are lying ready far more dangerous blasphemies than those of Nestorius. He was the father of the evil teaching of Nestorius, and because he voiced the teachings of Nestorius, the impious man is in the company in which he now is. I wrote to the most pious Bishop of Antioch that no one should preach in church the impious teachings of Theodore.

(2)
When the most pious deacon and archimandrite, Maximus, arrived in Alexandria, he cried out much against them saying that the orthodox have no place there, nor freedom to speak the dogmas of the true faith. He said that they pretend to confess the creed formulated at Nicaea by the Fathers, but they misinterpret it. He urged me to interpret clearly the entire exposition of the Fathers at Nicaea, in order that they might not carry off some people by explaining things one way instead of another. I have done this. Accordingly, he is bringing the rolls, so that he may present them to the most pious empresses
 and to the most Christ-loving and most pious emperor,
 for I had the book written on parchment. With the help of his consideration, as you
 may see fit to obtain, may you introduce it at the proper moment.

(3)
It is necessary for us to fight everywhere for the true faith and to try as much as is possible to remove from our midst the impiety against Christ which has arisen.

LETTER 71

Cyril, to the Emperor Theodosius.

(1)
It is blameless before God the Father who is in heaven for me to look forward from earth to everlasting life when I say, “Now this alone is everlasting life, that they may know you, the only true God, and him whom you sent, Jesus Christ.”
 But I do not know how some indeed pretend in this regard to walk uprightly, while they are limping and, by deserting the way of truth, turn to another one which leads to extermination and perdition. They cling to the forbidden writing of certain men and, to state the nature of the matter clearly, since it is written, “I spoke of your decrees before kings without being ashamed,”
 there was a certain Theodore and before him Diodore, the bishop, the latter of Tarsus, the former of Mopsuestia. These were the fathers of the blasphemy of Nestorius. In books which they composed, they made use of a crude madness against Christ, the Savior of us all, because they did not understand his mystery. Therefore, Nestorius desired to introduce their teachings into our midst and he was deposed by God.

(2)
However, while some bishops of the East anathematized his teachings, in another way they now introduce these very teachings again when they admire the teachings which are Theodore's and say that he thought correctly and in agreement with our Fathers, I mean, Athanasius, Gregory and Basil. But they are lying against holy men. Whatever they wrote, they are the opposite to the wicked opinions of Theodore and Nestorius. Therefore, since I have learned that they may bring certain matters concerning these men even to your pious ears, I ask that you preserve your souls entirely intact and clean of the impieties of Theodore and Diodore. As I said above just now, Nestorius stated the teachings which are those of these men, and for this he was condemned as impious by the general council assembled at Ephesus according to the will of God. Since they pretend that they confess the creed which was set forth in the great and ancient synod at Nicaea, but distort its meaning by a false interpretation, the orthodox archimandrites of the East have asked that 1 explain the meaning of the creed and it has been interpreted.

(3)
It was necessary that this work should come to your pious and Christ-loving ears, since among other good things this also is a part of your tranquillity that you choose without ceasing to be delighted by words about the true faith.
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