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

Exactly ten years ago, on a warm August afternoon in 1992, being on a trip in Hungary
with some of my fellow colleagues from the Theological Institute in Kolozsvár, I entered
an antiquarian book-seller – at the time I thought – merely by chance. I happened to pick
up a two-volume publication entitled On the divine and human nature containing selected
works of Greek Church Fathers. That evening I began to read the Bishop of Cyrus for the
very first time. A week later I found myself hunting for every other available book
written by him. He simply rhymed too well to what I had been brought up with. It almost
seemed too good to be true.
This enthusiasm did not fade away throughout my undergraduate years. It rather
strengthened and during my two-year middle-school teaching in my home town it almost
became a returning obsession. With the possibility having been offered to study in
Scotland in 1998 initially for a master’s degree, my life took a new turn. I left with
bitterest heart a wife and a two-and-a-half week old daughter back home and started the
adventure which is now slowly coming to its conclusion.
It has been a long, exciting but spiritually demanding time during which I had to learn to
detach from my theme and from my hero emotionally in order to be able to reflect upon
his lifework with some objectivity. Whether I was successful or not in this attempt, the
following work will bear witness. Nevertheless, I do not intend to begin and carry out the
analysis of Theodoret’s early theology around the unsettled times of the Third
Ecumenical Council with the assumption that every ambiguous or defective point of his
(or in fact anyone else’s) theology and/or mode of its expression can be explained away
by a skilfully chosen method of interpretation. On the contrary, I am convinced that in
this sense there is no ‘perfect’ theology even less a ‘perfect’ and timeless theological
model of Christ – simply because it cannot exist, for we all ‘see through a mirror, dimly
[ble/pomen ga\r a]rti di' e>so/ptrou e>n ai>ni/gmati]’ (1Corinthians 13:12). As a
consequence, both theology in general and the model of Christ in particular have to be
continually reformulated, often even within the oeuvre of one theologian. If this does not
happen naturally, theology itself ceases to be the very expression of God’s ever-actual
message in the Church, in the society and in history. Consequently, it also is my belief –
perhaps not without the influence of Theodoret – that a so-called ‘l’art pour l’art’
theology has no legitimacy in itself.
To a certain extent all theologians are bound to their historical period, yet even if they
were not, they are certainly confined by the inevitable analogies which they build upon
and apply to their own anthropological, soteriological, pastoral and other concerns.
Hence, analogies by their very nature are approximate and not absolute. Different
theologians do not necessarily ask the same questions: therefore, their answers may differ
accordingly.
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Without spending time to illustrate how often one’s heterodoxy or defective formula
provoked as it were the orthodoxy of the other1 I would merely assess that one’s
involvement in Christian theology means to respond to a challenge (or to several
challenges) and to bring new ones into the debate at the same time – yet in most cases the
latter is bound to be addressed and answered by someone else. Nevertheless, this is the
natural way of theological development – at least for those who believe that the message
of the divinely inspired Scripture is eternally actual and consequently has to be
reformulated and retranslated for every generation. Thus, Verbum Dei manet in aeternum
– not our however best formulae and interpretations.
It is perhaps needless to say that this cannot mean at all an introduction of relativism into
the doctrine about the Person of our Saviour – mh\ ge/noito. Concerning Him there are
indeed some utterly fundamental elements, which derive from Scripture itself, and
ignoring these is beyond any doubt contrary to Christian teaching. Such elements are the
unequivocal recognition of His full divinity and full humanity, the unreserved reception
of all His teachings and deeds including the entire work of salvation as well as the
exclusive recognition of Him being the One and only Creator, Saviour, Teacher, High
Priest, Master and King of the visible and invisible world, the Word Incarnate,
unmatched by any other teacher, prophet or religious figure who had lived before or is yet
to come. My intention therefore is not to challenge any of these indispensable elements of
the Christian doctrine concerning Jesus Christ, but rather to show that within these
outlined premises the manner of conceiving the ‘why’-s and the ‘how’-s by the
representative of a particular theological school of thought is more likely to be bound to a
certain historical period or to personal theological concepts, which are not necessarily for
that reason opposed to Scripture. They are mostly continual and imperfect human
attempts to rephrase again and again for the all-time contemporary Christian community
an inexpressible – or as Theodoret said: an ‘ineffable’ divine miracle.
With these preliminary thoughts I invite the reader to take a journey into the theological
world of two little treatises written by one of the most interesting ecclesiastical figures of
the fifth century coming from the Antiochene tradition: Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus.

1

For the sake of illustration only: without the Arian challenge Origen’s equation between genhto/j and gennhto/j
could have prevailed perhaps for many centuries after Nicaea or the term o<moou/sioj might be missing from the
Creed. Apollinaris challenged the views of his own master by taking them one step further, thus making Athanasius
aware that the significance of the rational soul in Christ should be more emphasised than he had done before –
having been chiefly engaged against Arianism. Without the Nestorian and Eutychian challenges and the response
given to them by Cyril and Theodoret we might not possess such an accurately formulated Chalcedonense; without
Brunner’s challenge in Natur und Gnade Barth may have never written his famous Nein! in reaction to a modern
‘semi-Pelagianism’ etc.

Chapter 1: Theodoret as Theologian and Churchman
The life and literary production of the Bishop of Cyrus has been researched in some
detail by venerable scholarly authorities. Since the main goal of my thesis is not the
presentation of Theodoret’s exhaustive biography or of the chronology of his works, I
shall summarise here the main events of his life and characterise his theological,
ecclesiastical and human personality, whilst referring the reader to the relevant modern
scholarship.2 A few observations, however, will be made concerning the significance of
some turning points in his career.

1.1 Birth, education and consecration for bishopric in Cyrus
The circumstances of Theodoret’s conception and birth at the end of the fourth century in
Antioch remind us of the biblical stories of Samson and Samuel. His mother – married at
the age of seventeen – had been barren and although her diseased eye was healed by the
hermit Peter of Galata, according to the admonition of whom she embraced a more
ascetic life than she had lived before,3 it took a further seven years until another holy
man, Macedonius, finally promised the birth of a son. The condition put before the future
parents was to dedicate the one to be born for the service of God.4 This being accepted,
the mother conceived and after a threatened pregnancy aided by the holy man’s prayers a
son was born in the year 393.5 His parents named him Theodoret, i.e. ‘the gift of God’,
and together with the monks he frequently met they instructed him to regard and live his
life as the fulfilment of this parental offering.6 As he himself writes in Letter 88 to Taurus
the Patrician, ‘for I received the apostolic nourishment from my mother’s breast and the
creed laid down at Nicaea by the holy and blessed Fathers’ (SC 98, 234).
Being determined to live a life dedicated to God, he acquired a vast biblical knowledge
and a close familiarity with the teachings of earlier theologians. Although the details of
his education are not known to us, his works reveal a vast erudition. Apart from his
mother tongue, Syriac, he mastered Greek7 and Hebrew. His secular education was
peculiarly impressive.8

2

John Henry Newman, ‘Trials of Theodoret’ in Historical Sketches (London: Basil Montagu Pickering, 1873), 30762; E. Venables, ‘Theodoretus’ in A Dictionary of Christian Biography, ed. by William Smith and Henry Wace, 4
vols (London: John Murray, 1877-1887), IV, 904-19; Blomfield Jackson, The Ecclesiastical History, Dialogues, and
Letters of Theodoret, NPNF III, 1-23; Johannes Quasten, Patrology, 4 vols (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1950-86), III, 53654; Paul Bauchman Clayton, Jr., ‘Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, and the Mystery of the Incarnation in Late
Antiochene Christology’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Union Theological Seminary, New York, 1985), 4-61;
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, A History of the Monks of Syria, trans. by R. M. Price, Cistercian Studies, 88 (Oxford:
Mowbray, 1985) – esp. the Introduction. Most of the material presented in this chapter is to be found in these works,
therefore I shall quote them very sparingly.
3
See Theodoret, HR 9 in SC 234, 415-22.
4
HR 13 (SC 234, 503-9).
5
A date accepted by most scholars based on Theodoret’s own testimony in HR 9 (SC 234, 422).
6
HR 13 in SC 234, 506-8.
7
The purity of his Attic is praised by Photius in Bibliothèque, ed. by René Henry, Collection Byzantine, 8 vols
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1959-77), III, 102-3.
8
For example, in the Graecarum affectionum curatio alone he quotes more than one hundred pagan philosophers,
poets and historians in about 340 passages (Quasten, Patrology, III, 544). See also Y. Azéma, ‘Citations d’auteurs et
allusions profanes dans la Correspondance de Théodoret’, TU, 125 (1981), 5-13.
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We are unaware of the details or the time of his baptism.9 His correspondence does not
reveal anything concerning its circumstances. On one hand, the sequence by which he
presents the events in Letter 143 is perhaps too weak a ground to conclude that he was
not baptised in infancy, but only after ‘having believed’.10 On the other hand, the fact that
Theodoret was a child offered to God before his conception did not automatically involve
his infant baptism.11
Until the age of six he could have listened to the sermons of his great fellow-townsman,
John Chrysostom, who continued to influence by his writings not only the similarly
eloquent preaching of Theodoret but his theological formation also. By the age of 23 (416
AD) he had lost both of his parents and distributed his entire (not small) heritage to the
poor (Letter 113), dedicating himself to a monastic life in Nicerte, 3 miles from Apamea
and about 75 miles from Antioch (Letter 119). There he lived between 416 and 423, until
his consecration against his will (Letters 80 and 81) as bishop of Cyrus, ‘a solitary town’
(Letter 138) in the province of Euphratensis.
The seven years spent in the monastery before his ordination and the following seven
until the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy were arguably the most peaceful ones of
his life. His unwavering pastoral care bore abundant fruits on both the ecclesiastical and
the social levels. The inhabitants of the 800 parishes of his diocese were not particularly
well educated: the vast area had always been ‘swarming with heretics’.12 Driven by a
deep commitment and often facing imminent threats to his life, Theodoret brought
thousands of various schismatics back into the body of the Church. This was again
untypical for contemporary churchmen (including e.g. Cyril and Nestorius),13 who rather
preferred to use military force in order to obliterate physically the heresies together with
the heretics. Perhaps his only action reproached by some modern researchers of Tatian
was the gathering and destruction of 200 copies of the Diatessaron in order to introduce
the four gospels in his diocese.14
From the revenues of his see he beautified the city, built an aqueduct, public bridges,
baths and porticos. He also introduced skilled craftsmen and medical personnel to look
after the people. The Cyrrhestica was a fertile territory and its inhabitants were
unbearably overtaxed. Apart from his vast literary production he still found time to
entreat those in charge to lessen such burdens (see e.g. Letter 43 to Pulcheria, Letter 45
to Anatolius the patrician). His fame as an orator competed with Chrysostom’s and his

9

For a more detailed discussion of the question of infant baptism in early Christianity see David F. Wright, ‘At
What Ages Were People Baptized in the Early Centuries?’, SP, 30 (1997), 189-94.
10
ou[tw ga\r e>q a>rxh~j e>mateu/chmen, ou[twj e>pisteu/samen, ou[twj e>bapti/schmen etc. (SC 111, 156-58). Cf.
Letter to the Eastern monks (SC 429, 102).
11
David F. Wright holds the same opinion over against the not documented assumption of P. Canivet. See D. F.
Wright, ‘Infant Dedication in the Early Church’, in Baptism, the New Testament and the Church: Historical and
Contemporary Studies in Honour of R. E. O. White, ed. by Stanley E. Porter and Anthony R. Cross, Journal for the
Study of the New Testament Supplement Series, 171 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 352-78 (p. 373).
Cf. Pierre Canivet, Le monachisme Syrien selon Théodoret de Cyr, Théologie Historique, 42 (Paris: Beauchesne,
1977), 44.
12
Newman, ‘Trials of Theodoret’, 321.
13
See e.g. Socrates Scholasticus, HE 7.
14
See Haereticarum fabularum compendium 1, 20 in PG 83, 372A.
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sermons were often applauded also in Antioch where he was invited regularly for
preaching visits (Letters 83, 147). One of the best summaries of this lifelong exemplary
concern for his flock is to be found in Letter 81 to the consul Nomus:
My accusers compel me to speak. Even before my conception my parents
promised to devote me to God; from my swaddling-bands they devoted me
according to their promise and educated me accordingly; the time before my
episcopate I spent in a monastery and then was unwillingly consecrated
bishop. Twenty-five years I so lived that I was never summoned to trial by any
one nor ever brought accusation against any. Not one of the pious clergy who
were under me ever frequented a court. In so many years I never took an obol
nor a garment from any one. Not one of my domestics ever received a loaf or
an egg. I could not endure the thought of possessing anything save the rags I
wore. From the revenues of my see I erected public porticoes; I built two large
bridges; I looked after the public baths. On finding that the city was not
watered by the river running by it, I built the conduit, and supplied the dry
town with water. But not to mention these matters I led eight villages of
Marcionites with their neighbourhood into the way of truth; another full of
Eunomians and another of Arians I brought to the light of divine knowledge,
and, by God’s grace, not a tare of heresy was left among us. All this I did not
effect with impunity; many a time I shed my blood; many a time was I stoned
by them and brought to the very gates of death. But I am a fool in my
boasting, yet my words are spoken of necessity, not of consent.15
Although Cyrus was an insignificant and reasonably desolate city and its cultural level
was undoubtedly much lower than the learned shepherd would have deserved, his
grateful flock clung to him with ardent love. In fact, his affection for the community he
was assigned to was also his vulnerable point during the later development of events.

1.2 The Nestorian controversy
Theodore of Mopsuestia, the great interpreter of the Antiochene school, died in 428. In
the same year, Theodoret’s friend Nestorius became patriarch of Constantinople.16 Cyril
had already been patriarch of Alexandria since 412. The clash between the two equally
passionate and not very diplomatic churchmen brought about a stormy dispute within the
Eastern Church, which continued for decades after their deaths, causing most of the
unfortunate changes in Theodoret’s life.
Theodoret’s direct involvement in the debate started in 430, when John of Antioch
received the letters of Pope Celestine and Cyril concerning the condemnation of
Nestorius by the West and by Cyril’s party. When these letters reached Antioch,
Theodoret was also there with other bishops of the province for the ordination of
Macarius, the new bishop of Laodicea. Theodoret was the author of the often forgotten
15
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letter written in the name of John and his party to Nestorius, which in mild and tender
style tried to persuade the patriarch not to throw the whole of Christendom into confusion
for the sake of a word (i.e. ceoto/koj).17
Theodoret’s most famous act before the Council of Ephesus, however, was his Refutation
of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas, for which he is still criticised. When referring to this
episode we should remember some often neglected circumstances in order to have a
clearer picture. He wrote these counter-statements at the request of John of Antioch and
not from his own initiative (see his Letter to John in SC 429, 62-71). Further, Cyril’s
Twelve Anathemas, as an extreme Alexandrian disapproval of Nestorius’ teaching –
especially without their author’s later Apology addressed to the Oriental bishops – as E.
Venables rightly points out, ‘hardly escaped falling into the opposite error’.18 Their
language and terminology – certainly without Cyril’s intention – was strongly
Apollinarian.19 Cyril had in fact used quite a few Apollinarian forgeries, holding them as
written by Athanasius.20 The best one could say about these Anathemas as a whole is that
they were far from being a peerless summary of Cyrilline orthodoxy and required further
explanation in order to be accepted. Theodoret, being a learned scholar, had found a
number of – mostly verbal – inconsistencies, making in his answers several legitimate
points against them.
Paradoxically, without Theodoret’s counter-statements being written, Cyril would
probably have never been concerned with defending or re-interpreting these anathemas,
and indeed without his own explanation the charge of ‘verbal Apollinarianism’ could
hardly be dismissed. Thus, by his replies, Theodoret willy-nilly helped Cyril to elucidate
his own position. That is why the Bishop of Cyrus could sign the Formula of Reunion in
434, considering that the Alexandrian patriarch no longer held to the extreme position of
his earlier Anathemas, which did not become recognised theological standards until
553.21
Apart from the above points there is another question to be raised, which is important in
our pursuit to describe and evaluate Theodoret’s pre-Ephesian activity. Here we arrive at
the double treatise, the very object of our research, written – as we shall argue – shortly
after the Refutation of Cyril’s Anathemas and before the Council of Ephesus. In these two
tracts Theodoret lays down the basic Antiochene Trinitarian, Christological,
soteriological and anthropological concepts. Our investigation is focused upon these two
tracts, which represent Theodoret’s positive contribution towards the formation of
Chalcedonian Christology. These tracts were overshadowed by the Refutation, which is
Theodoret’s negative contribution only, and their theological significance was often
interpreted in the light of the latter. This is due partly to the fact that both De Trinitate
and De incarnatione were preserved under the name of Cyril22 and were restored to their
17
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author only in 1888.23 Consequently, this important positive contribution of Theodoret to
Christology during the most controversial time of his life was practically unknown to
theologians for more than 14 centuries. It seems possible that if some later analysts had
had knowledge about Theodoret’s De Trinitate and De incarnatione, they would not have
portrayed him as an inconvertible crypto-Nestorian. Without this double treatise the preEphesian Theodoret could be seen as a mere controversialist who did not produce
anything positive to the theological question at stake, but merely rejected Cyril’s
Alexandrian statements.24 Such an attitude could not be characterised as a true care for
the unity of the Church, even less an example worthy of being followed.
In the main part of this thesis I intend to analyse closely this two-part treatise and will
seek to show, inter alia, that the main charge of crypto-Nestorianism brought against
Theodoret is largely unwarranted. This is not only because the accusations brought
against his teaching are largely anachronistic – as I shall argue – but also because we
encounter examples where some modern analysts fail to differentiate between what is
said and who is saying it.25
At the Council of Ephesus in 431, Theodoret, together with 68 bishops (including
Alexander of Hierapolis) and the imperial representative vainly protested against the
opening of the sessions before the arrival of John of Antioch and of the papal legates.26
Nestorius refused to appear in the front of the incomplete and thus illegitimately
constituted council, which was presided over by Cyril, who, as the main accuser, should
have been denied this role.27 Nestorius was labelled ‘the new Judas’, banned and deposed
by Cyril’s council in his absence, without a trial. After John’s arrival Theodoret joined
the Antiochene ‘conciliabulum’ and adhered to the deposition of Cyril and Memnon.
Without entering into the details, which we can find in the extensive relevant scholarship,
it can be concluded that the ecclesiastical gathering later known as the ‘Third Ecumenical
Council of Ephesus’ in fact never took place. There were two separate priestly meetings –
both of them justifiable from a certain canonical viewpoint – the decisions of which were
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at first simultaneously validated by the emperor (since all the deposed bishops were
imprisoned). Later, one of the two was given political support, the church being
compelled to regard it as the sole legitimate one. Perhaps Friedrich Loofs summarised
most befittingly the two councils held at Ephesus: ‘das Konzil konstatierte nur die
Unvereinbarkeit der Gegensätze’.28

1.3 Between Ephesus and Chalcedon
The famous Formula of Reunion between the two parties – accepted by Cyril and John in
433 – had been drawn up by the Bishop of Cyrus in Ephesus already. This was the
Antiochene Formula, which the Eastern commissioners (including Theodoret) presented
to the emperor after the end of both Ephesian councils in September 431.29 I shall point
out its similarities with Theodoret’s other writings and letters of the period in the second
and fourth chapter of this work. Theodoret also took part in the synods of Tarsus and
Antioch held in the same year by the Eastern party and composed his – now lost –
Pentalogus (the five books against Cyril), a work banned by the Fifth Ecumenical
Council of Constantinople in 553.
Entangled between the two Antiochene parties of John of Antioch and of Alexander of
Hierapolis respectively (the former pursued and achieved peace with Cyril in the end
even at the cost of accepting Nestorius’ deposition, the latter remained a resolute
defender of his former patriarch, refusing any kind of reconciliation with Cyril),
Theodoret sought for an agreement by detaching theological matters from personal
antipathies. The acceptance of the Formula by everyone without anathematising
Nestorius could theoretically be the most peaceful solution, although this had the smallest
chances especially from Cyril’s side, who would not accede to withdraw his disputable
Anathemas. Although both parties began to regard the controversy as a matter of prestige
and apart from Theodoret’s ever decreasing group virtually nobody could separate the
theological debate from church-political interests, the Formula was signed in 433 and
Theodoret formally adhered to it in the following year.
His differentiation between the signing of the Formula (with which as its author he fully
agreed theologically) and the condemnation of Nestorius deserves some attention,
especially because this aspect has often been either neglected or oversimplified. On one
hand it is perhaps true that he credited his friend with having taught the same doctrine he
himself held. On the other hand, however, canonically he was justified in rejecting the
deposition of Nestorius. He was to suffer the same maltreatment of being deposed
without a trial eighteen years later. Parmentier’s brilliant analysis of the Syriac version of
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Theodoret’s Letter 172 to the exiled Nestorius30 – written in 434 after he had signed the
Formula – and of its polemical interpolations (inserted by the Monophysite translator) is
conclusive. Theodoret explains here that he signed the Formula because he was indeed
convinced of Cyril’s orthodoxy, but at the same time he refuses to subscribe to the
canonically unjustifiable deposition of his friend:
Let no one therefore persuade your holiness that I have accepted the Egyptian
writings [Cyril’s letter to the Easterns] as orthodox, with my eyes shut,
because I covet any see. For really, to speak the truth, after frequently reading
and carefully examining them, I have discovered that they are free from all
heretical taint, and I have hesitated to put any stress upon them, though I
certainly have no love for their author, who was the originator of the
disturbances which have agitated the world. For this I hope to escape
punishment in the day of Judgement, since the just Judge examines motives.
But to what has been done unjustly and illegally against your holiness, not
even if one were to cut off both my hands would I ever assent,31 God’s grace
helping me and supporting my infirmity. This I have stated in writing to those
who require it. I have sent to your holiness my reply to what you wrote to me,
that you may know that, by God’s grace, no time has changed me like the
centipedes and chameleons who imitate by their colour the stones and leaves
among which they live. I and all with me salute all the brotherhood who are
with you in the Lord (trans. by B. Jackson in NPNF III, 345).
Thus, the Bishop of Cyrus overcame his personal hostility towards Cyril upon realising
that his opponent was not heterodox and agreed with the Alexandrian patriarch in
doctrinal matters despite his friendship with Nestorius, who in his turn did not approve
the Formula.32 This distinction of the two (doctrinal and canon-law) issues was therefore
neither a betrayal of his friend nor a compromise in doctrinal matters. It rather shows
Theodoret’s wisdom and longing for peace, the more so since he turns towards Nestorius
in two subsequent letters – only one of them extant – in order to ask for his help (!) in
convincing the unyielding Alexander of Hierapolis to accept the Formula.33 This was in
fact a last attempt to bring the matter of accepting the Formula once again before
Nestorius himself. Theodoret was late in adhering also because he hoped to convince his
own patriarch to accept it34 and to avoid being exiled. It did not happen so: Alexander
was deposed. Theodoret, however, accepted the Formula rightly from a theological
perspective, whilst considering the condemnation of Nestorius as being a separate issue.35

30

The letter is extant in three Latin translations and in one Syriac version. See SC 429, 250-59 and Parmentier, ‘A
Letter from Theodoret’.
31
These famous lines written to Nestorius are quoted by Pope Pelagius II in his Letter 3 to the bishops of Histria in
ACO IV, 2, 129, lines 16-17; Cf. SC 429, pp. 252, 256 and 258.
32
See Nestorius’s reply (CPG 5676) and Parmentier, ‘A Letter of Theodoret’, 239.
33
See CPG 6271 and Parmentier, ‘A Letter of Theodoret’, 241. The letter is in SC 429, 318-21.
34
Alexander did not fully agree to the wording of the Antiochene Formula in September 431 either. See section
2.1.2 A possible post-Ephesian retouching in Chapter 2 of the present work.
35
One largely neglected reference in Theodoret’s Letter 83 to Dioscorus (448), however, suggests that a formal
adherence of the Bishop of Cyrus to the condemnation of Nestorius indeed happened well before Chalcedon: ‘Our
own hands bear witness that we subscribed twice the writings of John of blessed memory concerning Nestorius, yet

20 Chapter 1: Theodoret as Theologian and Churchman

In order to settle things and be able to focus on his duties in Cyrus, Theodoret entered
into friendly correspondence with Cyril – or at least this is what he tells us in his letter to
Dioscorus.36 Their relationship was perhaps not too cordial, and it is certain that Cyril did
not seem to have in his mind at any time the possibility of a true reconciliation with
Antiochene theology, regardless of the Formula. In his Letter 69 to Acacius of Melitene37
Cyril writes, ‘Having studied the books of Theodore and Diodore, which they wrote, not
indeed about the Incarnation of the Only-begotten, but against the Incarnation, I selected
some chapters’ (PG 77, 340C). Thus, as Paul Parvis observed, ‘at least six years before
the writing of his books against Diodore and Theodore, Cyril was already gathering
supplies for the next phase of his campaign against the theology and the theologians of
Antioch’.38
The Alexandrian patriarch knew that the Formula of Reunion was not a full victory for
the Alexandrian school, and, being attacked by some of his own radical followers for
having signed it, he began a harsh theological campaign against Theodoret’s masters.
Both of them had died in peace with the Church, and Diodore, moreover, was one of the
chairmen of the Council of Constantinople in 381, having been considered by his
contemporaries as the pillar of orthodoxy against Apollinarianism. Even if we regard
Cyril’s action concretised in his work Against Diodore and Theodore a mere act of selfcompensation, Theodoret’s reaction to defend them in his Apology for Diodore and
Theodore39 was theologically legitimate. In fact, Cyril was attacking one of the key
figures of the Second Council, and implicitly the Council itself, which according to this
reasoning permitted ‘a heretic’ to be its chairman.
In 438 Cyril wanted to compel all bishops to reject Nestorian doctrine in express terms.
John was outraged at this request and besought Proclus of Constantinople to intervene
with the emperor in order to put an end to such demands. Cyril also wrote an indignant
letter to John upon learning that Theodoret had not expressly anathematised Nestorius
whilst signing the Formula.40
The controversy seemed to be arising again when Cyril passed away in 444.
Nevertheless, the hardships of Theodoret did not reach their end with the death of his
opponent. His reaction to the Monophysite heresy in the Eranistes (447) (despite its
references to Athanasius, Cyril and other Alexandrian theologians) brought about a
condemnation by the Latrocinium in 449 – without a trial. Seeing the theological disaster
produced by Eutyches and Dioscorus, he wrote to Pope Leo, thus giving him the chance
to solve the doctrinal problem. In his Letter 113 to Leo, after all the humiliation of being
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first restricted to his diocese by the imperial decree (30 March 449) and then condemned
and deposed in his absence (August 449), he writes:
I lament the disturbance of the church, and long for peace. Twenty-six years
have I ruled the church entrusted to me by the God of all, aided by your
prayers. […] [But] if you bid me abide by the sentence of condemnation, I
abide; and henceforth I will trouble no man, and will wait for the righteous
tribunal of our God and Saviour. God is my witness, my lord, that I care not
for honour and glory (SC 111, 62-65; NPNF III, 294).
Theodoret suffered the same treatment as Nestorius: he was charged, convicted and
deposed without a trial, without any chance to defend himself.41 The death of Theodosius
II (29 July 450) and the accession of Pulcheria and Marcian created a more favourable
political atmosphere for the orthodox party. Nevertheless, Theodoret’s last and ultimate
humiliation was to happen at the eighth session of the Council of Chalcedon. The cost of
his acceptance as an orthodox teacher was the personal anathema against Nestorius. He
stated it in the midst of such riotous, unprincipled enemies as Juvenal, who had with
equal readiness voted for his deposition in his absence two years before and now had
pronounced for his restoration refusing to hear any theological statement, just his
anathema against Nestorius. The pious Bishop of Cyrus made the right decision. He
agreed to anathematise his friend, thus being able to do his historical duty, i.e. to save the
church once again from a hardly explainable dogma, which would have needed continual
reparation or re-interpretation. The Chalcedonense is largely founded upon his Formula
of Reunion, whilst its other passages were also effectively anticipated by Theodoret in his
letters and works, including De incarnatione.
A last important point ought to be raised concerning the relationship between Theodoret
and Pope Leo. It is often suggested that the latter was largely unaware of the theological
and church-political depths of the Eastern disputes and in his Tomus ad Flavianum
approved by Chalcedon merely repeated in a servile manner the Western formulae
without having fully understood the issues at stake. This seems to be a comfortable
explanation as to why some passages of this letter were denounced by the Illyrian and
Palestinian bishops at Chalcedon as being ‘Nestorian’. This question cannot be neglected
– and not merely from a church-political or canonical perspective, but also concerning
our assessment of Leo’s doctrinal authority.
Based on the available evidence I think that to depict Leo as either being unacquainted
with the true nature of the doctrinal issues or having insufficient information about the
other aspects of the Eastern disputes is erroneous. On the contrary, he was not only aware
of the questions involved and formulated his Tome accordingly, but knew also the people
41
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who were worthy of his confidence. According to the testimony of his correspondence,
Leo could well distinguish e.g. between Juvenal’s unscrupulous opportunism and
Theodoret’s firm theological position and reliable character. For the sake of illustration I
shall summarise Leo’s attitude towards Juvenal and Theodoret respectively before and
after Chalcedon.
After Theodosius’s death Leo wrote to Anatolius of Constantinople that the names of
Dioscorus, Juvenal and Eustathius were not to be read aloud at the holy altar (Letter 80 in
NPNF XII, 66). According to Leo Dioscorus displayed his bad feeling and Juvenal his
ignorance ‘in the synod undeserving to be called a synod’. They may be accepted into
communion upon anathematising the Eutychian heresy in unambiguous terms.
Nonetheless, Leo reserves their case ‘for the maturer deliberations of the Apostolic See,
that when all things have been sifted and weighed, the right conclusion may be arrived at
about their real actions’ (Letter 85 in NPNF XII, 68).
Leo wrote to Bishop Julian in 452 in similar terms whilst warning him to be circumspect
in receiving the lapsed. Although he laments Juvenal’s injuries, he nonetheless states that
‘the very food he [Juvenal] had supplied them [i.e. the Monophysite party, which after
Chalcedon turned against him] was turned to his own ruin’ (Letter 109 in NPNF XII, 82).
Leo was also aware of Juvenal’s other opportunistic move in Ephesus 431 when he sided
with Cyril merely in the hope of obtaining the ecclesiastical presidency over the province
of Palestine, about which Cyril informed Leo (then archdeacon of Rome) in a letter.42
Finally, in his Letter 139 addressed to Juvenal himself, together with saluting him for
returning to orthodoxy, Leo reproaches his former conduct in quite harsh terms:
I grieved to think you had been yourself the source of your adversities by
failing in persistency of opposition to the heretics: for men can but think you
were not bold enough to refute those with whom when in error you professed
yourself satisfied. For the condemnation of Flavian of blessed memory and the
acceptance of the most unholy Eutyches what was it but the denial of our Lord
Jesus Christ according to the flesh? […] And therefore, because in the tithe of
long-suffering, you have chosen the return to wisdom rather than persistency
in folly, I rejoice that you have so sought the heavenly remedies as at last to
have become a defender of the Faith which is assailed by heretics (NPNF XII,
97).
One needs to take only a glance at Leo’s Letter 120 addressed to Theodoret (11 June 453)
in order to see just how well informed he was about the situation in the East and how
accurately he had chosen his partners. Apart from congratulating the Bishop of Cyrus on
their joint victory in Chalcedon and his reassurance that the Apostolic See held and
constantly holds Theodoret as being free from all taint of heresy, Leo asks for his further
co-operation by the writing of periodic reports:
We exhort you to continue your co-operation with the Apostolic See, because
we have learnt that some remnants of the Eutychian and Nestorian error still
linger amongst you. […] We wish to be assisted in this also by your watchful
42
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care that you hasten to inform the Apostolic See by your periodic reports what
progress the Lord’s teaching makes in those regions; to the end that we may
assist the priests of that district in whatever way experience suggests (NPNF
XII, 89-90).43
It is superfluous to add that such a service was not required from Juvenal after his
swaying back to the orthodox side. Leo knew exactly which source he could trust. Upon
assessing his theological authority in Chalcedon, one has to see that the Tome was not
only the measure of orthodoxy because of its reconcilability with Cyril’s writings, but in
its own right as well, the more so since most of those who cried out Le/wn ei}pen ta\
Kuri/llou in Chalcedon44 had condemned the very same letter as heretical two years
before. Thus, after Chalcedon Leo chose to depend upon the assistance of those
churchmen who had proven to be reliable concerning both their theological maturity and
their personal commitment to the cause they were serving.

1.4 Theodoret’s death and condemnation in 553
We hardly know anything about Theodoret’s life after Chalcedon. He explained his
subscription to the Definition in a letter to John of Aegea,45 in which he identified
Chalcedon’s mi/a u<po/stasij with his e%n pro/swpon. This terminological attitude has
been assessed negatively by some modern scholars.46 He probably composed
Haereticarum fabularum compendium in 452-53 partly as the last defence of his
orthodoxy.47 Even the year of his death is still a matter of dispute. Tillemont says he did
not survive the year 453; Gennadius suggests 457-58, whereas according to Canivet he
died before 466.48 Honigmann argues for 466, whilst Azéma fixed 460 as being the most
likely time of Theodoret’s death.49
Canivet mentions that the Monophysite bishop Philoxenus of Mabbugh (†523) caused
Theodoret’s name to be removed from the Diptychs at Cyrus and that Sergius II restored
it. This is particularly interesting since perhaps in the entire fifth century there was no
other bishop in Cyrus to whom the city could have been so grateful in any respect as to
Theodoret. The council held under Emperor Justinian in Constantinople 553, whilst
condemning Theodore in person, could not totally undo what Chalcedon had done. Thus,
it condemned Theodoret’s works ‘written against true faith and against St. Cyril’ in its
43

Leo’s letter is to be found also in ACO II, 4, 78-81.
See ACO II, 1, 2, 124.
45
Marcel Richard, ‘La Lettre de Théodoret à Jean d’Égées’, SPT, 2 (1941-42), 415-23.
46
Patrick T. R. Gray, ‘Theodoret on the One Hypostasis, An Antiochene Reading of Chalcedon’, SP, 15 (1984),
301-4; Kevin McNamara, ‘Theodoret of Cyrus and the Unity of Person in Christ’, ITQ, 22 (1955), 313-28; Clayton,
‘Theodoret’, 501-6. See section 4.5.6 Terminology in Ch. 4 of this work.
47
See Glenn Melvin Cope, ‘An Analysis of the Heresiological Method of Theodoret of Cyrus in the Haereticarum
Fabularum Compendium’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Catholic University of America, Washington D.
C., 1990), 53.
48
Canivet, Pierre, ‘Theodoret of Cyr’, New Catholic Encyclopedia, 15 vols (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Company, 1967), XIV, 20-22 (p. 20).
49
Ernest Honigmann, ‘Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Basil of Seleucia (the Time of Their Deaths)’, in his Patristic
Studies, Studi e testi, 173 (Rome: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, 1953), 174-84 (p. 180). Cf. Y. Azéma, ‘Sur la
date de la mort de Théodoret’, Pallas, 31 (1984), 137-55.
44

24 Chapter 1: Theodoret as Theologian and Churchman

Canon 13. Although concerning the controversy around the Three Chapters a learned
scholar has said that ‘it filled more volumes than it was worth lines’50 and the fifth
council is well beyond our present investigation, it ought to be borne in mind that the
entire condemnation of the three Antiochene theologians was done with the hope of
reconciling the opponents of Chalcedon. Further, this action took place after the total
blunder of the Henoticon, which is again an often overlooked detail.
In my assessment of Theodoret’s teaching – and also of Chalcedon itself – I intend to
interpret him and his theology not from the perspective of what was defined in a totally
changed world a century after Chalcedon, but according to the theological standards of
his own time. Consequently, whilst being aware of all the pros and cons in modern
scholarship, I agree with the following conclusion of Blomfield Jackson:
The Council [of 553] satisfied nobody. Pope Vigilius, detained at
Constantinople and Marmora with something of the same violence with which
Napoleon I detained Pius VI at Valence, declined to preside over a gathering
so exclusively oriental. The West was outraged by the constitution of the
synod, irrespective of its decisions. The Monophysites were disappointed that
the credit of Chalcedon should be even nominally saved by the nice distinction
which damaged the writings, but professed complete agreement with the
council which had refused to damn the writers. The orthodox wanted no slur
cast upon Chalcedon, and, however fenced, the condemnation of the Three
Chapters indubitably involved such a slur. Practically, the decrees of the
fourth and fifth councils are mutually inconsistent, and it is impossible to
accept both. Theodoret was reinstated at Chalcedon in spite of what he had
written, and what he had written was anathematised at Constantinople in spite
of his reinstatement.51
Thus, within a century after his death, Theodoret suffered another two unfair trials (the
removal of his name from the diptychs and the condemnation of some of his works in
553), caused either by prejudiced ignorance or by an honest but inappropriately directed
good will to bring peace to the Church. One of the lessons of Constantinople 553 is
perhaps that in order to maintain a united body of Christendom a common goal is needed:
common enemies or however cleverly chosen scapegoats simply do not suffice.
In the subsequent chapters of this thesis I shall present the textual tradition (Ch. 2) as well
as the analysis of De Trinitate (Ch. 3) and of De incarnatione (Ch. 4). In the conclusion I
shall reflect briefly upon the two main parallel Christological concepts, seeking for a
positive interpretation of Theodoret’s doctrinal legacy.
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Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of Both Treatises
In this chapter I shall deal with the issues concerning the textual tradition of De Trinitate
and De incarnatione. This will involve the discussion of the following:
• Determination of the time of writing by using external and internal evidences;
• The manuscript tradition including the references made to the tracts by ancient and
mediaeval authors;
• The history of the mediaeval and modern editions of some passages and of the entire
text of both treatises respectively;
• Their restoration to the author and the relevant modern scholarship;
• The assessment of the reliability of the currently possessed edition in PG 75.
In addition, I have also listed all the excerpts presently known to us in the Appendix.

2.1 The dating of the two treatises
2.1.1 External and internal evidence
Modern scholars generally agree that the two treatises must have been written before the
Council of Ephesus, i.e. before 431. In support of this dating we have two contemporary
proofs (one by Marius Mercator, the other by Theodoret) as well as a later evidence, i.e.
Theodoret’s Letter 113 written to Pope Leo. For the sake of illustrating better how the
time frame can be restricted, I shall start with the latter.
In his Letter 113 written after his deposition in 449 Theodoret gives an account of his
earlier works. The following passage was the subject of long scholarly disputes:
I have in my possession what I wrote twenty years ago; what I wrote eighteen,
fifteen, twelve years ago; against Arians and Eunomians, against Jews and
Greeks; against the magi in Persia; on universal Providence; and others on
theology and on the divine incarnation.52
The title of the treatise we are concerned with is the one put in italics. De Trinitate and
De incarnatione were preserved under the name of Cyril.53 The original Greek text says:
e[tera de\ peri\ ceologi/aj, kai\ th~j cei/aj e>nancrwph/sewj. The question whether the
author lists his works at all in a chronological or counter-chronological order cannot be
ascertained. For example, his tracts Against the Jews and Greeks [ta\ pro\j >Ioudai/ouj
kai\ [Ellhnaj] must well predate Ephesus, since he mentions them at the beginning of
his Expositio rectae fidei also,54 which is considered as being an early work, written well
before the Nestorian controversy.55 The work against the Greeks has been identified with
52
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(1935), 83-106 (p. 103) and in essence, with some reserves, of Jean-Noël Guinot, ‘L’Expositio rectae fidei et le
traité Sur la Trinité et l’Incarnation de Théodoret de Cyr: deux types d’argumentation pour un même propos?’, RA,
32 (2001), 39-74 (pp. 69-74). The controversy around the dating of Expositio rectae fidei is to be found in R. V.
53

26 Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of Both Treatises

the Graecarum affectionum curatio, whereas for the former Richard erroneously pointed
out three manuscript sources in Florence and in the Vatican.56 The lost works ‘against
Arians and Eunomians’ are seemingly referred to in Ch. 3 of De Trinitate,57 and reckoned
among the pre-Ephesian works of Theodoret by M. Richard, yet he places them after the
work written against the Jews and Greeks. Paul Bauchman Clayton reaches the same
conclusion.58 One may argue that in his quoted letter Theodoret enumerates the years and
his works in a chronological sequence, as follows:
• ‘Against Arians and Eunomians’ and ‘against Jews and Greeks’ as having been
written ‘twenty years ago’, i.e. in the same year of 429 (thus, the order would not
matter so much);
• ‘Against the magi in Persia’ written ‘eighteen years ago’, i.e. in 431;
• ‘On universal Providence’ written ‘fifteen years ago’, i.e. in 434;59
• ‘On theology and on the divine incarnation’ written ‘twelve years ago’, i.e. in 437.

Despite the fact that this seems to be a plausible explanation, further evidence coming
from Marius Mercator as well as from Theodoret himself will show that the Bishop of
Cyrus did not strictly follow a chronological order when he presented his works to Pope
Leo, but simply gave him an incomplete account of his previous theological activity. The
list is not exhaustive, since all the polemics against Cyril are missing (the Refutation of
the Anathemas, the so-called Pentalogus written allegedly against Cyril’s Ephesian
council, Theodoret’s Defence of Diodore and Theodore against Cyril etc.), but not only
they (e.g. also his Commentaries, including the Commentary on the Pauline Epistles,
written in 436-38).60 Theodoret obviously does not intend to incriminate himself by
quoting his works against Cyril as being proofs of his orthodoxy, yet he feels comfortable
to mention De Trinitate and De incarnatione, which might suggest his own judgement
concerning the two treatises as not being offensive to Cyrilline theology. In the light of
the evidence due to be presented below I would argue that there is no purposeful
chronological sequence in the above enumeration: the author merely searches in his
memory for some works that may be acceptable for Leo and notes them down in the
order in which they come to his mind. Thus, for the time being, let us place the works in
the widest time-span provided, i.e. between 20 and 12 years before 449, thus, between
429 and 437.

Sellers, ‘Pseudo-Justin’s Expositio rectae fidei: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus’, JTS, 46 (1945), 145-60 and in M.
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Marius Mercator in his anti-Nestorian work (written between 428 and 432, during the
author’s stay in Constantinople) gives three quotations from De incarnatione under the
name of Theodoret.61 These fragments were later published by Jean Garnier in his
Auctarium Tomi IV Operum Theodoreti under the title $ewdorh/tou Pentalo/gion
[peri\] e>nancrwph/sewj, as well as in his edition of Marius Mercator’s works. The two
codices used by Garnier were Codex Palatinus 234 (part of the Collectio Palatina) and
Codex Bellovacensis. Garnier preferred to use Bellovacensis for his edition of
Mercator.62
These quotations of Mercator provide important information concerning the dating of De
Trinitate and De incarnatione.63 The excerpts are preserved together with a few others
coming from a (now lost) work of Theodoret entitled Pentalo/goj, in Latin Pentalogus
(rendered as Pentalogium by Garnier), written perhaps against Cyril’s Ephesian council.
Modern scholarship ascertained that De incarnatione and the Pentalogus were two
entirely separate works of the Bishop of Cyrus.64
The excerpts of Marius Mercator were first identified by Albert Ehrhard, who in fact
restored the two treatises to Theodoret.65 As we have said above, Mercator wrote his
work in Constantinople between 428 and 432. If we compare this with Theodoret’s
quoted Letter 113, we have to place the genesis of Theodoret’s work between 429 and
432, consequently, the theory concerning Theodoret’s chronological consistency in his
Letter 113 must be dropped.
The third evidence in favour of a pre-432 dating comes again from Theodoret himself. In
his article ‘Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets’, Eduard Schwartz mentions another letter of
Theodoret written to the people of Constantinople shortly after the Council of Ephesus –
preserved in the Collectio Casinensis 129 and published in ACO – in which both treatises
are mentioned.66 The text itself suggests that some time must have passed since
Theodoret wrote the work:
Si vero vacare potuero, et ea quae de Sancta Trinitate et de divina
dispensatione olim a me scripta sunt, dirigo vobis (SC 429, 150).
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Yvan Azéma, the editor of Theodoret’s correspondence, places the writing of the Letter
to the people of Constantinople to the first half of the year 432, after the composition of
the famous Letter 151 to the monks of the East (SC 429, 94-129), to which the former
makes an allusion (SC 429, 148).67 The Letter to the monks was composed during the
winter of 431-32.68
At this point we can already push back the time of composition of De Trinitate and De
incarnatione before the first half of the year 432. Furthermore, the expression ‘olim’ in
the quotation above cannot refer to something written immediately before the letter itself
(the Greek expression might have been pro/sfaton, prosfa/twj or even makra/n, since
all these are used by our author in his works, the latter more frequently). In order to see
this, we have to analyse in some detail the environment of the above reference to the
treatise, which is the last in the line of some works produced by Theodoret since Ephesus.
The sentence in the letter to the people of Constantinople preceding the reference to De
Trinitate and De incarnatione reads:
Direximus autem vobis et ea quae a nobis ad monachos sanctissimos scripta
sunt, et divinorum dogmatum latius opus habens et claram contrariorum
convictionem. Super haec autem direxi vobis lectionem quam exposui
sanctissimae et amatrici Dei congregationi, et ea quae ad Deo amicissimos
episcopos a nobis dicta sunt, qui discere voluerunt quae sit eorum quae
moventur causa; petierunt enim a nobis, hanc eis manifestam statueremus et
claram. Si vero vacare potuero […].69
We need to examine this passage in order to determine whether Theodoret could have
had enough time to compose De Trinitate and De incarnatione between the end of the
Council of Ephesus (August 431) and the writing of the above letter.
Thus, after mentioning the Letter to the monks, which he sends to the people of
Constantinople, he speaks of a work which treats the divine dogmas more widely or in
some detail and refutes clearly the contrary opinions: ‘et divinorum dogmatum latius
opus habens et claram contrariorum convictionem’.70 Azéma identifies this with the
Pentalogos, i.e. with the five books written against Cyril and his council of Ephesus,
fragments of which are to be found in the Collectio Palatina (ACO I, 5, 165-170) and in

67

‘Première moitié de 432, postérieure à la lettre C4 aux moines à laquelle elle fait allusion’ (SC 429, 130, note 1).
The allusion in the Letter to the people of Constantinople to the one sent to the monks: ‘direximus autem vobis et ea
quae a nobis ad monachos sanctissimos scripta sunt’ (SC 429, 148).
68
SC 429, 96, note 1.
69
SC 429, 148-50.
70
Azéma finds the version ‘convisionem’ retained by Schwartz surprising, since that would be hardly translatable
otherwise than su/noyin, which cannot be found in Theodoret in this sense, and the only example cited (Index
graecus, PG 84, 1131) is in a letter of Emperor Constantine (Theodoret, HE I, 16 = PG 82, 957C). Therefore he
proposes the reading ‘convictionem’ (e]legxon) in the well-founded sense of ‘refutation’ (SC 429, 150, note 1). The
term e>le/gxw and its other forms are abundantly present in Theodoret’s works including his Correspondence,
Commentaries, Graecarum affectionum curatio, Eranistes, HE, Historia religiosa, Haereticarum fabularum
compendium etc. and also in De Trinitate (PG 75, 1149C, 1181D, 1185C and D) and in De incarnatione (PG 75,
1428A – title of Chapter 9, 1429D, 1433B, 1441D, 1460B, 1461C, 1464A). Further, it is to be found twice in the
Letter to the monks written shortly before the one to the people of Constantinople, in both cases in the sense of
‘refutation’ (SC 429, 112, line 215; 124, line 387).

Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of Both Treatises 29

the Catena of Luke by Nicetas of Heracleia.71 Although the work is lost now, being
banned in 553, it was still included in the large Theodoret-codex described by Photius
without its genuine title, as shown by Schwartz.72 The work must have been somewhat
voluminous, not merely because it contained five lo/goi, but also because the author
himself described it as a ‘latius opus’, whereas for example he considers De Trinitate and
De incarnatione as being ‘a midway’ between lengthy exposition and laconic briefness.73
Thus, it may well be assumed that the Pentalogos was considerably longer than the
double treatise De Trinitate and De incarnatione, which then presupposes a reasonable
amount of time for composition, which must fall entirely between the autumn of 431 and
the winter of 431-32.
Further, in the same fragment, the author refers to two different texts (lectures) he had
uttered: the first probably in front of a congregation,74 the second in front of an audience
of bishops. Although these two presentations cannot be identified,75 from the context it
may be concluded that they were also written and presented after the Council of Ephesus,
since the author says that the bishops ‘wanted to know the cause of these troubles,
therefore they demanded from us to present [state, explain] this for them manifestly and
clearly’. Now, of course, some ‘trouble’ indeed was there before the council itself, for
example the battle around the 12 Cyrilline Anathemas etc., yet the Antiochenes seemed to
be confident of winning the battle, since Nestorius himself demanded repeatedly the
convocation of an ecumenical council against what he thought was ‘the Apollinarianism’
of Cyril. Thus, the council itself and its outcome (i.e. the emperor favouring Cyril’s
council and not the one of John of Antioch) must have been a true disappointment, if not
a major surprise for the Antiochenes and thus for Theodoret, as we see it in his letters
written from Ephesus and Chalcedon. Therefore, the phrase ‘eorum quae moventur’
above fits more the events in Ephesus and its aftermath, than the controversy preceding
it. The Letter to the monks written probably some weeks before the one to Constantinople
depicts the state of the church using similarly negative images: the phrase th~j
e>kklhsi/aj kata/stasij at the beginning of the letter as well as the picture of the holy
ship in the tempest resembles very much ‘quae moventur’.
Moreover, the letter to the people in Constantinople was written upon the request of the
congregation (their letter to Theodoret is no longer extant), which remained faithful to
Nestorius,76 and this may well have been the case of the other community also.77 Thus,
the author thought that to the present letter he may well enclose the other discourse also
given for a larger audience as well as the clarification he has presented in front of some
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bishops, who most probably favoured the cause of Nestorius. Thus, these two
presentations fall again between the Council of Ephesus and the end of the year 431.78
Before trying to summarise all the literary production of our author between the end of
the Council and the composition of the letter to Constantinople, we have to take into
account his letters written as well as his other duties performed in the period.
The extant letters of Theodoret written between the Council of Ephesus and the first half
of 432 are the following:
Correspondent/Title
Time of composition
Several letters written from Ephesus to July-August 431
the Emperor, Empresses and bishops
Nos. 152-62
Andrew of Samosata
Beginning of August
431
Alexander of Hierapolis
Sept.-Oct. 431
Letters of the Eastern Commissioners Sept.-Oct. 431
to the Emperor etc. Nos. 163-68
Alexander of Hierapolis No. 169
Sept.-Oct. 431
Bishop Rufus No. 170

Oct. 431

Alexander of Hierapolis
The monks of the East
The people of Constantinople

Turn of 431-432
Winter of 431-432
First half of 432

Reference
PG 83, 1440D1463D
SC 429, 72-79
SC 429, 80-95
PG 83, 1464A1473B
PG 83, 1473B1476A
PG 83,
1476A1481D
SC 429, 156-59
SC 429, 96-129
SC 429, 130-51

One has to add to the above all the duties Theodoret had to perform during and after the
Council of Ephesus, including several drafts of the later Formula of Reunion, which was
initially the Antiochene or Eastern Formula,79 his active participation as a commissioner
in the debates held in front of the Emperor in September 431, the Antiochenes’ travel to
Ancyra (Galatia), and their two conciliabula at Tarsus in Cilicia and later in Antioch80 in
order to see how busy and stressful was the second half of the year 431 as well as the
beginning of the following one for the Bishop of Cyrus. If we take into account the
possible length of the Pentalogus, which must have been Theodoret’s first priority in
terms of theological writing (since on that could largely depend the fate of the
Antiochene cause still hanging in the balance), despite his generally amazing productivity
amongst unfavourable circumstances, it is highly unlikely that between the end of the
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Council of Ephesus81 and the composition of the Letter to the people of Constantinople
he could have produced two works so different in tone and style from the bitterness of his
letters written in the period.
To return once again to the above quoted extract from the Letter to the people of
Constantinople: its most likely explanation is that whilst Theodoret is sending all his
recent compositions (letters, works, presentations) for the use of the community with the
letter itself, he promises that once he can find some spare time [‘si vero vacare potuero’]
he shall send them also the works he had written ‘some time ago’, i. e. before the ones he
is sending. The excuse of ‘finding spare time’ can easily mean that the work is simply not
at hand, since the author has written it before the others and has not enough time at the
moment to try to find it (even less to copy it) amongst the possibly many dozens of
documents of his own or sent to him by others.
Therefore, we may conclude that the composition of both tracts predated the Council of
Ephesus, thus must have been written before June 431.

2.1.2 A possible post-Ephesian retouching
Although admitting that they were composed before Ephesus, Marcel Richard argues that
the second treatise was retouched after the council in order to make it more compliant
with the immediate issues and demands of the time.82 The chapters he thinks underwent
this second redaction were 31, 32 and 35, less surely 21, 22 and 24. Clayton shares this
opinion also.83
The limits of the present work are insufficient in order to take every argument in detail,
yet a few points would still need clarification. The ‘naming’ of Christ in the course of De
incarnatione as being the proper name of the Incarnate God-man (including Ch. 24) will
be analysed in some detail: the issue lies at the heart of the treatise and is most probably
not a subsequent addition. The fact that the rejection of teaching two pro/swpa in Ch. 31
is again germane to the work and not a later insertion84 is shown by the discovery of the
genuine form of the title of Ch. 21, where, following the textual corruption of the original
pro/swpon, it was replaced by Mai and thus in PG by Lo/goj.85 Thus the titles – and to
some extent the contents – of Chapters 21 and 31 are parallel to each other (Ch. 31
summarising the issue presented in Ch. 21), a characteristic of Theodoret’s writing style
as it appears abundantly in De incarnatione.86
The rejection of kra~sij in Ch. 32 – although it appears there for the first time – is in
harmony with the rest of the treatise. Moreover, Chapters 31-32 are meant to be
81
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terminologically clarifying conclusions, which could mean that they were written in their
entirety after Ephesus, since one could easily argue against the terms suna/feia and
koinwni/a as being offensive to Cyrilline Christology, despite being preceded by the term
e[nwsij, thus rejecting the whole Ch. 32, without which, however, the entire work lacks
its conclusion. For the sake of comparison, the last chapter (i.e. Ch. 28) of De Trinitate is
the exact terminologically clarifying parallel of Ch. 32 of De incarnatione, which in its
turn contains important expressions not found in the body of the treatise on the Trinity:
e.g. mona/j, sugxu/sij, a>llotri/wsij,87 yet nobody could claim that these were alien to
the structure or to the message of the tract. Further, the title of Ch. 28 of De Trinitate is
also descriptive: a>nakefalai/wsij th~j pi/stewj. Could Chapters 31 and 32 have a
similar function at the end of the Christological discussion? M. Richard does not infer
that Ch. 28 of De Trinitate might have also been written subsequently to the Council of
Ephesus, moreover, I think he did not fully assess the meaning of the two concluding
Chapters (34 and 35) of De incarnatione either.
Here we arrive at one of the main arguments of M. Richard concerning a possible postEphesian retouching, namely Ch. 35 of De incarnatione, which asserts a juxtaposition of
ceoto/koj and a>ncrwpoto/koj, an idea later dropped by Theodoret in the Formula of
Reunion. The Bishop of Cyrus defends this abandonment of a>ncrwpoto/koj in his Letter
16 written to Bishop Irenaeus shortly before the Latrocinium.88 As Richard argues, if the
juxtaposition had been included already in the original (i.e. pre-Ephesian) form of the
work, the question should have been addressed earlier, e.g. at the beginning of Ch. 20 or
in Ch. 23 consecrated entirely to the virgin birth, and not ‘among the final considerations,
which form the conclusion of the work and already occupy the whole Chapter 34’.89
M. Richard seems to have overlooked the fact that Ch. 34 of De incarnatione is in fact
the closure of De Trinitate and not of De incarnatione. The same themes reappear here,
including the delicate question of the Filioque and not at all accidentally. If the author
intended to summarise the main points of Trinitarian orthodoxy, including the respect for
the o[roj of the Fathers, he certainly succeeded in doing it in Ch. 34 of De incarnatione.
In the same fashion, Ch. 35 is the conclusion of De incarnatione, which contains the
juxtaposition of ceoto/koj and a>ncrwpoto/koj in the form of a rhetorical summation and
does not seem to be a later addition. It provides an epigrammatic solution to the whole
pre-Ephesian controversy at the very end, and indeed, the usually most remembered part
of the work. This in fact could well have been one of the author’s main intentions, i.e. to
furnish a solid theological ground to what was regarded as being a particularly
Antiochene heritage90 followed in a more stubborn manner by Nestorius than by his
friend, yet Theodoret – at least at the stage preceding Ephesus – hoped to be able to give
this phrase a positive theological interpretation.
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It is true that the Bishop of Cyrus did not cling to the conjunction of the two expressions
in the manner of Nestorius,91 yet it had been part of his pre-Ephesian concerns. Thus, as
observed also by M. Richard, he seems to join the two terms in his refutation of the first
Cyrilline anathema.92 Since the juxtaposition is missing from the Antiochene Formula
drawn up by Theodoret, which later became the Formula of Reunion, yet it reappears in
his Letter to the monks of the East,93 the French scholar concluded that its insertion into
the concluding chapter of De incarnatione must have happened after Ephesus, when the
author was again under the influence of the Nestorian controversy.94 In my opinion it
may have well been the other way around. The Antiochene Formula was drawn up in 431
perhaps still with the hope of achieving peace with the other party at the cost of
sacrificing the term a>ncrwpoto/koj. Thus, upon seeing that even this substantial
compromise (which in fact alienated e.g. Alexander of Hierapolis)95 did not bring any
result, Theodoret could have justifiably decided to revert – at least for the time being – to
his pre-Ephesian position of the Refutatio and of De incarnatione. This could also
explain why the quotation of the Antiochene Formula in his Letter to the monks of the
East (written during the winter of 431-32) stops exactly before the sentence concerning
the explanation of the title ceoto/koj applied to Virgin Mary,96 since later in the letter the
two terms appear side by side, as mentioned above. The juxtaposition in Ch. 35 of De
incarnatione, nevertheless, is not meant to be offensive to but rather reconciliatory with
Cyrilline Christology.97
Therefore, although it is undeniable that De incarnatione shows the signs of a hasty
editing during the Nestorian controversy, it seems that we have no sufficient reasons to
doubt that the composition of the entire work fell before the Council of Ephesus, i.e.
between the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy and the summer of 431.98 From among
the many examples one may find, some excerpts show clearly that the Refutation of the
Anathemas and De incarnatione were written at about the same time, yet the latter lacks
entirely the harshness of the former.99 The composition of the two works is thus likely to
have fallen between 429 (to take into account Theodoret’s own testimony of his Letter to
Pope Leo) and the middle of 431.
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Thus, based on the available information, we have tried to establish as best as we could
the time of the composition of the two treatises. It is probably fair to assume that a more
precise dating would have to emerge from a further, at present unavailable or yet
undiscovered evidence.100

2.2 The textual tradition
Whilst trying to present the handing down of the two works from the time of their genesis
to our day, we have to accept that the available manuscript tradition is very narrow,
whereas the history of the editions begins practically in the nineteenth century. There are
in fact two somewhat different ways in which one could present the journey through
history of De Trinitate and De incarnatione:
1. By enlisting the results of modern scholarship, thus following the chronological order
of the appearance of relevant articles and studies;
2. By trying to reconstruct the chronology of the textual tradition of the tracts from 431
until their latest publication, whilst referring to the relevant scholarly contributions in
the order demanded by this historical presentation.
Since a critical edition of the two tracts – which could tell us the story of the handing
down – is not yet available, I have chosen to present the textual tradition following the
second option.

2.2.1 Manuscripts of ancient and mediaeval authors
Marius Mercator
The name of Marius Mercator has already been mentioned in connection with the dating
of the treatises. He is in fact the only contemporary author who quotes from De
incarnatione, providing us with three fragments of the work in a Latin translation in 432.
As mentioned above, Mercator gives these quotations as if they were allegedly from the
Pentalogos. This ‘impious fraud’ of the Latin author caused some misunderstandings in
later editions of Theodoret. Another issue involving Mercator’s fragments is the chapter
numbering, which will be dealt with a little later.
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In his analysis of Theodoret’s Haereticarum fabularum compendium Glenn Melvin Cope signalled another
possible reference to De Trinitate, yet it does not provide any information concerning the dating of the treatise:
a>lla\ ga\r kai\ peri\ tou~ a<gi/ou Pneu/matoj, kata\ tw~n th~j tou/tou xa/ritoj e>rh/mwn ai<retikw~n trei~j
sune/graya lo/gouj (PG 83, 457D). ‘I have composed three books concerning the Holy Spirit against the barren
heresies of this grace.’ See Glenn Melvin Cope, ‘An Analysis of the Heresiological Method of Theodoret of Cyrus
in the Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, The Catholic University of
America, Washington D.C., 1990), 232, note 84. As results from Marcel Richard’s analysis, Theodoret composed
another work before Ephesus entitled either Adversus Macedonianos or De Spiritu Sancto, which together with e.g.
Expositio rectae fidei could then make De Trinitate as being the third book about the Holy Spirit. Cf. M. Richard,
‘L’activité littéraire de Théodoret’, 103.

Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of Both Treatises 35

Severus of Antioch
As shown by Joseph Lebon,101 in the fifth chapter of the third book of his Contra impium
Grammaticum written around 520 Severus of Antioch quotes both from De Trinitate and
from De incarnatione as from a work of Theodoret. In fact he is the only theologian who
cites De Trinitate under the name of its real author.102 The citations found by Lebon in
the work of the Bishop of Antioch preserved in Syriac show that the two treatises –
especially the second one – were well known to Severus, who criticised those parts of
Theodoret’s argument which were unacceptable for their non-Chalcedonian
Christology.103 The general title Severus had given to Theodoret’s work was Peri\
ceologi/aj th~j a<gi/aj Tria/doj kai\ peri\ th~j oi>konomi/aj, which corresponds
substantially with the one mentioned by the bishop of Cyrus in his Letter to Pope Leo.
Lebon also mentions the third – in 1930 still unpublished – book of Severus’ Contra
Grammaticum, in which references to Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj are made (British Library
Addit. 12157, fol. 145v).104
Severus is an important source concerning the clarification of some textual differences
(like the correct form of the title of Ch. 21 of De incarnatione), based on which Lebon
suspected that the pseudepigraphy was done on purpose by one of the neo-Chalcedonian
theologians.105 The French scholar obviously did not have access to the only surviving
manuscript of the two treatises, Vat. gr. 841, based on which Guinot successfully
dismissed the theory of a deliberate text alteration and of a sixth century pseudepigraphy
motivated by doctrinal considerations.106 Further, the chapter numbering differences
between the Vat. gr. 841 and Mercator’s as well as Severus’s quotations have also been
solved by the locating of two unnoticed chapter titles:
1. As observed by Eduard Schwartz, the fragment o[ti ei> o< $eo\j Lo/goj h&n a>nti\ nou~
e>n tw|~ lhfce/nti, kai\ o< dia/boloj dikaiologi/aij xrh/saito a&n eu>lo/goij, being
currently part of the text of Ch. 15 in Vat. gr. 841, was in fact the title of a new
chapter, overlooked by the copyist of the manuscript and included into the body of the
treatise, which resulted in the defective numbering of the subsequent chapters.107
2. The second copying error of the same kind occurred during the copying of the current
Ch. 29, where the following one-time chapter title had been overlooked and included
into the body of the treatise, decreasing the further numbering of the chapters by two:
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Ui<oj\ a>ncrw/pou o< proaiw/nioj tou~ $eou~ Lo/goj hu>do/khsen o>noma/zescai (PG 75,
1469C).108

Did the Council of Constantinople condemn the two treatises in 553?
Whilst presenting the theological issues connected with the fifth ecumenical council,
Aloys Grillmeier mentions the following works of Theodoret as having to be subjected to
scholarly investigation in order to establish the validity of Constantinople’s judgement
passed on their author: Impugnatio XII Anathematismorum Cyrilli, Pentalogus, De theol.
s. trin. et de oeconomia, Pro Diodoro et Theodoro, Ex serm. Chalc. c. Cyrill. habito.109
Grillmeier, however, does not seem to infer that the two treatises we are concerned with
had been also condemned in 553 together with the Counter-statements to Cyril’s
anathemas, the Pentalogus and the Defence of Diodore and Theodore. It seems that the
council was not influenced by Severus’s criticism concerning the two treatises of the
Bishop of Cyrus, since the entire volume containing the acts and the appendix of the fifth
council (i.e. ACO IV, 1-2) does not even mention either of them, although in ACO IV, 1,
130-36 the other works of Theodoret are quoted and criticised in some detail. The list
includes parts of the Refutation of the Anathemas, of the Letter to the Eastern monks, of
Theodoret’s speech in Chalcedon (431) following the council of Ephesus, of his defence
in Chalcedon (431) written in favour of Nestorius, of his Letter to Andrew of Samosata
from Ephesus, of his Letter to Nestorius written after having signed the Formula of
Reunion,110 the probably spurious Letter written allegedly to John of Antioch on the
death of Cyril,111 and a similarly doubtful passage from a supposed allocution in Antioch
after Cyril’s death. An explicit proof of the condemnation of Theodoret’s two treatises is
therefore not to be found in the ACO edition of the council’s documents. If we inferred a
possible theory concerning an ‘implicit’ condemnation together with the other works, we
ought to take into consideration that – even if there had been any unrecorded discussions
of De Trinitate and De incarnatione in Constantinople 553 – the ‘impious fraud’ of
Mercator who ascribed the three fragments of De incarnatione to the Pentalogos may
have influenced the judgement of the fifth council. Nevertheless, it is now clear that the
two works are entirely different from each other. Moreover, it is also interesting that none
of Severus’s quotations from De incarnatione was listed among the doomed passages.
The general and ever-returning charge against Theodoret in the acts of the council of 553
is ‘writing against true faith and against St. Cyril’, which is quite vague in terms of what
may or in fact should be included in the list of the condemned works. In the case of De
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incarnatione and De Trinitate – when we disregard Mercator’s fraud of ascription – the
above general charge is not valid, since the works were not written against Cyril and his
council as e.g. the Pentalogos was. Thus, no evidence suggests that the Council said
anything about these two works.
Ebedjesu and the Syriac Codex add. 14,533 of British Library
Albert Ehrhard refers to this Syriac manuscript dating from the 8th-9th centuries in his
thesis concerning the restoration of Peri\ th~j tou~ Kuri/ou e>nancrwph/sewj to
Theodoret. In this codex, among Theodoret’s works translated into Syriac, Ebedjesu
mentions a book entitled Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj. There is also a citation from a tract of
Theodoret, the title of which is very close to our treatise. As retranslated into Greek by
Ehrhard, the title of this work would be e>k tou~ lo/gou peri\ th~j tou~ Kuri/ou
e>nancrwph/sewj. As Ehrhard mentions, Syriac translations of Theodoret in his time
(1888) were not yet printed.112
The above evidence seems to reinforce the view that the ascription of both works to Cyril
may not have happened in the sixth century as Lebon suggested.113 Moreover, Ebedjesu’s
testimony is not the only one we possess after Severus’s Contra Grammaticum which
still ascribes the work to Theodoret.
Nicetas of Heracleia and the manuscripts of his Catena of Luke
In the 11th century, more precisely in 1080, Nicetas of Heracleia wrote his Catena of
Luke, in which he quoted from De incarnatione for the last time known to us under the
name of its original author. He quotes sometimes entire chapters from the treatise, whilst
omitting chapter titles. The only exception to this rule is the partial quotation of the
chapter title found by Schwartz in the text of the current Ch. 15.114
Several manuscripts survived of Nicetas’ Catena, which were described and classified by
Joseph Sickenberger.115 Following his description, I have located four manuscripts,
which represent all the main branches of the manuscript tradition. Thus, apart from the
text of Vat. gr. 841 edited by Migne, in my translation of De incarnatione and in the
comments related to it116 I made use of the following manuscripts of Nicetas’ Catena:
•
•
•
•
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The above manuscripts – in respect to Nicetas’ quotations – are also adequate for the
production of the critical edition of De incarnatione. I shall present them in their
chronological order, but first I reproduce the scheme of the handing down of these
manuscripts as it had been drawn up by Sickenberger.117
The manuscript tradition history of Nicetas’ Catena of Luke
Italian group

Vat. 1611
year 1116

Vat. 1642
12th c.
until
Lk. 6:16

Interpolated
group

Byzantine group

Vind. th. 71
12-13th c.
until
Lk. 6:21

Monac. 473
14th c.
Lk. 6:1711:26

Ang. 100
12th c.
Lk. 6:3112:18

Laur. conv.
soppr. 176
12-13th c.
Lk. 6:2712:10

Casan. 715
16th c.
Lk. 6:2712:10

Ath. Vatop.
457
13th c.
from
Lk. 12:32

Par. Coisl.
201
14-15th c.

Vaticanus gr. 1611

Ath. Ivir. 371
f. 1-409 +
Cpolit. met.
tou~ a<g.
ta/fou 466
12-13th c.
Par. 208
14th c.
until
Lk. 12:46
Ath. Ivir. 371
f. 410-626
year 1576
from Lk. 11:1
onwards

The oldest and best surviving manuscript of Nicetas’ Catena of Luke is Vat. gr. 1611 of
the Italian group, dating from the year 1116. The codex is 38.5 cm high and 30 cm wide.
The number of folios is 320. The red-brown leather cover has on its back the shield of
Pius IX (1846-1878), showing that the manuscript was bound during his papacy. The
very distinctive characteristic of this manuscript is that only the first 12 lines are written
on the entire width of the page, which occupy between 1/4 and 1/3 of an entire page,
whereas the following lines are divided into two columns, obviously to enhance
perspicuity. The title of the codex is on fol. 1: Bibli/on a […] tw~n ei>j to\ kata\
Louka~n e>qhgh/sewn tou~ Serrw~n […], and under that a cross followed by the main title
in very long red uncial letters: Sunagwgh\ e>qhgh/sewn ei>j to\ kata\ Louka~n a[gion
eu>agge/lion e>k diafo/rwn e<rmhneutw~n para\ Nikh/ta, diako/nou th~j tou~ $eou~
mega/lhj e>kklhsi/aj kai\ didaska/lou, gegonui~a e>k th~j e<qahme/rou. The last three
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words are the first lemma.118 As Robert Devreesse mentions, this manuscript contains all
the fragments found by various scholars (including Garnier and Schwartz) in the other
manuscripts of the Catena.119 Moreover, it contains a substantial number of fragments,
which do not appear in the other manuscripts.120 Sickenberger had already noted that in
Vat. gr. 1611 he encountered the reference $eodwrh/tou 40 times. He also mentions
finding fragments of Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj in Chapters 1, 2 and 5 of Nicetas’ quoted
work, as well as from Pentalo/goj in Chapters 2 and 5.121
Vindobonensis theol. gr. 71
This manuscript comes from the twelfth-thirteenth century and belongs to the Byzantine
group. It contains only the first book of the Catena (until Luke 6:21 as mentioned above)
on 424 folios of 30 cm high and 19.5 cm wide. The front and back cover carries the
Austrian blazon as well as the following inscription on the ledge: CATENA SS. PAT IN
EVAN. S. LUCAE. The top of fol. 1r as well as fol. 424v contains the remark: Augerius
de Busbecke comparavit Constantinopoli. The title on fol. 1r says: Catena SS. Patrum in
S. Lucam. At the bottom of fol. 1r the following inscription is to be found: Augustissimae
Bibliothecae Caesareae Vindobonensis Codex Theologicus Graecus LXXI. Another
reference number (Handschriftsnr. N 42) is found in the same place. At least two scribes
had worked on it: the first had completed fols 1-79v, whereas another wrote the rest.122
Monacensis gr. 473
Belonging to the same Italian group with Vat. gr. 1611, Monacensis gr. 473 is from the
14th century and contains the second book of the Catena from Luke 6:17 until Luke 11:26
on 416 pages in the format of 24.5 x 17 cm. On page 1 the following partly destroyed
inscription is to be found: […] pi/naq tou~ paro/[ntoj] deute/ron tw~[n] [ei>j] to\ [kata\
Louka~n] eu>agge/lion e>qhgh/sewn bibli/ou. The forms of the lemmata as well as the
opening and closing remarks show the relatedness of the codex to Vat. gr. 1611. It must
have arrived at the Bavarian State Library between the years 1575-95, since the catalogue
of the year 1575 does not yet contain it, whereas the next one twenty years later lists it on
page 2 as Cod. XI.123
Eduard Schwartz used these two last manuscripts of the Catena (Vindob. gr. 71 and
Monac. 473) for his first compilation of the excerpts from Theodoret’s treatises,
including the ones from De incarnatione. As the German scholar mentions, he did not
have access to Vat. gr. 1611, thus the line of his quotations (deriving from these two
manuscripts) is incomplete. The list of excerpts was augmented on the basis of Vat. gr.

118

Sickenberger, ‘Die Lukaskatene’, 31-32.
Robert Devreesse, ‘Orient, antiquité’, RSPT, 20 (1931), 559-71 (p. 568).
120
See M. Richard, ‘Les citations de Théodoret’, 88-96. The excerpts of De incarnatione found by M. Richard in
Vat. gr. 1611 are listed in the Appendix.
121
Sickenberger, ‘Die Lukaskatene’, 96.
122
Sickenberger, ‘Die Lukaskatene’, 49-51.
123
Sickenberger, ‘Die Lukaskatene’, 56-58.
119

40 Chapter 2: The Textual Tradition of Both Treatises

1611 first by Robert Devreesse and then continued by Marcel Richard.124 The whole list
of these excerpts from De incarnatione with their description is to be found in the
Appendix.
Parisinus gr. 208
The codex Par. gr. 208 belonging to the third, i.e. interpolated, group of the manuscript
tradition of the Catena is from the 14th century and contains about the first half of
Nicetas’ work from the beginning until Luke 12:46, with the first folio missing. The title
is therefore absent, yet the further note is to be found on fol. 1: Catena in Lucam 2440 ex
Bibliotheca Eminentissimi Dñi mei Cardinalis Mazarini.125 This is a paper manuscript of
460 folios, which are 30 cm high and 21.5 cm wide. The brown leather cover carries on
the red back side the inscription: Catena in Lucam. There were two almost
simultaneously working scribes involved in its production: the first had copied fols 1335v, the second started from fol. 336r and copied until the end, yet it may not be
established whether the codex had contained initially the entire text of the Catena or not.
The manuscript is adequate for text-critical purposes,126 and all its Theodoret-excerpts are
preserved also in Vat. gr. 1611.
Euthymius Zigabenus and his Panoplia Dogmatica
The earliest and in fact (apart from Vat. gr. 841 itself) the only testimony which ascribes
the two treatises to Cyril dates from the twelfth century. A Byzantine theologian,
Euthymius Zigabenus, in his Panoplia Dogmatica quoted several chapters from De
incarnatione ascribing the work expressly to Cyril. These citations were located by
Albert Ehrhard in Migne’s edition of Euthymius’s work in PG 130, 905D-912C and PG
130, 925A-928D. As Ehrhard mentions, one ought not forget that this ascription comes
from ‘a compiler’ and from a time when in the East the critical approach towards the
issue of proving the genuineness of a work was largely absent; thus one may not give this
ascription any text-critical authority.127
Euthymius’s quotations have a common feature with those of Nicetas: both of them omit
the chapter titles even if they are quoting two or more consecutive chapters and both of
them offer us one exception to this rule. The one in Euthymius is the quotation of the title
of Chapter 16 of De incarnatione in PG 130, 925B.
Unfortunately, I did not have access to the manuscripts of Euthymius’s Panoplia
Dogmatica, yet based on the PG edition of the work I attempted to offer a solution to a so
far unclear issue. Until recently it was not known whether Euthymius knew both treatises
(i.e. De Trinitate and De incarnatione) under Cyril’s name or only the second one, since
no quotations were located in his Panoplia from De Trinitate. Joseph Lebon who
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suspected a sixth-century neo-Chalcedonian deliberate text alteration and pseudepigraphy
affecting both treatises suggested that Nicetas may have used some fragments of De
incarnatione still pre-existing under the name of Theodoret rather than a whole treatise
still attributed to this author.128 Although Lebon’s theory concerning the deliberate text
alteration is contradicted by the manuscript evidence of Vat. gr. 841,129 a question still
remains: were both works ascribed to Cyril simultaneously or were they separated from
each other to be linked again in Vat. 841 under the name of the Alexandrian patriarch?
In order to answer the above question I decided to recheck the Panoplia of Euthymius for
further possible excerpts from Theodoret. The search was successful in the sense that I
managed to locate five so far undiscovered fragments of Theodoret’s De Trinitate
similarly under the name of Cyril.130 The excerpts are considerably long (in total about 3
columns in PG) and are from five different chapters of De Trinitate: 11, 13, 15, 17 and
18. Moreover, the way in which Euthymius quotes them makes also clear that he knew
these fragments as coming from a separate (pseudo-) Cyrilline treatise and not as part of
Cyril’s other works on the Trinity, like e.g. Thesaurus or De sancta et consubstantiali
Trinitate. Through his entire Panoplia, Euthymius is consistent in using the term th~j
a<gi/aj [Tria/doj] exclusively whilst quoting from Theodoret’s De Trinitate, and in
omitting it when referring to Cyril’s works, like the Thesaurus. I think we have sufficient
reasons to believe that even if Euthymius knew only fragments of Theodoret’s De
Trinitate under Cyril’s name from some patristic florilegia, yet he was aware that they
were taken from a separate work, and not from any other tract of the Alexandrian
patriarch. This is valid also for his quotations from De incarnatione, where Euthymius
mentions repeatedly the most important element of the title (i.e. peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj)
as we know it from Vat. gr. 841: tou~ e>n a<gi/oij Kuri/llou e>k tou~ peri\
e>nancrwph/sewj lo/gou (PG 130, 905D); tou~ au>tou~ e>k tou~ peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj
lo/gou (PG 130, 925 A). One cannot affirm that Euthymius knew the entire text of both
treatises, although this possibility cannot be excluded either. Nonetheless, it is certain that
his manner of quoting both works leaves no doubt concerning Euthymius’ knowledge of
them as being individual tracts.
The identification of these fragments from Theodoret’s virtually unquoted treatise on the
Trinity may therefore entitle us to assume that the two works of the Bishop of Cyrus were
not separated from each other – at least within the branch of the manuscript tradition
known to Euthymius, a branch which might be of common origin with the one of Vat. gr.
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841131 – but were ascribed concurrently to Cyril of Alexandria, although the exact time
and the circumstances of this pseudepigraphy cannot be ascertained as yet.
It appears that at present we do not have any substantial evidence in support of a
deliberate pseudepigraphy affecting both works shortly after Severus had quoted them in
his Contra Grammaticum. Moreover, a parallel manuscript tradition starting from the
sixth century of the two tracts under the name of Theodoret and Cyril respectively is
hardly conceivable, if unprovable. The improbability of such a parallel tradition is
strongly suggested by the independent testimonies of Ebedjesu and of Nicetas. Therefore,
one is indeed entitled to reconsider the validity of Schwartz’s statement previously
criticised by Lebon: ‘Aus den Exzerpten ergibt sich zunächst mit Sicherheit, daß die im
Vatic. 841 Cyrill zugeschriebene Schrift Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj noch im 11. Jahrhundert
unter dem Namen Theodorets ging’.132
Vaticanus gr. 841
The only surviving manuscript which contains both works in their entirety under the
name of Cyril comes from the fourteenth or fifteenth century. The codex has 216 pages in
folio format and contains several works of different authors: a treatise by Matthaus
Monachus, De materiis sacrorum canonum, and works of Antiochus, Nestorius etc. On
fol. 176r in red letters written by the same hand as the previous works, there is the title of
the first treatise: Tou~ e>n a<gi/oij Patro\j h<mw~n Kuri/llou >Aleqandrei/aj peri\ th~j
a<gi/aj kai\ zwopoi/ou Tria/doj. On fol. 185r begins, again written by the same hand, the
second tract: Peri\ th~j tou~ Kuri/ou e>nancrwph/sewj. Three works of St. Basil follow
it: De morte, De Spiritu Sancto, De Trinitate.133
It is also interesting that in Vat. gr. 841 there is no indication of any author preceding the
second treatise. The copyist ascribed it to Cyril on the basis of their obvious connection
as it results from the first sentences of Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj, or, if the manuscript
tradition of Vat. gr. 841 were indeed of common origin with the one used by Euthymius,
then both works had already been attributed to Cyril and thus handed down perhaps from
the first half of the twelfth century, i.e. after Nicetas’ Catena, but preceding the
composition of Euthymius’s Panoplia. On fols 213r-216v of Vat. gr. 841 the last chapters
of De Trinitate (23-28) and the first two chapters of De incarnatione are reproduced.
We may also note that there is an extensive parallelism between the manuscripts of
Nicetas and those of Euthymius, since these preserve almost in all cases the same
transpositions in comparison with Vat. gr. 841. Therefore, they may be deriving from the
same common source. On the other hand, the entire text of Vat. gr. 841 and that of the
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supplementary folios probably depend also on the same model; nevertheless, despite of
an obvious parallelism, one is not the copy of the other.
Ehrhard had no possibility to search for other manuscripts, but as far as he knew, there
was no other relevant material in the Vatican Library.134 It was not until 1902, when
Joseph Sickenberger published his study concerning Nicetas’ Catena of Luke, that other
Vatican manuscripts (including Vat. gr. 1611 and Vat. gr. 1642) were made known to
contain fragments of these two works, the quotations from the former being enlisted by
R. Devreesse and M. Richard.

2.2.2 The editions
Fragments of De incarnatione edited by Garnier, Combefis and Gallandi
We may gather from the history of these tracts that after having been criticised in 520 by
Severus, the second tract having been translated into Syriac by Ebedjesu and quoted for
the last time under the name of the real author by Nicetas in 1080, and after both works
had been quoted by Euthymius in the twelfth century and finally copied into Vat. gr. 841
– they were very soon forgotten. There was no complete edition of the two tracts, which
would precede their discovery and publication by Cardinal Angelo Mai in the nineteenth
century. Nevertheless, some excerpts of the second work, which were edited under
different titles by mediaeval and early modern scholars, deserve a brief presentation.
The fact that the two works were forgotten as belonging to Cyril also is evinced by Jean
Aubert’s first edition of Cyril’s works in 1638: the editor did not know about these two
treatises as being written by the Alexandrian patriarch. His six large volumes comprising
Cyril’s oeuvre do not contain either of them, although on the single testimony of Vat. gr.
841, at that time they should have belonged there.135
The other negative evidence showing the temporary vanishing of these tracts from
common scholarly knowledge is Jean Garnier’s posthumous edition of Theodoret’s
works. This collection was published in 1684 after the death of the great Jesuit scholar as
a fifth volume to Jacques Sirmond’s four volumes containing the oeuvre of the Bishop of
Cyrus.136 Garnier, being one of the most thoroughgoing researchers of his time, listed
both works among the lost ones of the Bishop of Cyrus. In this fifth posthumous volume,
within his Dissertatio II de Libris Theodoreti (Caput IX), under the title Libri Theodoreti,
quorum sola memoria videtur superesse, Garnier describes the following books: Libri de
Theologia atque incarnatione (Repr. in PG 84, 363A-364B).137 They are undoubtedly
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Johannes Aubertus, ed., S. P. N. Cyrilli Alexandriae Archiepiscopi Opera in VI. Tomos Tributa, (Paris: 1638).
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Jacobus Sirmondus, ed., Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Opera Omnia in Quatuor Tomos Distributa, 4 vols
(Paris: Cramoisy, 1642).
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Garnerius, Johannes, ed., Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum Tomus V, Nunc primum in lucem editus, Cura
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identical with our De Trinitate and De incarnatione, since Garnier mentions the fragment
of Theodoret’s Letter to Pope Leo as evidence for Theodoret’s having composed these
tracts. As Garnier observes, neither Photius nor Nicephorus mentions the two works,138
which the French scholar identified with five pseudo-Athanasian dialogues.139 This
identification was unanimously accepted by practically all later scholars including Cave,
Oudin, Ceillier, Dupin and Migne. The first one who questioned this conclusion was
Albert Ehrhard himself.140
This posthumous volume of Garnier has another very interesting feature. On one hand it
contains the editor’s statement that the work in question is lost (on p. 256). On the other
hand – presumably without the knowledge of the editor (Jean Hardouin?) either – in the
same volume several fragments of De incarnatione are published under the main title
Auctarium Tomi IV Operum Theodoreti, having the subtitle: $eodwrh/tou pentalo/gion
[peri\] e>nancrwph/sewj on 40-50.141 Thus, the same volume contains fragments of a
work whilst declaring it to be lost! This is why I think the most likely scenario was that,
perhaps very soon after being copied into Vat. gr. 841, the two works faded away for a
few centuries from scholarly attention.
Garnier had also published Mercator’s works, together with the three Latin fragments of
Theodoret’s De incarnatione, as we have mentioned above during the discussion of the
dating. The fragments of Theodoret’s work gathered in the Auctarium Tomi IV Operum
Theodoreti of Garnier contain also the excerpts of Mercator and a series of other
quotations, which are to be found in Nicetas’ Catena of Luke. That is why it has been
supposed that the French scholar made use of a manuscript of the Catena.
This thread in fact leads us back to the manuscript Par. gr. 208. The history of its
quotation by several editors in the past made this codex subject to some clarifying
remarks carried out by Ed. Schwartz and M. Richard.
The Dominican father François Combefis in his Bibliotheca Patrum Concionatoria
(published in 1662) refers to a codex from the Royal Library of Paris as the source of two

probable that Jean Hardouin was involved in the edition also. Hardouin became librarian at the Jesuit College of
Louis-Le-Grand in Paris as Garnier’s successor. Moreover, in the same year when this fifth volume appeared
(1684), Hardouin published Garnier’s biography. Ehrhard mentions also that Hardouin published J. Garnerii Opera
Posthuma (Francopoli: 1685). See Ehrhard, ‘Die Schrift’, 624.
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incarnatione.
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incarnatione, nullatenus differre a libris tribus adversus Pneumatomachos, et duobus contra Apollinaristas
compositis, qui et ipsi quinque diversi non sunt à Dialogis totidem, quos Athanasio supposuerant ii, qui Opera ipsius
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Pentalogium de incarnatione.
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fragments of Theodoret’s Libro de incarnatione.142 He edited some passages from
Theodoret’s De incarnatione as well as Ch. 27 of Cyril’s Thesaurus (!) both under the
name of Theodoret only in a Latin translation. These texts – according to Combefis –
were Fragmentum I and Fragmentum II Ex Graeco ms. cod. Mazar. The same author
makes another reference in his mentioned work concerning Theodoreti ex Pentalogo,
namely Fragmentum III Ex Graeca cardin. Mazar. Catena ms.143 Schwartz argues that
this Codex Mazarinaeus must be identical with Par. gr. 208, since Sickenberger had
referred to this manuscript, which bears the older reference number also: Mazarin. – Reg.
2440.144 This led Schwartz to conclude that this had to be the manuscript used by both
contemporary scholars and editors: Combefis and Garnier.145 Marcel Richard disputes
this conclusion.146 Another scholar, Andrea Gallandi reedited in his Bibliotheca Veterum
Patrum the two Latin fragments found by Combefis, whilst preserving the same
references to the Codex Mazarinaeus.147
Whichever might have been the codex used by Jean Garnier – since it seems to have been
different from Par. gr. 208 used by Combefis and Gallandi – it undoubtedly was one of
Nicetas’ Catena. These fragments published on the basis of Nicetas’ work by Garnier,
Combefis and Gallandi are thus the only ones known to have been edited before Angelo
Mai’s discovery of Vat. gr. 841.
The editions of Angelo Mai and Migne
Cardinal Angelo Mai was the first modern scholar who discovered the two treatises in
Vat. gr. 841 and published them twice under Cyril’s name.148 He was obviously thrilled
by this discovery and was convinced about the genuineness of the work. In his footnotes
commenting relevant passages from the second treatise, Mai argues about the groundless
claim of the Monophysites, by which they ventured to quote Cyril in their own favour.149
I shall give the PG references, since all Mai’s notes are reprinted there:
Hic quoque duas in uno Christo naturas apud Christum legimus, invitis frustra
Severianis. (PG 75, 1456)
Adhuncne Monophysitae Cyrillum erroris sui patronum impudentissime
dictabant? (PG 75, 1472)
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Perspicua, mira ac peremptoria Cyrilli doctrina de naturarum in Christo
distinctione! Ego vero lectores meos magnopere hortor, ut editam apud nos
Script. Vet., t. VI, novam Theoriani Graeci cum Armenis Syrisque Jacobitis
theologicam disputationem adeant, ubi res haec luculentissime illustratur.
(PG 75, 1473)
En animae et corporis in unico homine propositum recte exemplum, quo
perverse abutebantur Monophysitae. (PG 75, 1473-74)
Sapienter hanc cautelam post natos errores exposcit Cyrillus. Etenim paulo
ante Gregorius Nazianzenus, orat. 38, 13, ed. noviss. t. I, p. 671, adhuc
scribebat de opere incarnationis: &W th~j kainh~j mi/qewj! w& th~j parado/qou
kra/sewj! (PG 75, 1474)
Recte, si utrumque simul epitheton pronuntietur; peperit enim Maria Christum
Deum et hominem. Secus autem, si omisso ceoto/koj, dicatur tantummodo
a>ncrwpoto/koj, in Nestorianam blasphemiam incidere necesse est
(PG 75, 1477).150
The extent of Mai being deceived by the pseudepigraphy and by his own enthusiasm to
have found a work under Cyril’s name, which flatly contradicts most of the Monophysite
claims, led him also to a faulty reading of the title of Ch. 21. Thus, he replaced the
corrupted word pro/swpon with Lo/goj, without mentioning in a note that the manuscript
itself was unclear.151
In the year 1859, Jacques-Paul Migne reprinted both works based on Mai’s Nova Patrum
Bibliotheca in PG 75 – including all the comments and notes of the former editor – but
unfortunately he had separated the two tracts from each other. Thus, De Trinitate ended
up amongst the treatises on the Trinity of Cyril (PG 75, 1147-1190), whereas De
incarnatione was reprinted in the environment of Cyril’s Christological works
(PG 75, 1419-1478). This detachment hardened further the recognition of the link
between the two tracts, since the first lines of De incarnatione refer back to De Trinitate.
Moreover, this separation of the two halves was not justifiable either, since Mai himself
had already noted that they were found in the same codex.152
Migne’s edition has a somewhat common peculiarity with the one of Garnier. The same
texts or fragments are edited once under the name of Cyril and then under the name of
Theodoret. There are in fact three volumes of the PG and PL series that we are concerned
with here:
• Marii Mercatoris Opera Omnia – PL 48, published in 1846;
• S.P.N. Cyrilli Opera Omnia – PG 75, published in 1859;
• Theodoreti Opera Omnia – PG 84, published in 1860.
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The first volume contains the three Latin quotations of Marius Mercator from Peri\
e>nancrwph/sewj, which he expressly ascribed to Theodoret.153 Because of it being
preserved in Latin and published 13 years before Migne’s edition of Peri\
e>nancrwph/sewj in PG 75 under the name of Cyril, it is understandable how the obvious
parallelisms between the texts could not be observed.
However, the second and the third volume mentioned above appeared in 1859 and 1860
respectively. The texts contained in them were in Greek, having a Latin translation. Thus,
the identity of relevant parts from Peri\ th~j tou~ Kuri/ou e>nancrwph/sewj published in
PG 75 under the name of Cyril with most of the fragments in Theodoret’s alleged
Pentalogium taken over from Garnier’s edition published in PG 84 was much more
evident. Despite the relatively short time (one year) in which the two volumes followed
each other, the identity of the relevant texts remained unnoticed. In PG 84, 65-66 there is
a vague reference to Theodoret’s Libros de theologia et de incarnatione, which – as we
have shown – Garnier had identified with 5 dialogues ‘by others wrongly attributed to
Athanasius’.154 Thus, it seems that Migne repeated the error of Garnier, publishing
fragments of a work he considered as being lost, moreover: he published quite long
identical texts under the names of two different authors.155

2.3 The restoration of both works to Theodoret
The first doubts concerning Cyril’s authorship
Although the work of restoration was carried out by Ehrhard in 1888, yet he himself
mentions the name of Payne Smith, who at the time was the sublibrarian of the Bodleian
Library in Oxford and who in his publication of Cyril’s Commentary on Luke from an
ancient Syriac version expressed his doubts concerning Cyril’s authorship of De
incarnatione. Ehrhard did not share Smith’s opinion concerning the work being written
after Chalcedon.156 We should note that Smith had also edited the original Syriac text of
Cyril’s Commentary on Luke in 1858, on the basis of which he published his translation
in 1859, i.e. simultaneously with Migne’s reprint of De Trinitate and De incarnatione
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under Cyril’s name. Here is what Smith had written in his introduction to the translation
of Cyril’s Commentary on Luke in January 1859:
But when Mai would go further, and deny that the Monophysites had any
ground for claiming S. Cyril’s authority in their favour, his uncritical turn of
mind at once betrays him: for he rests chiefly upon the treatise De
incarnatione Domini, Nov. Bib. Pat. II. 32-74, ascribed by him to S. Cyril
upon the testimony of a MS. in the Vatican [i.e. Vat. gr. 841]. But
independently of other internal evidence that this piece was written
subsequently to the council of Chalcedon, it is absolutely impossible that Cyril
could ever have adopted the very keystone and centre of Nestorius’ teaching,
the doctrine I mean of a suna/feia (pp. 59, 71), a mere juxtaposition, or
mechanical conjunction of the two natures in Christ, in opposition to a real
union.157
The other source mentioned again by Ehrhard is the Dictionary of Christian Biography,
where under the headword Theodoretus, E. Venables accedes to Garnier’s identification
of De Theologia et incarnatione with three pseudo-Athanasian dialogues against the
Macedonians and two against the Apollinarists. Ehrhard rejects this conclusion.158
Nevertheless, on page 773 of vol. I of the same Dictionary, published already in 1877,
under the headword Cyrillus, there is a perhaps more useful remark of W. Bright
concerning ‘a treatise on the Trinity, assigned, but without certainty, to Cyril’.159 This
may refer to the first tract, and designate both works, because the restoration itself was
possible based on the internal evidences found almost exclusively in De incarnatione.
This article, however, does not enter any details or speculations concerning the
authorship of the treatise.

Ehrhard’s work of restoration and modern scholarship
Since I have already mentioned A. Ehrhard and his work several times already I shall
refer very briefly to what has not yet been reviewed. It is important to note that most
modern scholars have focused on De incarnatione, whilst applying the findings onto De
Trinitate as a consequence. Ehrhard argued that neither Cyril nor any later author had
mentioned a treatise of Cyril with this title. Moreover, it cannot be identified with any
other tract by Cyril on the incarnation. The terminology of the work is not Alexandrian.
Although the author uses e[nwsij quite frequently, nonetheless, suna/feia, e>noi/khsij,
koinwni/a, a>na/lhyij are seldom present. Further, all the favourite Cyrilline formulae
are missing. The juxtaposition of ceoto/koj and a>ncrwpoto/koj cannot come from the
pen of Cyril.
Ehrhard had also gathered external evidence in support of his ascription to Theodoret,
namely Hardouin’s publication of Garnier’s Opera Posthuma, Combefis’ Bibliotheca
Concionatoria (which was unavailable to him, but he knew of it), Gallandi’s Bibliotheca
157
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Veterum Patrum, the Syriac Codex add. 14,533 of British Library with Ebedjesu
mentioning the treatise under the name of Theodoret and the three fragments of Marius
Mercator.160
Further, by selecting relevant passages from Theodoret’s other works, Ehrhard
successfully shows that the sometimes literally identical fragments or longer texts must
have been written by the same author. He also argued that Theodoret must have been the
author of the Formula of Reunion.161
Other fragments of the two treatises (mostly the second one) were found – as mentioned
earlier – by Ed. Schwartz, J. Lebon, R. Devreesse and M. Richard. These scholars also
contributed towards the clarification of chapter numbering and other related issues.162
For the sake of saving space I have chosen not to present the modern scholarship related
to Theodoret and his two tracts in detail, since some of it will be addressed during the
analysis of the works. Nevertheless, for a good overview of what has already been done
before I would refer the reader to the excellent article of Marijan Mandac as well as to the
comprehensive presentation of Paul Bauchman Clayton. As mentioned earlier, Jean-Noël
Guinot has written the newest article on the subject.163
The reliability of Migne’s text
After having taken into consideration all the available excerpts known to us so far, I can
say that the text of the two works as it appears in PG 75 is generally reliable in terms of
textual accuracy. There are indeed some variants, missing short fragments and clauses,
some of which I pointed out in the translation (and occasionally in the analysis also), yet I
did not find any plausible evidence of a deliberate text alteration motivated by doctrinal
or other concerns. It is nonetheless true that Migne reprints the errors of Mai’s edition,
and (of course, involuntarily) adds a few more to them. Thus, without denying at all the
imperative necessity of producing the first critical edition of these tracts, an edition which
I deem to be extremely important, I merely conclude that the text as we have it in Vat. gr.
841 and in PG 75 is generally adequate for the theological research of Theodoret’s
thought preceding the Council of Ephesus. Since I have knowledge of a forthcoming
critical edition of these treatises in Sources Chrétiennes by no less an authority on
Theodoret than Prof. Jean-Noël Guinot, I have decided to base my argument on Migne’s
text whilst making the necessary observations based on the excerpts presently known to
us instead of producing my own critical text of the two tracts. Nevertheless, for the sake
of complying with scholarly accuracy, I have listed in the Appendix all the so far
discovered excerpts of both works under the title Towards a critical edition of De
Trinitate and De incarnatione.
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Chapter 3: Theodoret’s Trinitarian Concept
In this chapter I shall present the structure and related issues concerning both tracts and
then proceed to the analysis of De Trinitate.

3.1 The structure and purpose of both treatises
‘Every writing requires time and tranquillity, together with a mind free of worries.’
As an irony of fate, this first sentence of Theodoret’s Prooi/mion, the common
introduction of both tracts, was not preserved in Greek. It survived only in Syriac, in
Severus of Antioch’s Contra Grammaticum.164 Exactly the above requirements were
most unlikely to be met throughout the entire career of the Bishop of Cyrus. Once he had
left his monastery in Nicerte and was consecrated bishop of Cyrus in 423, such
expressions as ‘free time’ or ‘tranquillity’ gradually disappeared from his vocabulary.
Despite the unfavourable conditions the oeuvre of Theodoret shows the persistence of a
carefully organising intellect put exclusively in the service of the Church, according to
the clearest conscience of a theologian. One might even say that the above sentence was
in fact the ars theologica of the pious Bishop of Cyrus. Since at any time after 428 he
could hardly hope for a peaceful period to start producing theological works, Theodoret
chose the option to write anyway whilst consciously ‘freeing his mind of worries’. The
harmony he longed for was hardly to be found in his contemporary environment: he
attempted to create it in his writings.
An irenical purpose prevails in both tracts. The atmosphere in which they were written
was hostile, and the time for accomplishment short. Yet, neither of the two halves bears
any detrimental effect of the Nestorian controversy: Theodoret does not mount any direct
attack upon his contemporary theological opponents.
Theodoret’s teaching on the Holy Trinity in all its aspects (including the question of
Filioque) is fully perceptible even on the basis of the relatively short first treatise Peri\
th~j a<gi/aj kai\ zwopoi/ou Tria/doj (22 cols in PG). The structure of this work
concerning the ceologi/a (as Theodoret qualified the doctrine concerning the being of
God) is notably unbalanced. Whilst only one short chapter (Ch. 4) is consecrated to the
doctrine on the Father, fourteen chapters (5-18) are reserved for the Son and nine (19-27)
for the Spirit. This asymmetric arrangement, however, is not primarily a result of
precipitate composition. On the contrary, the structure of De Trinitate faithfully reflects
the main theological concerns of Theodoret’s time, as well as the different emphases laid
upon each in the fifth century. During this period, the Eastern Church was primarily
concerned with Christology and secondarily with the procession and dominion of the
Holy Spirit. There was hardly any major disagreement concerning the Person of the
Father. Moreover, the proportions of the Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum are the same:
the confession about the Son is the longest, whereas the section concerning the Holy
Spirit is longer than the one about the Father, but shorter than the portion on the Son.
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The introductions of the two linked treatises give us further explanation of this
disproportionate arrangement. Theodoret had stated at the beginning of both works that
his goal was to speak to the pious and not to refute merely the teaching of the heretics. A
small difference, however, is notable since the Prooi/mion explains the necessity of
producing this treatise with the appearance of heresies:
Yet, since many were moved by arrogance, craving for hollow fame and being
ignorant of themselves, esteemed the conceptions of their own erroneous mind
highly above the divinely inspired teaching, left the straight path that leads to
the city in the highest and stepped onto death-bringing passages with many
splits […] I consider appropriate for those who follow the regal path trodden
by the pious, to commiserate with the misguided, uncover the fraud, reveal the
[true] piety and direct the adherents, keeping away from the deviations of both
sides until they reach the royal city (PG 75, 1148AB).
Theodoret perceives his task to be to lead the deceived back onto the straight path of true
piety. Therefore, he has to expand those sections of his work where the doctrinal chicane
is most likely to occur. This approach, being primarily motivated by pastoral
consideration, inevitably brings about a structurally unbalanced treatise.
The reason for writing is no less than the salvation of all people, as we read in the title of
Ch. 2 of De Trinitate: ‘That God highly estimates the salvation of humankind’ (col.
1449A). Theodoret sees himself within the line of the apostolic tradition not as much as a
doctrinal authority, but rather as a responsible neighbour:
Hence, we present the teaching of the divine doctrines as a reminder for the
well versed, and as instruction for the uninitiated (col. 1149A).
Before proceeding with the proposed presentation of the doctrines, Theodoret brings two
other matters to the attention of the reader, namely ‘the character of the church doctrine’
and ‘the mode of its tradition’ for the pious. Ch. 2 of De Trinitate seems to strengthen the
understanding of the whole treatise as being drawn up like a practical instruction for a
larger audience:
The word of the evangelical faith should be proclaimed both simply and
didactically, neither in a controversial, nor in an arguing fashion, but rather as
befitting the Church of God: tersely, without ostentation; instructively, not in a
long-winded manner; lacking finesse, yet abundant in theology. [...] We do not
add anything from [our] own reasoning to the universal teaching of the Holiest
Spirit, since this is the pattern [o< o[roj] of the divine teaching (col. 1149C).
In Ch. 3 of De Trinitate Theodoret mentions his earlier works written against ‘heretical
blasphemies’. M. Richard drew up a list of Theodoret’s pre-Ephesian works, most of
which had been composed as apologies against some forms of heresy or paganism.165 The
works Theodoret could already refer to here are the following: Graecarum affectionum
curatio, Adversus Iudaeos (fragments preserved), Expositio rectae fidei (attributed to
Justin Martyr), Adversus Arianos et Eunomianos (lost), Adversus Macedonianos or De
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Spiritu Sancto (lost), Contra Marcionitas (lost). Taking this list into account one can
easily give credit to the author when he says,
In our other writings we had already refuted the heretical blasphemies, taking
each of them separately and by stripping off the veil of deceit we revealed the
unclothed impiety. This time, however, with God’s help we shall expose for
those nurtured in faith the God-given doctrine of the Church without
overburdening the readers with lengthy speeches or corrupting accuracy with
laconic talk. Instead, we have chosen a midway between both extremes, thus
to avoid tiring the listeners with extensiveness, but rather [being able] to
present in a clear fashion the teaching of the divine science [ceognwsi/a]
(col. 1149CD).
Thus, as it seems from its first chapters, the treatise in question intends to be and remain a
positive instruction for the believers. The polemical character of the writings of the time
is almost fully absent and whenever Theodoret replies or rejects a heresy, he refers to
those before his time (e.g. Arianism, Apollinarianism or Eunomianism). No direct attack
is mounted upon his contemporaries.

3.1.1 Unbalanced chapter division
Theodoret adopts the classical form of a creed in De Trinitate, suggesting that the
edification of the faithful is lying at the heart of the work. The way he approaches the
different theological questions reveals a vigilant shepherd who knows the questions of his
flock and is trying to give adequate answers to them. This deep ecclesiastical and pastoral
concern governs Theodoret’s pen and brings about the structural balance of his work,
which is generated by the biblical argumentation adapted by the exegete to the
contemporary need of the believers.
Theodoret has to apologise for the length of some passages, which were caused by his
community-focused writing style. We find such passages in both tracts:
Nevertheless, I have stretched out for long the discourse about faith, thus
having surpassed the limit of brevity already promised in the introduction. I
wanted in fact to show from the evangelic teaching the dignity of the Onlybegotten, thus elaborating the message more lengthily than it had been
promised, although I tried to be concise in the commentaries. Therefore, whilst
directing the pious to the evangelic and prophetic books themselves – since
those are full with the theology of the Son – I shall now turn to the next
proposed question (col. 1176B).
The above passage is the end of Ch. 18 of De Trinitate, following the long and detailed
discourse on the second Person of the Trinity. Theodoret knew that the doctrine on the
Incarnation needed a firm Trinitarian basis. Therefore, he chose to prepare the ground
properly, whilst acknowledging that he had surpassed the boundaries of briefness. The
advantage of this technique on one hand was that he could say fully what he wanted to
say. On the other hand, he could explain to his eventual critics the reason why he had
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adopted this method: ‘to show from the evangelic teaching the dignity of the Onlybegotten’.
A brief statement closes the excursus on the equality of worship due to the Father and the
Son: ‘It is time, however, to turn to the explanation of the Master’s words’ (col. 1169A).
A kind of apologetic précis similar to the one in Ch. 18 is at the end of Ch. 27 of De
Trinitate (col. 1188B).
We find a few similar passages in the second treatise also. Their function is either to
mark the end of an ‘excursus’ on a particular aspect of the incarnation, or to conclude a
longer refutation of an old heresy (see col. 1433B, 1445C, 1460B, 1473C).
Based on the above one could raise the question whether these passages inserted visibly
at some key points of Theodoret’s argumentation in both halves of the treatise may fulfil
some other function than merely marking the end or beginning of an exposé. In our
opinion, this question might be answered to some extent once the addressees of the two
treatises have been identified.

3.1.2 The addressees of De Trinitate and De incarnatione
The declared and carefully pursued intention of Theodoret in both treatises is to present a
teaching to the faithful. The way he addresses the readers (toi~j trofi/moij th~j pi/stewj
– col. 1149D; e>n eu>sebw~n sullo/gw| – col. 1420B) presupposes the existence of a
community whose actual questions and dilemmas are in the forefront of the discussion.
Each of the three major parts of the first treatise as well as its conclusion starts with the
‘we believe’ formula. One might observe the multiple use of the first and second person
plural often combined with the rhetorical tone of many passages.166 To these we might
add the entirely community-focused character of the two closing chapters of De
incarnatione as well as the invitingly poetic resonance of some passages, like Ch. 23 On
the ineffable birth of the Virgin. In essence, both treatises could be read aloud in front of
a community as a series of catechising sermons for the instruction of the believers.
I do not intend, of course, to determine that the two treatises were in fact a compilation of
a series of sermons or that they were intended merely for community catechisation
purposes. Theodoret uses such persuasive pastoral rhetoric in his other writings also (e.g.
in his Epistle 151 to the Eastern monks, written before Ephesus). What I suggest is that
Theodoret had undoubtedly used his ecclesiastical experience to put together a practical
instruction for the larger community of the Church that he had been serving. This might
lead to a possible conclusion that the primary addressees of these two treatises were the
Christian communities in the diocese of Cyrus and around Antioch, as well as in the
capital. Theodoret’s Letter to the people of Constantinople (SC 429, 130-51) in which he
recommends this double treatise to the addressees has notable similarities with De
incarnatione, as Guinot observed.167
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Thus, probably the main reason why Theodoret could recommend his treatise
unequivocally to the people of Constantinople was that this work in fact had been
intended for such an audience.168

3.2 The teaching about God the Father
Being original is not Theodoret’s primary intention. He works within a Trinitarian
tradition and is aware of the boundaries set by earlier teachers. On one hand, he accepts
some of these limits, e.g. the eastern position concerning the Filioque. On the other hand,
he tries to develop the terminology of earlier fathers, whenever he considers it
appropriate based on his exegesis of a relevant biblical passage.169
As we have already observed, the passage (Ch. 4) concerning the doctrine on the Father
is conspicuously short. All that Theodoret intended to say was the following:
We, the suitors, worshippers as well as high-voiced and high-minded heralds
of the Trinity, believe in one God [and] Father unbegun and unbegotten
[a]narxon kai\ a>ge/nnhton], [who is an] eternally existent Father, [who] did
not become [Father] herein after. For there was not when He was not [a
Father], but He had been Father from the very beginning [ou> ga\r h}n o[te ou>k
h}n, a>ll' a]nwcen h}n Path/r]. Neither had He been a Son first, and then
[became] a Father, according to the corporeal sequence, but since ever He is –
yet He is eternally – Father He both is and is called [a>f' ou{per e]stin a>ei\ de\
e]sti, Path\r kai\ e]sti kai\ kalei~tai] (col. 1152A).
The first thing we observe is a firm confession that the worshippers of the Trinity believe
in one God [ei>j e[na $eo/n]. This basic principle of Theodoret’s Trinitarian concept is to
be found in an epigrammatic sentence in Ch. 7 of his Expositio: Mona\j ga\r kai\ e>n
Tria/di noei~tai, kai\ Tria\j e>n mona/di gnwri/zetai (PG 6, 1220C). Bergjan
considered the issue to be ‘das Grundproblem’ for Theodoret’s teaching on the Trinity.170
She has also shown that Theodoret’s main sources for the elaboration of his Trinitarian
doctrine were the Cappadocians. According to Bergjan, the Bishop of Cyrus was familiar
with the following works (or with parts of them):
• Basil of Caesarea: In Psalmum 59,4; De Spiritu Sancto, De gratiarum actione homilia
5, Contra Eunomium I-II;
• Gregory Nazianzen: Ep. 101 ad Cledonium, Or. 40 in sanctum baptisma, Or. 30 de
Filio, Ep. 202 ad Nectarium, Or. 45 in sanctum pascha;
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• Gregory of Nyssa: De deitate Filii et Spiritus Sancti, De vita Moysis, Contra
Eunomium II, De beatitud., Or. catech. magna.171
The oneness of God’s being is well established within the works of these theologians, and
Theodoret accepted many of their statements. E.g., concerning the Trinity Gregory
Nazianzen spoke of mi/a fu/sij, trei~j i>dio/thtej. He also asserted that all the three
divine Persons retain their specific attributes, i.e. to\ a>ge/nnhton, to\ gennhto/n, to\
proi#o/n.172 This framework – including the Cappadocians’ definition of u<po/stasij in
Trinitarian usage – largely influenced Theodoret’s understanding.

3.2.1 The Father’s specific title in relation to the Son and to the Spirit
Pisteu/omen ei>j e[na $eo\n Pate/ra a]narxon kai\ a>ge/nnhton – says Theodoret. The
last two expressions bear an important significance for his perception of God’s being.
God the Father is without beginning, unbegotten and unborn. In the later passages
concerning the Son and the Holy Spirit the epithet a]narxoj will be applied to the other
two divine u<posta/seij also, thus to the entire ou>si/a and fu/sij of God. In the last
chapter of De Trinitate Theodoret will assert that the fu/sij of the Trinity is au>tozwh/j,
i.e. self-existent.

The Trinity being eternal without inception is fully exposed in the relevant places:
Theodoret spends a considerable time in emphasising the equality and co-eternity of the
three Persons (see e.g. the titles of Ch. 6, 20 and 27). However, the term a>ge/nnhtoj in
the above sentence will remain the Father’s exclusive title, thus qualifying the first
Person of the uni-essential Trinity. On one hand, it shows that the Father does not owe
His existence to anything or anybody, thus reinforcing His being a]narxoj. On the other
hand, it qualifies the Father’s position in relationship to the Son and the Holy Spirit. This
concurs with Gregory Nazianzen’s classification.
Theodoret is meticulous in finding and choosing specific appellations, in pointing out the
particular attributes of the Person he is speaking about. These titles are neither chosen nor
applied distinctly, i.e. in an isolated fashion. The Bishop of Cyrus sees the Persons of the
Trinity in their relationship with each other, and interprets their names and titles
accordingly. Thus, the Father is Father in relation to His Son, and the Son is Son in
relation to His Father etc. Yet, the Son is Creator also in His relation to humankind
because of the commonness of His ou>si/a with the Father and with the Holy Spirit.
It is probably useful to take a closer look at the expression a>ge/nnhtoj and its doctrinal
implications. The term primarily means ‘unbegotten’ and ‘unborn’. If we compare this
with its paronym – a>ge/nhtoj – we find that they are quite close not only in spelling but
in meaning also. Nevertheless, that little difference became crucial in the Early Church,
since the first one was rooted in the verb genna/w, whereas the second one derived from
gi/gnomai. As opposed to the first expression, a>ge/nhtoj means ‘lacking inception’. If it
were still acceptable in this negative form as referring to the Father, its affirmative
version, genhto/j (= come-into-being) could not serve as synonym for gennhto/j
171
172

Bergjan, Theodoret von Cyrus und der Neunizänismus, 149.
Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 26,19 in SC 284, 270.

56 Chapter 3: Theodoret’s Trinitarian Concept

(= begotten, born) when applied to the Son, since genhto/j could imply a coming into
existence either by creation or begetting.
These two terms caused a lot of trouble for the early orthodox theologians, especially
when – being challenged by Arius – they had to establish the eternal begetting of the Son
as opposed to the creation of the world and humankind. Thus, starting from the
appearance of Arianism, these two verbs and their derivations were not interchangeable.
Origen’s Peri\ a>rxw~n is a further proof that the above distinction was a result of a later
theological evolution. In the chapter entitled De Christo of Peri\ a>rxw~n Origen does not
yet find any difficulty in identifying the begotten Son of God with the created Wisdom
mentioned in the Proverbs:
First, we have to know that the nature of the deity within Christ in respect of
His being the Only-begotten Son of God is one thing, and that human nature
which He assumed in these last times for the purposes of the dispensation is
another. Therefore we have first to ascertain what [Lat. quid] the Onlybegotten Son of God is, who [Lat. qui] is called by many different names,
according to the circumstances and views [of individuals]. For He is titled
Wisdom, as Solomon also said in the person of Wisdom [Lat. sicut et Salomon
dixit ex persona sapientiae]: ‘The Lord created [Lat. creavit] me the
beginning of His ways, and among His works, before He made any other
thing; He founded [Lat. fundavit] me before the ages. In the beginning, before
He made the earth, before He brought forth the fountains of waters, before the
mountains were made strong, before all the hills, He begot me [Lat.
generat/genuit me]’ (Proverbs 8:22-25). He is also named Firstborn [Lat.
primogenitus], as the apostle had said, ‘who is the Firstborn of all creatures’
(Colossians 1:15). The Firstborn, however, is not by nature a different person
from the Wisdom, but one and the same [Lat. unus atque idem]. Finally, the
Apostle Paul says that ‘Christ [is] the power of God and the wisdom of God’
(1 Corinthians 1:24) – SC 252, pp.110-112; cf. PG 11, 130AB.
Origen repeatedly uses the verbs ‘create’, ‘generate’ or ‘beget’ interchangeably without
explanation, as one can observe it in the third paragraph of the same chapter:
Now, in the same way in which we have understood that Wisdom was the
beginning of the ways of God, and is said to be created [Lat. creata esse],
forming beforehand and containing within herself the species and beginnings
of all creatures, must we understand her to be the Word of God. [...] Let him,
then, who assigns a beginning [initium] to the Word or Wisdom of God, take
care that he be not guilty of impiety against the unbegotten [ingenitum] Father
Himself, seeing he denies that He had always been a Father, and had begotten
[genuisse] the Word, and had possessed wisdom in all preceding periods (SC
252, 114-116).
This puzzling formulation of Origen is actually criticised by Jerome in his Epistola 124, 2
ad Avitum in the following manner: ‘Et statim in primo volumine: Christum Filium Dei
non natum esse sed factum’ (PL 22, 1060A). According to the same letter of Jerome,
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Origen repeated the assertion concerning the Holy Spirit also, thus creating a Trinitarian
subordination. As Jerome says,
Tertium dignitate et honore post Patrem et Filium adserit Spiritum Sanctum.
De quo cum ignorare se dicat utrum factus sit an infectus, in posterioribus quid
de eo sentiret expressit, nihil absque solo Deo Patre infectum esse confirmans
(PL 22, 1060D-1061A).
Rufinus translated the text of De principiis I, 2, 6 (SC 252, 122) with ‘nihil ingenitum, id
est innatum’, whereas Jerome interpreted it as ‘infectum’. According to Crouzel and
Simonetti this is due to the fact that Origen did not distinguish between the terms
genhto/j and gennhto/j, neither between a>ge/nhtoj and a>ge/nnhtoj. Jerome, however,
being aware of the Arian challenge of his own time, anachronistically interpreted
Origen’s terminology as being heretical.173 A similar criticism of such practice can be
found in Cap. 8 of the Formula of the third Antiochene Synod of 345, entitled e]kcesij
makro/stixoj, as well as in the Anathema 10 of the Synod of Ancyra held in 358.174
Theodoret, however, is well aware of this terminological development and does not use
the above terms interchangeably. Moreover, one of the pillars of his Trinitarian thought is
the crucial difference between God as Creator and the whole world as His creation. This
fundamental character of God’s uncreated ou>si/a is stressed as being entirely valid for all
the three u<posta/seij of the Trinity. As one would expect, in subsequent passages,
Theodoret comes to assert the particular designations for both the Son and the Spirit.
Faithful to his Neo-Nicene and Cappadocian heritage, Theodoret qualifies the Son as
gennhcei/j (De Trinitate 5 – col. 1152B) and the Holy Spirit as proelco/n, ou> gennhce/n
(De Trinitate 19 – col. 1176C).

3.2.2 Other attributes of the Father
Turning back to the teaching on the Father, we learn in continuation that He is an eternal
Father [a>ei\ w]n], who did not later acquire this status. This is important in order to uphold
the doctrine of God’s unchanging eternal nature and thus to avoid any kind of alteration
[troph/] of the Godhead during the Incarnation. In this Theodoret might have been
influenced by Theodore, who also defended God’s eternal being and fatherhood in his
confession:
Pisteu/omen ei>j e[na $eo/n, Pate/ra a>i/#dion, ou]c' u[steron a>rqa/menon tou~
ei}nai, a>ll' a]nwcen o]nta a>i/#dion $eo/n, ou]te mh\n u[steron gegono/ta
Pate/ra, e>peidh/per a>ei\ $eo/j te h}n kai\ Path/r (Hahn, Bibliothek, 302).
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‘There was not, when He was not […] a Father’ = ou> ga\r h}n o[te ou>k h}n […] Path/r.
This argument is repeated and enhanced in the passage on the Son, especially in
Theodoret’s explanation concerning the contrast between the verbs h}n and e>ge/neto (see
Ch. 6 and 7 of De Trinitate). The basic idea is not his, since it can be found at other
fathers also, being included among the anathemas following the Nicene Creed.175
Theodoret adapts here an early anti-Arian rationale, which by his time became part of the
doctrinal tradition. Nevertheless, the Nicene Creed – together with other famous ancient
creeds – applies the above definition to the Son and to the Spirit, but not to the Father.
It is important to note that Theodoret’s ‘there was not when He was not’ applied to the
Father refers implicitly to the Son, since the complete sentence says, as we have quoted,
ou> ga\r h}n o[te ou>k h}n […] Path/r. Thus, Theodoret speaks not simply of the eternity
of God Himself, but rather asserts that His fatherhood is eternal. This affirmation in fact
serves for safeguarding the co-eternity and co-equality of the Son with His Father, thus
refusing any subordinationism.
The by then traditional formula ‘there was not when He was not’ as applied to the Son
and to the Spirit was present in other ancient symbols and creeds. Theodoret here simply
gave it an interesting nuance, which helped the subsequent explanation of the Son’s
eternal begetting. Among the other sources we can mention the longer form of the
Palestinian Symbol according to Epiphanius (ca 374), which interprets the statement ou>k
h}n o[te ou>k h}n as referring to the Son and the Spirit, but not to the fatherhood of the
Father.176
The Palestinian Symbol – together with the anathema following the Nicene Creed of 325
– on one hand seems to imply an equality between the terms u<po/stasij and ou>si/a. On
the other hand, it rejects any idea that change or mutability could be attributed to the Son
or to the Spirit. The Nicaenum refuses the term ktisto/j as well, although the expression
might be a subsequent addition of Athanasius.177 The latter aspect of the Nicene and
Palestinian symbols will become a stronghold for Theodoret in his defence of the Son’s
eternal immutability, whereas in the question of u<po/stasij and ou>si/a he will follow the
Cappadocians and their distinctions, thus developing further the common Nicene
heritage.178
The longer baptismal creed of the Armenian Church is similar to the Palestinian and the
Nicene Creed in the sense that it also applies ‘there was not when He was not’ to the Son
and to the Spirit, but not to the Father or to His fatherhood. It differs, however, from the
other two in the sense that it does not contain e>q e<te/raj u<posta/sewj, only e>q e<te/raj
ou>si/aj, which might be an indication of a Neo-Nicene influence (Hahn, Bibliothek,
153).
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There is one ancient creed, however, drawn up in Syria in the middle of the third century,
which might imply the acceptance of ou> ga\r h}n o[te ou>k h}n as referring to God the
Father. God is regarded here as being the Father of the believers:
<Hmei~j te/kna ceou~ kai\ ui<oi\ ei>rh/nhj o]ntej [...] e[na mo/non $eo\n
katagge/llomen, [...] a>i/#dion kai\ a]narxon kai\ fw~j oi>kou~nta a>pro/siton,
ou> deu/teron o]nta kai\ tri/ton h& pollosto/n, a>lla\ mo/non a>i#di/wj (Hahn,
Bibliothek, 13-14).

A crucial aspect of Theodoret’s Trinitarian thinking is the basic difference between God’s
being and the being of all His creatures. These two ou>si/ai can by no means be mingled
or confused, since God’s ou>si/a is eternal, whereas the ou>si/a of the creatures is
ephemeral. The traditional sentence ou>k h}n o[te ou>k h}n endorsed here by Theodoret
referring to the fatherhood of the Father throws light upon the author’s fundamental
concept of time and age also, according to which the very being of God is undoubtedly
above time, since He is in fact the Creator of time.
Our author is also careful with the application of human analogies to God’s being, trying
to avoid any overstatement in this direction. God is truly Father, but His divine
fatherhood is more than the human and thus cannot be fully described by the latter. As
Theodoret writes, the Father ‘had been Father from the very beginning’, moreover,
Neither had He been a Son first, and then [became] a Father, according to the
corporeal sequence, but since ever He is – yet He is eternally – Father He both
is and is called (col. 1152A).
The above sentence seems to be more than just a logical result or conclusion of the
previous statements. The affirmation ‘neither had He been a Son first, and then [became]
a Father according to the corporeal sequence’ is missing from the earlier tradition and
seems to be entirely distinctive to Theodoret. It is perhaps an answer to the closing part of
the first confession of Arius sent to Alexander around 320. Here Arius criticises those
who interpret the expressions ‘of God’s womb’, ‘of God’, ‘of Him’ etc. referring to the
Son as proof of His coessentiality with the Father. According to Arius, this practice infers
an assemblage and change within the bodiless God, who thus is said to have followed a
corporeal sequence. He writes,
Ei> de\ to/* e>q au>tou~, kai\ to/* e>k gastro/j, kai\ to/* e>k tou~ Patro\j
e>qh~lcon kai\ h[kw, w<j me/roj au>tou~ o<moousi/ou kai\ w<j probolh\ u<po/
tinwn noei~tai, su/ncetoj e]stai o< Path\r kai\ diaireto\j kai\ trepto\j
kai\ sw~ma kat' au>tou\j kai\ to\ o[son e>p' au>toi~j ta\ a>ko/louca sw/mati
pa/sxwn o< a>sw/matoj $eo/j.179

Theodoret finds an effective way to resist such an interpretation. For him the Son is truly
of God the Father, being o<moou/sioj with and begotten by Him. Yet, the Father is neither
su/ncetoj nor diai/retoj nor trepto/j and is not subject to any bodily sequence despite
of the fact that He had begotten the Son, because His fatherhood is utterly different from
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the human fatherhood. Theodoret will expose this matter more clearly in Ch. 9 of De
Trinitate, where he introduces the notion of the Son’s impassible begetting. In his
response to Arianism he upholds both the Nicene o<moou/sioj and the immutability of the
Father’s being, although for Arius the latter attribute seemed to contradict inevitably the
begetting of a Son of the same essence.
Thus, with the sentence ‘neither had He been a Son first, and then [became] a Father
according to the corporeal sequence’ Theodoret on one hand successfully resists
Arianism. On the other hand, he also appears to guard against univocal analogy of human
fatherhood: a man is always first someone else’s son before later becoming a father. God
in his divine ou>si/a or fu/sij is not subject to tw~n swma/twn a>kolouci/a, since He
Himself is a>sw/matoj.180 This is what Arius claimed also, but without distinguishing
adequately between divine and human fatherhood. Theodoret suggests here that all the
human analogies applied to God’s fatherhood or to any other aspect of His divine
existence are limited and cannot describe fully His divine ou>si/a. This is exposed clearly
in Ch. 15, where the author argues that the Son can represent the Father in Himself only
if both of them are of the same (divine) essence:
Behold, how the coessentiality [to\ o<moou/sion] [of the Father and Son] is
manifested! For He says: ‘If you had known me, you would have known my
Father also.’ But one thing of a different essence is not recognised through
another with yet a further different essence. Things of a different or strange
nature do not reveal each other. Nevertheless, those sharing the same nature
can be recognised through each other. The nature [fu/sij] of the whole
humankind becomes visible through one human being, and the whole genus
[to\ ge/noj] of sheep through a single sheep respectively. But [one] cannot
[perceive] the lions through the sheep, neither the sheep through the lions, nor
the angels through human beings, nor human beings through angels; for each
creature is expressive of his/her own nature (col. 1169BC).
In the above context, the statement concerning God’s eternal fatherhood means that God
cannot be perceived through human examples, thus by human analogies. Here lies in fact
one of Theodoret’s strong arguments concerning the immutability and eternity of God in
opposition to the changing nature of the creation, which is subject to time. This seems to
be what Arius defended also, but he failed to realise that God did not change by
becoming a Father, since His fatherhood – as opposed to the human – is not a result of
any evolution. Therefore the tw~n swma/twn a>kolouci/a cannot serve as a model to
describe God’s eternal begetting.
‘But since ever He is – yet He is eternally – Father He both is and is called’ – we read the
closure of Ch. 4. The text itself makes clear that concerning the eternal being of God the
Father – including His fatherhood – one cannot speak about any ‘since’, because that
would already imply an inception, the very thought Theodoret is vehemently arguing
against. In the subsequent chapter we shall find a>f' ou{ in the sense of ‘since’ where it
refers to the coeternity of Father and Son. Theodoret tries to avoid any kind of
180

The term a>sw/matoj is applied to the whole fu/sij of the Triad in Ch. 28 (col. 1188C).

Chapter 3: Theodoret’s Trinitarian Concept 61

subordination of the Son to the Father, emphasising that the eternal coexistence makes
them equal in all respects.
In the sentence Path\r kai\ e]sti kai\ kalei~tai Theodoret almost seems to equate the
verb ‘is’ with ‘is called’, just as if he were suggesting that the name ‘Father’ is proper
and applicable to God unequivocally from the very beginning. The concept of naming,
addressing, labelling or calling bears an enormous significance for our author throughout
both tracts. The name identifies the person, and whenever Theodoret applies a name to
God as Father, Son and Spirit, this act of naming is a confession. It is the full recognition
of the name as being entirely – and in general: ontologically – proper to its bearer. The
above sentence seeks to emphasise that the first Person of the Holy Trinity is indeed
Father eternally and is called rightly so.181
Compared to the Nicene Creed, two important issues are missing from the above
confession about the Father: His appellation of pantokra/twr as well as His title of
Poih/thj pa/ntwn. The first expression is absent from both treatises, but God’s sovereign
power is accentuated throughout the reasoning. Further, this dominion is extended to the
Son and to the Spirit also. The entire text of De Trinitate seems to suggest that the
supreme power is proper to God’s ou>si/a or fu/sij, thus to all three u<posta/seij of the
Trinity and not to the Father alone. As we read in Ch. 12:
Therefore, those whose knowledge [gnw~sij] is equal, have equal power
[du/namij] also. And those who have equal power obviously have one essence
[ou>si/a] as well. […] With the statement ‘I and the Father’ He indicated the
number of personal entities [to\n a>ricmo\n tw~n u<posta/sewn], and with the
addition ‘[we] are one’ He evinced the invariability of the [same] power.
Therefore those who have equal knowledge, power and will [bou/lhsij],
obviously have one nature [fu/sij] also (col. 1164B-1165A).182
The second point, however, (i.e. the lack of the term Poih/thj pa/ntwn) is more
interesting, since it can hardly be claimed that Theodoret simply had forgotten to mention
God the Father as being the Creator of all. The omission of this Nicene title here in the
passage concerning the Father is probably intentional. It leaves the field clear for a later
demonstration of the author’s conviction that the Word of God, i.e. the Son is Creator
also according to the prologue of John’s gospel. This point will later serve as a proof for
showing the Word’s coeternity and equality with the Father, as well as for His
timelessness. The same is valid for the Spirit also.
We should also note that in the following passages consecrated to the Son and to the
Holy Spirit Theodoret makes several further references to the Father, thus augmenting the
teaching on His u<po/stasij. The additional attributes of the Father being presented in
relationship with the other two u<posta/seij show that Theodoret’s Trinitarian teaching
follows a truly dynamic pattern.
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3.2.3 Conclusion
Based on the text of Ch. 4 as well as on its omissions we can conclude that Theodoret
sees the teaching on the first u<po/stasij of the Trinity as being deeply rooted in God’s
eternal fatherhood. Despite the fact that the Son is not mentioned in the paragraph, its
structure and the emphasis upon ou>k h}n o[te ou>k h}n Path/r implies the begetting of the
Son, preparing the ground for a subsequent demonstration of His co-eternity (and thus,
co-equality) with the Father.
The eternal unbegun being of God is considered different from everyone else to the
extent that human analogies applied to His fatherhood are regarded as defective. God in
His begetting does not follow bodily (i.e. human) patterns, and His fatherhood cannot be
described by an analogy of the sw/mata. Although God the Father is Father indeed, yet
not in the manner of human fathers, since His begetting is free from any change, because
it did not happen in time. Therefore the most important attributes of God’s ou>si/a are
eternity, timelessness (resulting in immutability), as well as lacking inception or creation.
The first u<po/stasij of the Trinity – as opposed to the other two – is unbegotten, and His
condition of being Father did and does not suffer any change throughout His existence.

3.3 The teaching about God the Son
We believe in one Son, [who is] co-eternal with His Begetter [sunai#/dion tw|~
gennh/santi], whose existence had no beginning, but [He] is eternally;
moreover, He is [eternal] together with the Father. Thus, since ever the Father
exists – yet He is eternally Father – [so also] the Son from Him. Therefore,
they exist inseparably [a>xwri/stwj] from each other according to their names
as well as to their realities. For if the Son is not eternal, but there was when He
was not, then neither the Father can be eternal [ei> ou>k a>ei\ de\ o< Ui<o\j, a>ll'
h}n o[te ou>k h}n, ou>de\ a>ei\ o< Path/r], because He bears the name [Father]
only since He [the Father] has begotten. But if God the Father is eternal (since
it would be a blasphemy indeed to subordinate to time the Existent One [who
Himself is] the Creator of time, and according to the time intervals to
pronounce [as] second [deute/ran] the begetting which is timeless and beyond
time, then the Son is eternal also, since He was born ineffably of the Father,
being eternal together with the Father, and perceived [gnwrizo/menoj] together
with Him (Ch. 5 – col. 1152AB).
The Son’s being sunai#/dioj tw|~ gennh/santi is indispensable for His equality in all
respects with His Father. The repeated assertion of the argument a>f' ou{ ga\r Path/r,
a>ei\ de\ Path/r in the section concerning the teaching on the Son shows that the aim of
the previous chapter included laying basis of the Son’s eternal begetting.
We also encounter the term ‘inseparable’ [a>xwri/stwj], which twenty years later became
one of the four crucial expressions defining the two natures within Christ in the
Chalcedonense. Here it refers to the relationship between Father and Son, who are
inseparable from each other, as Theodoret says, concerning both their names [o>no/mata]
and their realities [pra/gmata]. The concept of naming plays an important role here. The
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Son being inseparable from the Father according to ta\ o>no/mata means that their names
are proper to their being. Thus, the Father is Father because He had begotten the Son, and
the Son is Son because He is born of the Father. Theodoret sees the u<posta/seij of the
Trinity in their ontological as well as dynamic relationship with each other and interprets
their names consequently.
The traditional ‘there was not when He was not’ is applied to the Son also, but again in
the sense to reinforce the eternal Father-Son relationship of the first two u<posta/seij.
Interestingly, the Son’s eternity determines the timelessness of the Father, since, as
Theodoret puts it, ei> ou>k a>ei\ de\ o< Ui<o\j, a>ll' h}n o[te ou>k h}n, ou>de\ a>ei\ o< Path/r*
a>f' ou{ ga\r e>ge/nnhse, tou~to e]xei to\ o]noma.
The rest of the above text of Ch. 5 speaks briefly about the relationship between God and
time, between Creator and creature, as well as about the timeless begetting of the Son.
One might say that the entire Ch. 5 gives a basic outline of the following exposé on the
Son. Each remark or title will be given careful attention in the subsequent chapters in
order to furnish a proper Trinitarian foundation for Christology. In analysing Theodoret’s
teaching on the Son we shall adopt the following method: taking one by one the issues
raised within the comprehensive presentation above, we shall refer to the relevant
chapter(s) where these are more fully exposed.

3.3.1 The Son’s titles and attributes
Coeternity with the Father
In Chapters 6 and 7 Theodoret brings forward a biblical argument from both the Old and
New Testaments to prove the Son’s coeternity with the Father. These two chapters
represent his exegetical answer to the Arian challenge.
In the beginning – says [the Scripture] – was the Word, and the Word was
with God, and the Word was God. This was in the beginning with God.’ Thus,
Who existed in the beginning [already], when was He not? For [John] does not
say, that He came into existence [e>ge/neto] in the beginning, but that He was
[h}n] (col. 1152C).
The above quotation comprises Theodoret’s crucial argument concerning the difference
between h}n and e>ge/neto. His answer to the Arian ‘there was when the Word was not’ is
legitimate both biblically as well as linguistically: the Gospel of John does not say that
the Word ‘became’ in the beginning, but rather that He ‘was’, that He had already
existed. The ‘becoming’ of the Word, as Theodoret later will come to assert, is the act of
the Incarnation and not His coming into existence.
In fact there is a certain problem with the attribution of the words h}n o[te ou>k h}n to
Arius himself, since he also accepted the timeless [a>xro/nwj] begetting of the Son.
Nevertheless, the first formula of his confession clearly implies the denial of the Son’s
coeternity with the Father, whom Arius regards as being the solely unbegun [a]narxoj
monw/tatoj]. He also admits, that the Son was not before His begetting [ou>k h}n pro\ tou~
gennhch~nai], and the text infers that the Father pre-existed the begetting of His Son.
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Theodoret’s repeated argument concerning God’s eternal fatherhood is understandable if
one considers the following words of Arius:
o< me\n $eo\j ai]tioj tw~n pa/ntwn tugxa/nwn e>sti\n a]narxoj monw/tatoj, o< de\
Ui<o\j a>xro/nwj gennhcei\j u<po\ tou~ Patro\j kai\ pro\ ai>w/nwn ktiscei\j kai\
cemeliwcei\j ou>k h}n pro\ tou~ gennhch~nai, a>ll' a>xro/nwj pro\ pa/ntwn
gennhcei/j, mo/noj u<po\ tou~ Patro\j u<pe//sth. Ou>de\ ga/r e>stin ai#/dioj h&
sunai#/dioj h& sunage/nhtoj tw|~ Patri// […] w<j mona\j kai\ a>rxh\ pa/ntwn
ou[twj o< $eo\j pro\ pa/ntwn e>sti/. Dio\ kai\ pro\ tou~ Ui<ou~ e>stin […] a>rxh\
au>tou~ [i.e. Ui<ou~] e>stin o< $eo/j. ]Arxei ga\r au>tou~ w<j $eo\j au>tou~ kai\ pro\
au>tou~ w]n. (Opitz, Urkunde 6, 13).183

These are the very thoughts Theodoret is arguing against. The Son for him is a]narxoj as
the Father and not ktiscei/j, He is sunai#/dioj and sunage/nhtoj with the Father, who is
not before or above Him and does not pre-exist Him in any sense.
As already observed, in the very basic concept of the Bishop of Cyrus God in His divinity
is utterly different from anybody and anything else, since His being is uncreated.
Moreover, He is the Creator of all. Theodoret asserts that time itself is a creature, and
thus the eternal Creator of all cannot be subject to time. A direct answer to the above
statement of Arius is to be found in Ch. 6 as follows:
If the Son had not always been together [sunh~n] with God the Father, but
rather came later into existence, then it is necessary to place a certain time or
epoch between the Father and the Son (col. 1152C).
Arius of course would have denied this, saying that he accepted the Son’s timeless
begetting. Nevertheless, Theodoret is right in deducting that if the Father is regarded pro\
au>tou~ [i.e. Ui<ou~] w]n, then a time span interposed between the Father and the Son –
despite all the objections of Arius – is inevitable. He therefore continues:
This being granted though, it follows that the creation [i.e. time] preceded the
Creator [i.e. the Son]. Since ‘all things were made by the Son; and without
Him not one thing was made’ – says the evangelist. Yet, one of all [that was
created] is the age or time [itself]! The blessed Paul speaks thus: ‘in these last
days He has spoken to us by [His] Son, whom He had appointed heir of all
things, by whom also He created the ages.’ Yet, if the ages [oi< ai>w~nej] were
the creation of the Son, they cannot precede their Creator (col. 1152CD).
The quotation from John 1:3 is connected with the next sentence by the expression e[n
(=one). Theodoret argues that according to John ‘nothing was made’ [e>ge/neto ou>de\ e[n]
without the Word (i.e. the Son), yet time itself is one element of the whole creation [e%n
de\ tw~n pa/ntwn]. At this point, we can reflect upon the reason why he had omitted the
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title Poih/thj pa/ntwn from the passage on the Father. Thus – with the help of Hebrews
1:1-2 – he could emphasise even more clearly that the Son, the Word of God is Creator
indeed, therefore the author of time also:
However, since the ages did not [yet] exist, it is clear that time [o< xro/noj] –
which is made up and measured by days and nights – [did not exist] either.
Hence, the day and night are generated by the rising and setting of light, and
the light was made after the heaven, the earth and the air. Yet, the God-Word
had created all these and those within them by [His] word [e>dhmiou/rghse
lo/gw||], according to the good will [eu>doki/a] of the Father (col. 1152D).
Theodoret’s thoughtfully pursued argument is that nothing – not even time – should be
interposed between the Father and the Son without the fateful result of ranking the Word
together with the creatures. Arius did not find any difficulty in doing this, since he could
accept the notions of timeless begetting as well as the creation of the Son before the ages
as being in some sense equivalent. By saying that the Son is kti/sma tou~ $eou~ te/leion,
a>ll' ou>x w<j e%n tw~n ktisma/twn* ge/nnhma, a>ll' ou>x w<j e%n tw~n gegennhme/nwn [or
gennhma/twn], Arius admitted that the Son might be regarded a creature, even if a perfect
one.184 The Bishop of Cyrus cannot accept this, since for him the very starting point in
understanding the Trinity is the commonly eternal ou>si/a of all the three Persons:
Thus, among the times and the ages together with all the other things created
by the Word, there is not one [creature] between [metaqu/] the Father and the
Son, but God the Father is verily eternal, and the Son is co-eternal with the
Father. That is why the Evangelist exclaims, ‘In the beginning was the Word.’
(col. 1153A)
As shown by Luise Abramowski, this idea is already present in Basil of Caesarea’s De
Spiritu Sancto, X, 24. As the German scholar formulates, whilst quoting Basil,
Was die Zeit betrifft, ist niemand so unverständig, dem Schöpfer der Äonen
einen Zweiten Platz zuzuweisen, ou>deno\j diasth/matoj mesiteu/ontoj th~|
fusikh~| pro\j to\n Pate/ra tou~ Ui<ou~ sunafei/a| (SC 172, p. 332f).185
I shall return to the issue of suna/feia used in the sense of a>su/gxutoj e[nwsij both in a
Trinitarian and in a Christological sense at the end of this chapter as well as in the next
one. At this point, however, concerning the times and ages in relation to the Son, we
could refer to one of the anathemas formulated at the second Antiochene council in 341,
which closely resembles Theodoret’s previous statement:
Ei] tij para\ th\n u<gih~ tw~n grafw~n o>rch\n pi/stin dida/skei, le/gwn, h&
xro/non h& kairo\n h& ai>w~na h& ei}nai h& gegone/nai pro\ tou~ gennhch~nai to\n
Ui<o/n, a>na/cema e]stw.186
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It is clear that for the sake of upholding God’s immutability, one has to accept that the
Father was Father eternally, since He had begotten the Son eternally. If one claimed that
the Father as it were pre-existed the Son, and begot Him ‘later’, that would necessarily
imply a change by stages within God’s ou>si/a, because this ou>si/a initially had to include
only one u<po/stasij of the Father (who then was not yet a Father) and then another two,
with the subsequent begetting of the Son and the procession of the Spirit. Moreover, the
acceptance of such change can only result in the Arian rejection of the o<moousi/a of the
Son and of the Spirit with the Father, since their ou>si/a would be a result of successive
alterations of God’s initial essence.
Theodoret refuses any such thought of Trinitarian subordinationism. For him God’s
ou>si/a is eternal and unalterable. That is why he will consecrate the entire Ch. 9 to the
explanation of the Word’s impassible begettingby the F ather and many other chapters to
prove their equality. God’s eternal being presupposes a permanent pattern of one ou>si/a –
three u<posta/seij. Only within this framework can and should one speak about the
relationship and interaction between the u<posta/seij of the Trinity.
The Son as ‘reflection’, ‘express image’ and ‘icon’
In the second part of Ch. 6 Theodoret quotes various biblical passages in order to
describe the condition of the Son in relation to the Father. For him, the Word’s being ‘the
reflection of God’s glory and the express image of His u<po/stasij’’’ (Hebrews 1:3) is the
equivalent of the Nicene fw~j e>k fwto/j, $eo\j a>lhcino\j e>k $eou~ a>lhcinou~. On one
hand, the Son is uncreated and He is Creator. On the other hand, Theodoret argues that
the One, who is spoken about in Colossians 1:15 (who is indeed Jesus Christ Himself)
did not become [e>ge/neto] the ei>kw/n of the invisible God, but rather is [e]stin] the image
Himself. Moreover, the author cannot refer to the ei>kw/n merely as to the divine being of
the Word, since that is also invisible, being part of God’s ou>si/a. The ei>kw/n is and has to
be visible: thus, the title refers to Jesus Christ Himself. This tendency of identifying the
u<po/stasij of the Word with the incarnate Person of Jesus Christ is observable in the
following conclusion also:
Thus had the Divine Spirit instructed those who from the beginning were
eyewitnesses and servants of the Word in the theology concerning the Onlybegotten Word of God. That is why they did not rank the Creator with the
creation; they did not align the Maker among the creatures; [and for this
reason] nowhere [in the Scripture] did they call a creature the honourable
Child [ge/nnhma] of God (col. 1153B).
The above ‘eyewitnesses and servants of the Word’ are the apostles of Jesus Christ, who
is the Word incarnate for Theodoret. He will insist upon this in De incarnatione also. We
may conclude that the Son being a>pau/gasma and xarakth/r of God’s glory and Person
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speaks of His divine eternity, whereas the title ei>kw\n tou~ $eou~ tou~ a>ora/tou speaks of
His Incarnation, forecasting the discussion of that issue.
Although the problem has to be addressed several times throughout the analysis of
Theodoret’s Trinitarian and Christological thinking respectively, we ought to mention
that the expression u<po/stasij plays a significant role in his teaching on the Trinity. For
the pre-Ephesian Theodoret the term u<po/stasij certainly means more than ‘nature’
[fu/sij] concerning individual features, but at this stage it does not yet denote such a
completely individual entity like e.g. pro/swpon. Nevertheless, in De Trinitate the term
u<po/stasij is constantly approaching the meaning of pro/swpon, so that we can probably
say it means at least a ‘personal reality’. Another interesting point is that Theodoret – in
the manner of the Antiochenes and not only – prefers to use pro/swpon when speaking
about Christ the Word incarnate and to use both u<po/stasij and pro/swpon (the latter
probably with a little less emphasis) to denote the Persons of the Trinity. The use of the
term u<po/stasij in Christology was a new development of the pre-Ephesian period.187
The Son as o< w]n and Mediator
Ch. 7 exemplifies brightly the extent to which our author can apply God’s titles of the
Old Testament to the Word and thus to Jesus Christ. The author insists that the verbs w]n,
h}n, u<pa/rxwn and e>sti/n are consistently used within Scripture to describe the eternal Son
of God, and that the evangelists never use e>ge/neto when referring to His divinity. This
leads him to conclude that the o< w]n of Exodus 3:14 is the Son Himself, since even the
‘foremost fighters of blasphemy’ consider the Father being incomprehensible, and
therefore ‘they call the Son a mediator [mesi/thj] between the Father and the creation,
claiming that He [the Son] had appeared and spoken to the patriarchs and to the prophets’
(col. 1153D).188
Theodoret does not invoke it here, yet the ascription of o< w]n to the Son is connected with
Jesus’s statement in John 8:58. Since the title of the chapter is ‘Demonstration from the
Old [Testament] that the Son is eternal’, Theodoret quotes Jeremiah 31:31 referring to the
new covenant. The focus upon the Person of Christ is imminent:
Let ask therefore: who gave the new covenant? Is it not clear for all, that the
Master Christ189 is its author? For He Himself exclaims in the holy Gospels: It
was said to those of old: you shall not kill. But I say to you [...]. Therefore, the
Master Christ gave us the new covenant. Furthermore, the One who made this
[new covenant] possible, gave also the old one to Israel after the release from
Egypt. Nevertheless, the giver of the old covenant and the deliverer of the
Egyptian slavery was undoubtedly the same One, who had sent Moses to the
Pharaoh. As He Himself said, ‘Say this to the children of Israel: I AM had sent
me unto you’ (col. 1156A).
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Here Theodoret asserts unequivocally that o< Despo/thj Xristo/j is the author of the New
Covenant, moreover that He is the same o< w]n who gave the Old one to Moses and had
sent him to the Pharaoh. The eternal u<po/stasij of the Word of God is clearly identified
with the Master Christ, with the reiteration of au>to/j as referring to the same Person:
au>to\j [...] boa~,| au>to\j a>pe/steile, au>to\j ei}pe. This is parallel to Chalcedon’s ei{j kai\
o< au>to/j, as we shall see it again in Ch. 10 where Theodoret speaks of the Only-begotten
and of the Firstborn as being the same. In fact, Theodoret had already asserted ei{j kai\ o<
au>to/j in Ch. 12 of his Expositio. Here, when using the analogy of the sun and the light to
exemplify the union of the fu/seij within Christ, Theodoret refuses their separation into
two subjects after the union:
ou>k a]n tij ei]poi meta\ th\n e[nwsin, to\n me\n kexwrisme/nwj Ui<o\n to\n
$ei~on Lo/gon, to\n de\ [pa/lin] ui<o\n to\n a]ncrwpon* a>ll' e[na kai\ to\n
au>to\n e<ka/tera noh/sei, w<j e%n fw~j kai\ e[na h[lion, to/ te dexce\n fw~j, to/
te deqa/menon sw~ma. Pa/lin w<j e%n me\n fw~j, kai\ ei{j h[lioj, fu/seij de\
du/o* h< me\n fwto/j, h< de\ sw/matoj h<liakou~* ou[tw ka>ntau~ca, ei{j me\n o<
Ui<o/j, kai\ Ku/rioj, kai\ Xristo/j, kai\ Monoge/nhj* fu/seij de\ du/o* h< me\n
u<pe\r h<ma~j, h< de\ h<mete/ra.190

The closing part of Ch. 7 makes clear that ‘the One who appeared [o< o>fcei/j] on earth
and lived among the people’ according to Baruch 3:36-38 is none else than o< $eo\j
Lo/goj th\n h<mete/ran fu/sin a>nalabw/n. Thus, the prophetic message is consonant with
the Gospel, since John and Paul are speaking of the same o< w]n.
The Son and the assumed nature
As one would expect, Theodoret explains in Ch. 8 the relationship between the Word and
the assumed human nature. After a harsh refusal to call a mere creature the One, ‘who
was begotten timelessly and impassibly’ of the Father, he says:
Therefore those bestowed with the mysteries of the divine knowledge assert
[such expressions as] ‘was made’ [e>ge/neto], ‘assumed’ [e]labe] and their like
not theologising [ou> ceologou~ntej], but rather to proclaim the Incarnation
[th\n oi>konomi/an khru/ttontej] (col. 1157A).
In order to understand Theodoret’s perception of the biblical authors’ twofold way of
speaking about the Word incarnate, we have to take a closer look at a few notions present
in the above passage. Here one can recognise three expressions (two of them part of the
previous tradition) applied occasionally as technical terms by which Theodoret
distinguishes between different theological areas. The three terms are ceognwsi/a,
ceologi/a (here: ceologou~ntej) and oi>konomi/a.
As it results from the context of De Trinitate and De incarnatione, Theodoret tends to use
ceologi/a in its classic sense, i.e. to denote the teaching about the being of God. Thus,
ceologi/a becomes an expression by which the author refers almost exclusively to the
190

PG 6, 1229D-1232A. Cf. I. C. Th. de Otto, ed., Iustini philosophi et Martyris Opera quae feruntur omnia, Corpus
Apologetarum Christianorum Saeculi Secundi, vol. 4, 3rd edn (Iena: Gust. Fischer, 1880), 48.

Chapter 3: Theodoret’s Trinitarian Concept 69

theological area concerning the divine aspect of God’s being. This is probably closest to
becoming a technical term to mean ‘doctrine of the Trinity’. In his Letter 113 to Leo
Theodoret himself refers to these treatises as peri\ ceologi/aj kai\ th~j cei/aj
e>nancrwph/sewj (SC 111, 64). The term ceologi/a here can denote only the first
treatise, which deals with the issues concerning the Trinity.
In turn, oi>konomi/a is often used referring to the Incarnation. One might almost say that
Theodoret uses ceologi/a in a close sense to our expression describing the discipline of
Trinitarian doctrine (e.g. like the German Trinitätslehre), whereas oi>konomi/a for him
occasionally means something like our terms ‘Christology and soteriology’.
Nevertheless, these formulae – especially the latter – are not strictly applied technical
terms and have broader senses of application.191
Grillmeier traces back the use of oikonomia to Irenaeus of Lyons, Tatian, Tertullian,
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and the Antiochenes, pointing out the differences in
meaning or its augmentation.192 In the first version of Christ in Christian Tradition he
also distinguished between the pre-Nicene doctrine of oi>konomi/a (which combines the
development of the Trinity with creation and salvation-history) and the post-Nicene
differentiation between oi>konomi/a and ceologi/a. Grillmeier sees Eusebius as being the
last adept of the former usage, whereas Athanasius is regarded as being the first adept of
the latter distinction.193 Concerning the Nicene momentum in the interpretation of these
terms in reaction to Arianism, Grillmeier writes:
The pre-Nicene concept of oikonomia (combining the development of the
Trinity with creation and Incarnation) is to be considered as the starting-point
of Arian theology and the Nicene discussion. Nicaea, however, is a turning
point in the history of oikonomia because now the distinction (but not a
separation) between theologia (the Trinitarian process) and oikonomia
(creation and salvation history) is stressed.194
In the light of Grillmeier’s classification, we can say that Theodoret interprets these two
terms in the post-Nicene manner, in close sense to the usage of the Cappadocians as well
as to his Antiochene forerunners. The term oi>konomi/a was used by Chrysostom and
Theodore, and it is present in Gregory of Nyssa’s confession, with the meaning of
salvation. Gregory writes: o<mologou~ntej […] th\n genome/nhn para\ tou~ despo/tou
th~j kti/sewj u<pe\r tw~n a>ncrw/pwn oi>konomi/an.195
The third term, ceognwsi/a or divine knowledge (the knowledge of God) might be
interpreted as a condensation of the meaning of the other two. It seems that for Theodoret
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ceognwsi/a is both ceologi/a and oi>konomi/a, thus representing the summary of
necessary teaching about the being, the Incarnation as well as the creative, providential
and saving acts of God. He applies this term in Ch. 1, saying that the apostles enlighten
those in the darkness of ignorance (i.e. in impiety) by the rays of ceognwsi/a. The
expression reappears at the end of Ch. 3 before the passage on the Father, where the
author discloses his intention ‘to present in a clear fashion the teaching of ceognwsi/a’.
Here the term has a more technical meaning, since the entire Ch. 3 is concerned with the
mode of instruction of the believers. In the text quoted above from Ch. 8 ceognwsi/a is
regarded as a key to the divine mysteries.

Although these terms are not rigidly definable, it might still be useful to put them into a
table together with their closest meaning, as follows:
Theodoret’s term
ceologi/a

•

oi>konomi/a

•
•

ceognwsi/a
[cei/a] didaskali/a (1149C)
ta\ eu>aggelika\ do/gmata
(1420B)

•
•

Its possible meaning(s) for Theodoret
and its closest equivalent today
the doctrine of God’s divine being and of the
Trinity
God’s plan to save the world by sending His Son
the doctrine on the Incarnation (including
Christology, soteriology etc.)
theology (in our understanding), including the
teaching on the Trinity, Christology, soteriology,
creation etc.
God’s teaching given to His messengers; a
teaching which enables the believers to perceive
their salvation

Thus, when Theodoret says that those bestowed with the mysteries of ceognwsi/a assert
e>ge/neto, e]labe and their like ou> ceologou~ntej, he means that in those biblical passages
the authors are ‘not theologising’, i.e. they do not apply these terms to the divine ou>si/a
of the Trinitarian Persons, but rather to the oi>konomi/a, i.e. referring to the Son’s act of
Incarnation. Thus, ceognwsi/a seems to equate to both ceologi/a and oi>konomi/a,
whereas the latter two are not equivalent.
At the end of Ch. 8, Theodoret turns to explain the doctrinal implications of Scripture’s
consistent distinction between ‘was’ and ‘became’. He refers to John first:
The blessed John was the first to announce that ‘the Word was made flesh’
after he had already said that ‘in the beginning was the Word’. After having
applied the term ‘was’ [to\ h}n] repeatedly to the Godhead, on turning to the
question of the Incarnation [ei>j th\n th~j e>nancrwph/sewj oi>konomi/an
e>lcw/n]196 he necessarily adds the expression ‘was made’ [to\ e>ge/neto]. For
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what the God-Word assumed of us was not eternal from the beginning [ou>
ga\r h}n a>ei\ h< e>q h<mw~n lhfcei~sa u<po\ tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou a>parxh/], but
rather was made and taken on [e>ge/neto/ te kai\ a>nelh/fch] by the God-Word
towards the end of the ages (col. 1157A).
We can observe how both natures are at first addressed in impersonal terms: ceo/thj and
h< e>q h<mw~n lhfcei~sa. At first glance one might say that we are dealing with the by then
classical Christological scheme a]llo kai\ a]llo of Gregory Nazianzen (Epistula 101 ad
Cledonium in PG 37,180). Nevertheless, it is observable, how towards the end of the
fragment the term ceo/thj becomes tou~ $eou~ Lo/goj, whereas h< e>q h<mw~n lhfcei~sa
still retains its impersonal form. Moreover, the verbs referring to the ‘what’ assumed
from us also suggest that the action is done by the assuming party, i.e. by the Word of
God: lhfcei~sa, a>nelh/fch.
Theodoret tries to show here how the union without mixture of an uncreated and a
created ou>si/a was possible in the one Person. One of his greatest concerns here is to
evade any Arian suggestion that the Word might be a creature. That is why applies the
traditional explanation concerning the difference between h}n and e>ge/neto. The
expressions h}n, w]n and u<pa/rxwn are proper to the divine ou>si/a of the Word, since
these speak of His eternity and pre-existence. The verb e>ge/neto (became) does not denote
eternal existence, but rather refers to a certain moment in time. Therefore, in order to
uphold the eternity and immutability of the Word’s divine ou>si/a, Theodoret necessarily
interprets both e>ge/neto and e]labe and their like as referring to the Word’s act of
Incarnation, yet not to h< e>q h<mw~n lhfcei~sa. As Theodoret says, John turns on to the
oi>konomi/a th~j e>nancrwph/sewj when asserting e>ge/neto. Here oi>konomi/a means God’s
saving plan, i.e. the predefined divine order of the Incarnation, but does not refer directly
to h< e>q h<mw~n lhfcei~sa. This might seem as an intention to introduce a second subject
of predication within the Person of the Incarnate, nevertheless, this is not the reason why
Theodoret distinguishes between ‘was’ and ‘was made’.
The second biblical source quoted by Theodoret at this stage is Paul. The line of
interpretation remains the same as before, but we find a few new elements as well:
The blessed Paul does the same also, for he says, ‘being in the form of God’,
and adds, ‘He did not regard as robbery to be equal with God’. He then
adduces: ‘He emptied Himself and took on the form of a servant’. Thus on one
hand [Paul] fits the verb ‘took on’ [labw/n] to ‘the form of the servant’, and on
the other hand he conjoins [suzeu/qaj] ‘the form of God’ with the expression
‘[ever] was’ [u<pa/rxwn] (col. 1157AB).
Until here, the mode of approach is similar to the case of John. There are seemingly two
impersonal subjects: morfh\ $eou~ and morfh\ dou/lou. The first one is the eternal,
uncreated ou>si/a and thus receives the verb u<pa/rxwn, whereas the second one is the
creature, so Theodoret – together with Paul – appropriates to it the verb labw/n, although
grammatically it describes the action of the Word. This might seem a contradiction in
itself, yet the second part of the passage makes it clear again which of the two
participants is regarded to be the acting subject of the assuming:
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Yet, since the form of God is pre-existent [prou#pa/rxousa], or rather ever
existent [a>ei\ u<pa/rxousa], He took on [e]labe] the form of the servant.
Therefore the Word of God is neither a creation [kti/sma] nor a creature
[poi/hma], even less one of the non-existent things, but [the One] born of the
Father who is eternally with Him, and together with the Father receives the
same worship [prosku/nhsij] from the kind-hearted [believers] [para\ tw~n
eu>gnwmo/nwn] (col. 1157B).
As we see, morfh\ $eou~ – in the same fashion as ceo/thj in the previous passage – again
becomes o< tou~ $eou~ Lo/goj, whereas morfh\ dou/lou retains its impersonal character.
The expressions Theodoret uses here speak plainly of his intention: the form of God is
prou#pa/rxousa, or rather a>ei\ u<pa/rxousa, therefore the form of God must have taken
on the form of the servant. It is the form of God, which in the next sentence turns to be
none else than the Word Himself, who performs the assuming. Grammatically speaking
Theodoret seems to appropriate the verb labw/n to the form of the servant as to a passive
direct object and not as to an acting subject. He does not deny at any stage that the
Incarnation was entirely the action of the Word. Thus, together with upholding the
Word’s immutability, Theodoret still makes Him the only active player in the act of
Incarnation, without giving any room for the collaboration of the human fu/sij e.g. by
speaking of its voluntary acceptance to be taken on. In both passages h< e>q h<mw~n
lhfcei~sa and morfh\ dou/lou represent the passive party, which is simply ‘taken on’ or
‘assumed’. The human side does not play any significant role in the act of the Word’s
e>nancrw/phsij, although it will have a certain function in the further work of salvation.
As it results from the last sentences, one of Theodoret’s primary intentions is to show that
at any stage before, through and after the Incarnation the Word of God could not be
labelled as a creature. He is neither kti/sma nor poi/hma, even less e>q ou>k o]ntwn, but
rather the One e>k tou~ Patro\j gennhcei/j, who is together with the Father eternally.
This is the only method Theodoret can conceive in order to eliminate the picture of an
Arian passible, created Word. Nevertheless, he is also eager to avoid any suggestion of an
Apollinarian mixture between the uncreated and created ou>si/ai of the Saviour, again in
order to keep the Word’s divinity undiminished. That is why he shall constantly speak in
various terms of ‘union’ and not of ‘confusion’, thus seeking to safeguard the Word’s
incorruptibility. Most emphatically, however, the act of the Incarnation is not an
accidental happening during which two impersonal subjects somehow come together, but
it is rather the intentional act of the eternal Word of God, who plays the active part in the
entire process. This is evident from the above passages. One might even say that
Theodoret here presents a peculiar union of a ‘who’ with a ‘what’, although his ‘what’ is
probably more than the ‘what’ of the Alexandrians – or, at least later on, becomes more
active.
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Excursus: The inadequacy of the Arian syllogism
Whilst analysing this passage – starting from the reference to John until the end of the
chapter – Clayton mentions the ‘Arian syllogism’ which he had adopted from Sullivan.197
This syllogism, as it appears in Sullivan and Clayton, is the following:
• Major premise: the Word is the subject even of the human operations and sufferings
of Christ;
• Minor premise: whatever is predicated of the Word must be predicated of Him in his
nature, that is, kata\ fu/sin.
• Conclusion: the Word is limited in his fu/sij or nature, being passibly affected by the
human operations and sufferings of Christ. Thus, the divine ou>si/a cannot be
predicated of the Word, because He is other than the Father kata\ fu/sin.198
According to both Sullivan and Clayton, the basic difference between the Alexandrian
and the Antiochene teaching was the following: the Alexandrians rejected the minor
premise, whereas the Antiochenes rejected the major one.
This seems to be a concise and descriptive distinction between Antioch and Alexandria,
although it tends to be generalising to the extent that it might do injustice to either party if
taken to an extreme. I do not intend to question its general validity despite the fact that it
is not fully applicable to all the theologians of the period or even to the works of just one
theologian if they were written in different times. Nevertheless, I sense three difficulties
in applying the above scheme in order to define one’s orthodoxy. First, a unanimously
acceptable clarification of the Antiochene and Alexandrian terms – although fu/sij here
means undoubtedly ‘nature’ for both Sullivan and Clayton – is practically impossible
concerning the Nestorian controversy without doing injustice to one or more theologians.
Second, the scheme tends to oversimplify a rather complex issue, since the theologians of
the period approached the question of the union in Christ from much wider perspectives
than the scheme is able to reflect upon.199 Third, if taken to an extreme, on the very basis
of the Arian syllogism one is able to charge virtually anyone with heterodoxy.
As we have said, one of the crucial issues of the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period is the
clarification of terms and their continuous shift in meaning. The meaning of fu/sij in the
minor premise – although Sullivan and Clayton interpret it as ‘nature’ and not as
u<po/stasij – still causes a problem when the scheme is applied. E.g. for Cyril fu/sij and
u<po/stasij often meant the same, which can be a source of confusion. Clayton spends a
considerable time to determine how Theodore, Cyril and Theodoret were using these two
terms. On one hand, in the case of Theodore and Theodoret he emphasises their failure to
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predicate a hypostatic union because of their two-physeis scheme (which Clayton sees as
resulting inevitably in a two-hypostasis and thus a two-subject model). On the other hand,
although admitting it, he does not express any major concerns regarding Cyril’s
interchangeable usage of fu/sij and u<po/stasij,200 which ultimately confused not only
the Antiochenes, but even some members of his own party, who were convinced that
Cyril betrayed his initial position when he signed the Formula of Reunion in 433.201
Clayton writes,
Cyril in that epistle [i.e. with the 12 anathemas] insisted that ‘all the terms
used in the Gospel are to be referred to one Person, the one incarnate
hypostasis of the Word.’ Obviously Cyril is making a distinction – even if
perhaps unconsciously – between what is predicated of the ousia of the Word
and of the hypostasis of the Word, which he links to prosopon – at least here.
In other places his ease in discussing the one physis incarnate or the one
hypostasis incarnate can just as easily lead to confusion, especially for an
Antiochene like Theodoret, but it would seem that though he may have failed
to develop a consistently careful terminology to express his idea of Christ, yet
what he was trying to do was to break what we have come to call the Arian
Syllogism by asserting that what is predicated of the Word need not be
predicated of his divine nature or ousia; he denied the minor premise that
whatever is predicated of the Word must be predicated of him kata physin.202
This is certainly a valid assessment and vindication of Cyril regarding the whole of his
oeuvre. The Alexandrian patriarch cannot indeed be charged with Apollinarianism or
with mixing the two natures and his orthodoxy is not under question in this thesis. What
has to be admitted though, is that Theodoret was no less eager in trying to break the
Arian syllogism, although in a different way. For him the Apollinarian danger
undoubtedly represented a somewhat larger concern than for Cyril.203 According to
Clayton, the Alexandrian patriarch tried to break the Arian syllogism by denying the
minor premise at the ultimate cost of becoming terminologically confusing. In turn,
Theodoret rejected not the major premise itself (as Clayton suggests), but rather its
theopaschite implications (which were of course rejected previously by Athanasius and
by Cyril as well). Nevertheless, this was Theodoret’s way to follow – or his price to pay
in turn – to elaborate a rapidly consolidating terminology, his own manner to prepare the
ground for the Chalcedonense. I also find it difficult to see how the unequivocal
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acceptance of the minor premise by Theodoret can be upheld, since he has left plenty of
room for the attributions of the human experiences to the Word on account of the union.
My second objection against the Arian syllogism as a test of one’s orthodoxy concerns its
limited area of validity. The scheme seems ignore in a substantial measure the enormous
influence of Apollinarianism in the fifth century and the theologians’ eagerness to resist
it. It does not seem to give enough room to understand those writers whose concern is to
resist Apollinarianism in the same measure as to deny Arianism. Hence, it cannot be
claimed that the former idea was any less erroneous than the latter. As Luise Abramowski
rightly observes,
Vermutlich ist die antiochenische Unterscheidungschristologie in ihrem
Ansatz antiarianisch; ihre Argumente ließen sich aber sehr wohl gegen die
apollinaristische Christologie und ihre Nachwirkungen (auf dem Wege über
unterschobene Athanasiana) bei Kyrill von Alexandrien verwerten. Und in der
Tat stellt die Dogmengeschichtsschreibung die erstaunliche Nähe und
Verwandschaft der arianischen und apollinarischen christologischen
Konstruktion fest.204
In my understanding of Theodoret’s Cappadocian-Antiochene heritage concerning both
its Trinitarian and Christological aspects, many of the arguments of the Bishop of Cyrus
cannot be interpreted adequately except from an anti-Apollinarian perspective. This is the
very angle the above scheme seems to deny him. One might even say that although in
both parts of the treatise he constantly refuses all heresies, Theodoret’s main concern in
De Trinitate is to refute Arius, whereas his main rival in De incarnatione is Apollinaris
(of course, not exclusively).
On the third level one has to admit that despite its firm limits – or probably because of
them – the Arian syllogism remains open to a partial interpretation. As we have said, if
taken to an extreme, on the very basis of the rejection or acceptance of either premise,
there is not one version, which could not be regarded as heterodox from a certain point of
view. On one hand, the rejection of the major premise and the acceptance of the minor
one can easily be interpreted as leading to a Nestorian two-sons Christology. On the other
hand, the univocal acceptance of the major premise and the rejection of the minor one
might as well be regarded as Apollinarian theopaschism. In my opinion the first charge is
as invalid against Theodoret as the second is against Cyril, since the thinking and reasons
of both are much more complex than the Arian syllogism is able to mirror. E.g. if we take
Clayton’s words above in their literal sense, based on the Arian syllogism we could
charge the Alexandrian patriarch paradoxically with admitting two subjects of predication
(the ou>si/a and the u<po/stasij) – yet not within the Person of Christ, but within the
Word Himself. The charge of Cyril’s dividing the Word Himself into two subjects of
predication is nonetheless ridiculous. Hence, if one wants, it can be deduced from his
simultaneous refusal of the Word’s suffering in his divine ou>si/a together with his
rejection of the minor premise of the Arian syllogism.
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Let us return to Clayton’s analysis of Ch. 8 of De Trinitate. He writes:
Theodoret’s problem is the Arian syllogism, quite clearly. If Christ be
understood as having mi/a fu/sij and is also described as e>ge/neto, etc., then it
follows that the Word cannot be o< w]n. The Word would fall into the category
of creature, a thing made, and there would have been a time when he was not.
The solving of the problem raised by the Arian syllogism means that the two
sets of reference terms, w]n over against e>ge/neto, require two physeis, the
eternal, uncreated ceo/thj, the one who is o< ceo\j Logo/j, on the one hand;
and on the other, the fu/sij a>nalhfcei/sh, h< tou~ dou/lou morfh/, kti/sma,
poi/hma, that which has temporal creation, sa/rq e>ge/n
/ eto. For Theodoret mi/a
u<po/stasij (or fu/sij) tou~ ceou~ Lo/gou e>nsarkwme/nh, which he is shortly
to find in Cyril, could mean only an Apollinarian passible God or Arianism’s
created Word (Clayton, ‘Theodoret’, 201-2).
Based solely on the scheme of the Arian syllogism, Clayton’s rationale is acceptable.
Nevertheless, the scheme does not allow him to reflect upon the different levels of
participation of the Word and of the human nature respectively in Theodoret’s view of
the act of the Incarnation. The Bishop of Cyrus indeed presupposes two fu/seij, yet, as
we have seen, only the Word is rendered in personal terms, He is the One, who does the
assuming all the way through. Up to this moment, i.e. of the Incarnation, Theodoret’s
idea is not substantially different from Cyril’s ‘unconscious distinction’ – as Clayton puts
it – ‘between what is predicated of the ousia of the Word and of the hypostasis of the
Word’.
Regarding Theodoret’s insistence upon the existence of two fu/seij over against Cyril’s
and his extremist followers’ mi/a fu/sij tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou sesarkwme/nh I can say that it
was mainly due to the hazy terminological formulation of the otherwise appropriate
Christological model by the Alexandrian party. Cyril’s chief analysts give adequate
explanation concerning the Alexandrian patriarch’s twofold use of fu/sij, i.e. both in the
sense of nature as well as in the sense of u<po/stasij.205 Such interpretation is entirely
legitimate considering the whole of Cyril’s oeuvre. Our problem, however, remains that
whilst Cyril is being credited that his usage of the term mi/a fu/sij is neither
Apollinarianism nor an early manifestation of Monophysitism, Theodoret is still regarded
with suspicion despite the fact that based on the above he had made the proper use of
terms, and clearly was closer to Chalcedon’s o< au>to\j e>n du/o fu/sesin, than most of his
contemporaries. Moreover, as we have quoted, Clayton gives mi/a u<po/stasij (or fu/sij)
tou~ ceou~ Lo/gou e>nsarkwme/nh without any comment, just as if the two terms –
u<po/stasij and fu/sij – were interchangeable. If this were still acceptable in 431 with
the necessary explanations, this is not what Chalcedon validated later. In the
Chalcedonense Christ is confessed to be one pro/swpon, one u<po/stasij, but two fu/seij
and two ou>si/ai, thus settling that u<po/stasij is rather the synonym for pro/swpon than
for fu/sij. This being granted though, it follows that whilst Cyril’s mi/a u<po/stasij
205

For a more recent analysis of the history and relationship between u<po/stasij and fu/sij see Aloys Grillmeier,
Fragmente zur Christologie, Studien zum altkirchlichen Christusbild, ed. by Theresia Hainthaler (Freiburg: Herder,
1997), 139-51.

Chapter 3: Theodoret’s Trinitarian Concept 77

indeed pointed to Chalcedon, his mi/a fu/sij did not. In the same fashion Theodoret’s
initial refusal of mi/a u<po/stasij was also discarded in 451,206 but his opposition to mi/a
fu/sij was approved by Chalcedon’s e>n du/o fu/sesin.
Therefore, looking back from the perspective of Chalcedon, terminologically neither of
the two theologians could be considered as being fully on the right or on the wrong path
around the time of the third ecumenical council. Both of them were indeed walking
towards the same direction, although in different ways. The major problem of Clayton’s
Arian syllogism remains that it arbitrarily proscribes only one possible way towards
Chalcedon. In doing so, on one hand it has to ignore or diminish the obstacles along its
chosen way (e.g. the terminological problems facing Cyril), whereas on the other hand it
has to over-amplify any dilemma the other party may meet (e.g. Theodoret’s du/o fu/seij
model and its implications), including the glossing over of any issue, which does not fit
within its own system (e.g. the differences between Cyril’s and Theodoret’s antiApollinarian concerns).
The Son’s specific titles in relation to the Father and to the Spirit
Begotten impassibly
In Ch. 9 of De Trinitate entitled On the begetting from the Father Theodoret resists the
Arian idea concerning any ‘division of God’s being’ through the Father’s begetting of the
Word. He argues that God’s begetting is entirely different from the human, since He
begets impassibly in the same fashion as He can create impassibly. Hence, this latter
statement is accepted by the Arians also. The impassibility of God’s begetting is a crucial
aspect of Theodoret’s Trinitarian thinking, because this idea determines his attitude
towards the Lord’s human birth from Virgin Mary. Theodoret will come to assert in Ch.
24 of De incarnatione that the Lord ‘received our passions fully, except sin’ (col.
1461B). Thus, the true becoming human of the otherwise impassible Word involves the
very acceptance of the human sufferings especially because the Word as the Second
Person of the Trinity is by nature beyond these. Hence, what Theodoret in fact does in
Ch. 9 of De Trinitate is nothing else than a predefinition of the Word’s impassible
begetting by the Father, to be paralleled later with His unequivocal acceptance of human
suffering:
When hearing the word ‘begetting’ [ge/nnhsin], nobody should think about the
sufferings of our birth [ta\ pa/ch th~j h<mete/raj gennh/sewj], like weaning,
flow [of blood], labours, or anything similar to these, since these are the
passions of the bodies. God, however, is incorporeal, impassible, changeless,
and immutable and will eternally remain so. Yet if anybody argued that
painless birth does not exist, [he] should also receive this reasoning from the
[biblical passages] on the creation: for if with [birth] there is cutting and flow
of blood, in the same fashion the creatures are closely accompanied by
concern, toil, sweat, instruments and the pre-existent matter, by failures and
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other things akin to these. Yet if the mere will is sufficient for God to create
everything, and by His will He immediately brought the non-existent into
being, the adversary should also admit that God’s begetting was free from all
sufferings. And since He did not create as humans do, in the same fashion He
did not beget similarly [to human begetting] either (col. 1157CD).
We observe again how Theodoret carefully avoids subordinating the Father to the
swma/twn pach/mata, remaining faithful to what he had said in Ch. 4 about the Father’s
not following tw~n swma/twn a>kolouci/an. The idea of God’s impassible begetting
together with the acceptance of the inefficiency of human analogies regarding His divine
fatherhood is the key to understand our author’s attempt to escape simultaneously from
both the Arian and the Apollinarian errors. In fact, in the first sentence of the next
chapter, Theodoret gives a biblical explanation of the impassible begetting of the Word
by making use of the meaning of lo/goj:
For these reasons the Word is also named Son, being born impassibly, like the
word, which emerges impassibly from the thought (col. 1157D).
The consistent use of the terms a>sw/matoj, a>pach/j, a]treptoj, a>nalloi/wtoj referring
to God in the previous fragment might be regarded as Theodoret’s early anticipation of
Chalcedonian Christology. Many earlier writers had already shared these views,
including Athanasius, who upholds the impassibility of the divine ou>si/a in his Letter to
Epictetus. Cyril’s other favourite authority, Gregory Thaumatourgos, also uses the last
two expressions in his confession in reference to the eternal immutability of the Triad.207
Further, the second formula of the symbol of faith drawn up at the second Antiochene
council in 341 had also asserted: [pisteu/omen] ei>j e[na ku/rion >Ihsou~n Xristo/n, to\n
Ui<o\n au>tou~ to\n monogenh~, $eo\n [...] a]trepto/n te kai\ a>nalloi/wton.208
Interestingly, the terms a]treptoj and a>nalloi/wtoj appear twice in Arius’ confession,
but in a rather different sense. First they refer to God the Father and then to the Son,
together with His qualification as the Father’s immutable creature, although, as Arius
puts it, not as one of the creatures: a]trepton kai\ a>nalloi/wton kti/sma tou~ $eou~
te/leion, a>ll' ou>x w<j e%n tw~n ktisma/twn.209 This is exactly the opposite way
Theodoret employs the two expressions. Arius asserted that the Son is immutable by
simultaneously establishing His subordination to the Father as His perfect creature,
although the term kti/sma for Arius was not equivalent with poi/hma.210 Nevertheless, he
presupposed the existence of a second immutable ou>si/a or fu/sij of the Son different
from the Father’s own essence. Theodoret argues the other way around: the Son is
unchanging exactly because He is partaker of the only divine ou>si/a and fu/sij (shared
by His Father and the Spirit), which is immutable. For the Bishop of Cyrus the concept of
a created immutable nature or essence, as Arius intends to interpret the being of the Son,
is a contradiction in itself.
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Therefore, one of the Son’s specific qualities in relation to the Father is that He is
gennhto/j (over against the Father being a>ge/nnhtoj). This quality of the Son
distinguishes Him from His Father. Further, He is a>pacw~j gennhcei/j, as opposed to
human begetting. This latter epithet identifies the Son as the only impassibly begotten
divine being in opposition to all other begetting. Theodoret now turns to employ two
biblical titles of Jesus Christ in order to explain the difference between the Son’s eternal
begetting and the becoming human of the Word in time.
Only-begotten and Firstborn
The Word is named Son, since He is the One born without torment from the Father. In
Ch. 10 Theodoret asserts that the Son is e>k tou~ Patro\j gennhtw~j proelcw/n. Both
latter expressions are important, since the Son indeed comes forth from the Father, but
He is forthcoming through begetting. This is opposed to the Holy Spirit’s procession
without being begotten. The author stresses that the Word is called God because of being
a partaker of the paternal nature [th~j patrikh~j fu/sewj mete/xwn]. The entire imagery
of the Son being the ei>kw/n and reflection of God mentioned in Ch. 6 returns here.
Theodoret asserts that He, the divine Word called Son, remains the unchangeable image
of the begetting God [a>para/llaktoj ei>kw\n u<pa/rxwn tou~ $eou~ gennh/santoj]
(col. 1160A). He continues:
Now concerning the God-Word one should believe, that He is Only-Begotten,
who was born as One of the One in a unique way [mo/noj e>k mo/nou, kai\
monotro/pwj gennhcei/j]; He is the reflection of [God’s] glory, representing
the Father in Himself and being always together with His Begetter [a>ei\
sunw\n tw|~ gennh/santi], like the brightness with the light. He is the express
image of [God’s] Person, who should be confessed not as a mere [divine]
power [mh\ yilh\n e>ne/rgeian], but rather a living hypostasis [zw~san
u<po/stasin], who in Himself fully portrays His Begetter (col. 1160A).
The beginning of the announcement above is a clear reiteration of Nicaea’s fw~j e>k
fwto/j with all its implications. The Son’s quality to represent the Father in Himself [e>n
au>tw~| to\\n Pate/ra deiknu/j] will also be given great importance in Ch. 16. The Pauline
expression xarakth\r u<posta/sewj is a direct premise for Theodoret’s unmistakable
statement concerning the Son’s personal, i.e. hypostatic existence: mh\ yilh\n e>ne/rgeian,
a>lla\ zw~san u<po/stasin to\n $eo\n Lo/gon ei}nai pisteu/sh|j. This shows again the
influence of the Cappadocians’ Neo-Nicene hypostasis model, but not only.211 On one
hand, the emphasis upon u<po/stasij over against a mere and impersonal e>ne/rgeia shows
Theodoret’s concern to confer a proper and real personhood to the divine Word. On the
other hand, the grammatical implications of the closure of the fragment might throw
some light upon Theodoret’s concept of divine u<po/stasij.
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As it appears in the text, it is the u<po/stasij of the Word (and not the Word this time),
which (or rather: who) in Himself fully portrays His Begetter: zw~san u<po/stasin to\n
$eo\n Lo/gon ei}nai pisteu/sh|j, o[lon e>n e<auth|~ to\n gennh/santa deiknu~san (note the
feminine singular of e<auth~| and of deiknu~san). This can only mean that the u<po/stasij
of the Word for Theodoret is the Word Himself, i.e. His very personal being. Moreover,
the idea of the u<po/stasij portraying the Begetter in Himself leads to the likely
conclusion that the u<po/stasij of the Word is understood by Theodoret to have been
begotten by the u<po/stasij of the Father. It can hardly be otherwise, since the fatherhood
is the recognised peculiar i>dio/thj of the Father in the same fashion as the sonship is the
i>dio/thj of the Son. These particular attributes are not represented by the common divine
ou>si/a or fu/sij, since that is the basis of the essential sameness of the divine Persons. It
is then the u<po/stasij (and the pro/swpon) of each Person within the Trinity, which (or
rather: who) carries these attributes. Thus, the Father is Father in His u<po/stasij and not
in his ou>si/a. It would seem logical then that the origin of the Son’s u<po/stasij is to be
found not in the common divine ou>si/a, but rather in the u<po/stasij of the Father.
Despite the likeliness of this deduction, we cannot settle the matter since Theodoret does
not discuss it in any detail.
Whatever was the reason for Theodoret’s formulation above, it made at least one thing
clear: namely that for him the u<po/stasij as being an active subject of predication with
personhood is conceivable. In my opinion, the term u<po/stasij here is closest in meaning
to the Latin ‘persona’. One possible reason why Theodoret could identify this term with
pro/swpon in his late Christology was perhaps this early yet consistent belief that the
Word is indeed a zw~sa u<po/stasij, a living Person, with the most emphatic and acute
meaning of the aorist participle.
It might be argued, however, that u<po/stasij here refers merely to the divine Word
Himself and not to the entire Person of Jesus Christ, thus suggesting that Theodoret in
fact proclaims a Nestorian union of two u<posta/seij in the Incarnation. If this were so, it
would follow that in the second treatise we should be able to find a clear statement or hint
concerning the union of two u<posta/seij, i.e. of the divine Word and of the human
person respectively in the one pro/swpon of Jesus Christ. There is no such suggestion in
either tract. One has to remember also that not long before writing them, Theodoret
refuted Cyril’s second anathema, which contained the expression e[nwsij kac'
u<po/stasin. His silence over the issue in De incarnatione, including the avoidance of
u<po/stasij in his Christology again might be regarded as befitting the generally irenical
purpose of both treatises.
Returning now to the two biblical titles of the Incarnate Lord, we observe that by
paralleling Monogenh/j with prwto/tokoj Theodoret tries to evince the twofold nature or
being of His one Person, as follows:
Yet the term ‘Firstborn’ is the name of the dispensation [th~j oi>konomi/aj
o]noma] and not of the divine nature [ou>k e]sti th~j cei~aj fu/sewj]. Because
how would it be possible for the God-Word to be Only-begotten and Firstborn
also? For the two names are contradictory: the ‘Only-begotten’ denotes the
sole descendant [to\n mo/non gennhce/nta], whereas ‘Firstborn’ indicates the
one born before others [to\n pro\ e<te/rwn texce/nta], thus preceding them
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with [His] birth. Hence, the God-Word does not have a brother, since He is
Only-begotten. But how could the Firstborn be the One who alone was born of
the Father? Therefore, it is evident, that the name ‘Firstborn’ belongs to the
dispensation (col. 1160AB).
In the above text the meaning of oi>konomi/a is a rather interesting yet hardly
determinable issue. It seems to denote the act of the union of the Word with the manhood
and its result. At least we can say that Theodoret does not formulate in such concrete
terms here as in e.g. the Formula of Sardica, which bluntly opposes the Word to the
human being:
o<mologou~men Monogenh~ kai\ Prwto/tokon, a>lla\ Monogenh~ to\n Lo/gon,
o%j pa/ntote h}n kai\ e]stin e>n tw|~ Patri/, to/* prwto/tokoj de\ tw|~ a>ncrw/pw|~
(Hahn, Bibliothek, 189).

Theodoret tries to clarify the Trinitarian and Christological function of the two biblical
titles. Taking into account the significance of ‘naming’, we might say that by ascribing
prwtoto/koj to the oi>konomi/a, he suggests two different things:
• first, he defends the Word’s unique begetting by the Father;
• second, he wants to evince the very fact of the Word’s becoming human.
In this attempt, however, one could again raise the doubt whether Theodoret applies these
two terms to as it were two uniting subjects or persons, thus again using Nestorian
language. The answer to the question probably is that on one hand Theodoret is primarily
concerned with the defence of the Son’s divine begetting by the Father, which is and has
to be entirely different from any human begetting. We have seen how Arius could apply
even the terms a]treptoj and a>nalloi/wtoj to the Son and still uphold His being the
kti/sma of the Father. Further, this begetting of the Father – as Theodoret sees it – is
absolutely unique: no other begetting or forthcoming is to be likened to it, not even the
procession of the Holy Spirit, as we shall see. That is probably why Theodoret is careful
in not using the term ‘Firstborn’ referring solely to the Word of God, since it might imply
that our creation as God’s own image could also be regarded as being somewhat similar
to the Word’s ‘Arian begetting’, i.e. His being created, a thought he vehemently refuses.
‘The God-Word does not have a brother, thus being Only-begotten’ – he says. The term
a>delfo/j here indeed comprises its literal meaning: it denotes the one, who came out of
the same delfu/j (womb). The God-Word, as the Only-begotten of the Father, does not
have ‘brothers’ in the sense that the Father had begotten Him only ahead of all times.
Hence, it also follows that our being the children of God cannot be interpreted as a
‘natural’ condition. It is rather our adoption as God’s children through Christ.
Theodoret invokes a few biblical texts to support his argumentation like Romans 8:29
(concerning the Son being ‘the Firstborn among many brethren’) and says, ‘But whose
brothers are the believers according to nature? Not of the God-Word, but of the manhood
of the same nature, since they are fashioned akin to it’ (col. 1160B). The shadow of a
Nestorian interpretation of these two titles is removed in De Trinitate, when Theodoret
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refuses any idea of a separation within Christ the Word incarnate based on these two
appellations, as follows:
By no means do we say that the Only-begotten is a different [person] from the
Firstborn, but rather we [confess] Him as the same [person], although not for
the same [reason] [ou>k a]llon de\ to\n Monogenh~, kai\ a]llon to\n
prwto/tokon ei}nai/ famen, a>lla\ to\n au>to/n, ou> kata\ to\ au>to\ de/]
(col. 1160C).
This is how Theodoret distinguishes the person from the nature, i.e. the ‘who’ from the
‘what’. He calls the incarnate Word both as Only-begotten and as Firstborn to\n au>to/n
(as the Chalcedonense will do twenty years later), i.e. the same person. This is shown by
the masculine accusative singular. The neuter accusative singular in the second part of his
statement (ou> kata\ to\ au>to\ de/) can by no means refer to a person. Theodoret then
explains the biblical usage and meaning of the two terms:
For He is named Only-Begotten according to [His] primeval birth [a]nwcen
ge/nnhsin], and called Firstborn, who first relieved the pains of the life-giving
birth. That is why He is also named Firstborn from the dead, being the first
risen, and the One who opens the gates of death. He is the Firstborn of the
whole creation also, who being born first in the new creation, renewed it by
His birth (col. 1160C).
The above passage again refers to one subject, who w>no/mastai, ke/klhtai,
o>noma/zestai both Only-begotten and Firstborn, the naming being Theodoret’s own way
to attribute properties to a subject even in the ontological sense. The first and the last
sentence reaffirms his belief in the double begetting of the same subject: the Onlybegotten kata\ th\n a]nwcen ge/nnhsin is again th|~ kainh|~ kti/sei texcei/j, a new
creation, which He then renews by His being gennhcei/j. Our author was aware of the
Arian interpretation of Colossians 1:15, since he intensely refuses any such thought in the
closing passage of Ch. 10:
Yet if those who are stubborn – who esteem the content higher than the
persuasion – said about the God-Word [Himself], that He is ‘the Firstborn of
every creature’: we laugh at their ignorance. Since we accept this similarly,
thus to display what is the best of many, the truth, which is with us. For He is
the Firstborn [of the whole creation], but He is not labelled ‘the first creature’
of the whole creation. Therefore it is evident that He was begotten indeed
before the whole creation, and nothing precedes the Son, but He had always
been together with the Father, and had existed before the whole creation. The
entire nature of the creatures is of course subsequent, since He brought it into
being (col. 1160D).
Theodoret does two different things simultaneously. He reaffirms his acceptance of the
biblical term ‘Firstborn’ as referring to the Word of God Himself [sugxwrh/somen de\
o[mwj], but adds at the same time that this acceptance is not an adherence to an Arian
interpretation. On the contrary: the conspicuous distinction between prwtoto/koj and
prwto/ktistoj makes it evident that the reason why our author had to distinguish
between the two biblical titles was to resist any other concept than begetting concerning
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the Word’s origin, and not to determine two different subjects i.e. persons within the
Person of the Incarnate. This seems to serve Theodoret’s previously mentioned double
goal, i.e. to defend the Word’s unique begetting by the Father on one hand, and to evince
the very fact of the Word’s becoming human on the other. We find here the returning
argument concerning the ontological difference between God’s fu/sij and the fu/sij of
all creation.
Reciprocal knowledge between Father and Son
Starting from Ch. 11, various arguments are presented in support of the Son’s equality
with His Father. First of these is the indispensable equality of knowledge:
In order to demonstrate the equality of the Father with the Son, we should start
with the Lord’s teaching itself: ‘no one knows the Son, but the Father; neither
knows anyone the Father, except the Son, and any one to whom the Son
wishes to reveal Him’ [Matthew 11:27]. Which is the more evident expression
of these? He says ‘the knowledge [h< gnw~sij] is equal to us, for I know the
Father, and am known through Him; hence the Father knows me, He being
also known through me. The whole creation, however, is excluded from our
knowledge. For how could that be possible, that whosoever does not share our
nature [th~j fu/sewj h<mw~n ou> koinwnou~san] would be partaker of our
knowledge [koinwnh~sai th~j gnw/sewj]? Yet some [people] do get a small
share of that insight, because I reveal to those whom I want to the [things]
concerning the knowledge of the Father, like in a mirror, enigmatically’
(col. 1161A).
It is again the ontological difference between the uncreated divine fu/sij and the created
fu/sij of all creatures, which is our author’s main concern here. This difference of nature
is the dividing wall between the divine knowledge of God in His Trinitarian existence
and the knowledge of all His creatures. The fact that it is the Son, the speaking Lord
[Ku/rioj] who reveals [a>pokalu/ptw] some of the gnw~sij concerning the Father throws
a little light also on Theodoret’s view concerning our knowledge of God. He seems
convinced that the only way for us to understand our heavenly Father is through His Son,
who teaches us in the Scriptures. Theodoret’s view of the human attainment of
ceognwsi/a is thus rooted in and derives from the Father-Son relationship of the New
Testament.
The subsequent passages of Ch. 11 stress the basic difference between the knowledge and
thus the nature of Creator and creation. Theodoret is consistent in his affirmation
concerning the Son’s ultimate equality with His Father. The returning exclamation ‘what
kind of place does [the notion of] the smaller and the greater have?’ would normally be
interpreted as a consistent zeal in resisting any Arian subordinationism.212 Nevertheless,
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it is more than that. It is our author’s intention to refute Apollinaris also. As he affirms in
his later work Haereticarum fabularum compendium (written around 452-53),213
Apollinaris was ‘the inventor of great, greater and greatest’ within the Trinity:
For his [i.e. Apollinaris’s] invention [eu[rema] is ‘the Great, Greater and
Greatest’ [to\ Me/ga, mei~zon, me/giston]; thus the Spirit is Great, the Son is
Greater and the Father is the Greatest. Now, what could be more ridiculous
than this? For if there is one essence of the Trinity [ei> ga\r mi/an ei}nai th~j
Tria/doj th\n ou>si/an], which they say exists, how can [it] assume the same
[essence] both smaller and greater [pw~j th\n au>th\n kai\ smikra\n kai\
mega/lhn u<pei/lhfen]? (PG 83, 425C).
Thus, the returning exclamations and rhetorical questions concerning to\ mei~zon kai\ to\
e]latton in chapters 12, 13, 16, and 17 are directed not only against Arius, but against
Apollinaris also. In Ch. 11 of De Trinitate the author continues:
Thus, there is equality [i>so/thj] and by no means creature and Creator, but
rather Father and Son. That is why [the Scripture] uses these names [ta\
o>no/mata] so that from them we would learn the sameness [of their holders]
[e>k tw~n o>noma/twn ma/cwmen th\n tauto/thta]. For He says: ‘no one knows
the Son, but the Father; neither knows anyone the Father, except the Son.’ The
saying ‘no one’ denotes the creation [th\n kti/sin]. The exclusion of the
creatures, however, points to the One remaining above the creatures, being
naturally united with His Begetter [dei/knusi to\n me/nonta tw~n ktisma/twn
u<pe/rteron, tw|~ de\ gennh/santi fusikw~j sunhmme/non] (col. 1161C).
The fact that the Father-Son relationship of the Scripture is Theodoret’s starting point to
interpret most of the issues involved here is underlined by his ontological use of the idea
of naming. As he says, we can learn the sameness of Father and Son from the o>no/mata.
The primary ontological connection between a father and his son is undoubtedly their
sameness of essence and nature. Theodoret’s unexpressed anti-Arian argument here is
similar to the one of Hilary of Poitiers, i.e. that there is no point in calling the Father
Father and the Son Son if we do not consider them having the same essence. Thus the
Son for Arius is not truly the Son, since he [Arius] denies the sine qua non of the Son’s
being Son, namely that He shares the same ou>si/a and fu/sij with the Father.
In the last sentence of the passage, Theodoret comes to assert what we could label as
being his Trinitarian understanding of a ‘natural union’. He does not use the Cyrilline
e[nwsij fusikh/ in Christology, since he confesses two fu/seij within Christ.
Nevertheless, he can clearly speak of a ‘natural union’ of the Father and the Son, since in
the Trinity the pro/swpa and the u<posta/seij are different, yet the divine fu/sij is the
same. Thus, the Son is tw~| gennh/santi fusikw~j sunhmme/noj.
In the second part of this chapter, Theodoret asks the question concerning the manner of
interpreting Scripture: ei>pa/twsan oi< th~j a>lhcei/aj e>xcroi/, pw~j xrh\ th\n cei/an
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a>naginw/skein Grafh/n, tw~| gra/mmati ste/rgein, h& th\n e]nnoian e>reuna~n;
(col. 1161C). He gives here a ‘véritable leçon d’exégèse doctrinale’, as Guinot described
it, by showing that even the literal sense of the text proves the absurdity of the heretic
reasoning.214 In doing this, our author again identifies o< Despo/thj Xristo/j with the Son
of the Father, saying: peri\ me\n ga\r e<autou~ o< Despo/thj Xristo\j ei>pw/n, o[ti ou>dei\j
ginw/skei to\n Ui<o\n, ei> mh\ o< Path/r (col. 1161D). This passage, for example, would
not fit into the scheme of the aforementioned Arian syllogism, since it cannot be claimed
that the above assertion about the Son identified with the Master Christ is merely a
predication kata\ fu/sin.

Ch. 11 concludes with the affirmation that although both Father and Son are similarly
unintelligible, yet they reveal the knowledge for the sight of faith. Theodoret sees our
approach towards and understanding of the Father – including the entire ceognwsi/a –
exclusively through the Son, who for him is o< Despo/thj Xristo/j of the New
Testament.
Equality of power
The Son’s equality with the Father is extended to their du/namij: ‘Therefore, those whose
knowledge is equal, have equal power also. And those who have equal power obviously
have one essence as well’ (col. 1164B). Theodoret continues:
‘I and the Father are one.’ Hence, if we follow again [the text] literally, we
shall see that the Son is mentioned first [o>yo/meca to\n Ui<on\
protetagme/non]. For He says ‘I and the Father’ and not ‘the Father and I’.
Thus He shows the two persons and proclaims the sameness of the nature.
With the statement ‘I and the Father’ He indicated the number of personal
entities, and with the addition ‘[we] are one’ He evinced the invariability of
the [same] power (col. 1164D).
The above exemplifies Theodoret’s accurate usage of terms as well as his intention of
finding proper synonyms. As he says, the Son dei/qaj th\n tw~n prosw/pwn dua/da,
e>kh/ruqe th\n th~j fu/sewj tauto/thta. Thus, the Father and Son are two pro/swpa, but
they share the same fu/sij. He then adduces that the Son to\n a>ricmo\n tw~n
u<posta/sewn e>sh/mane, i.e. He indicated the number of u<posta/seij. Here the terms
pro/swpon and u<po/stasij are equated, which is consistent with Chalcedon’s subsequent
interpretation. The Son to\ th~j duna/mewj e>dh/lwsen a>para/llakton. Thus, the
du/namij of Father and Son is common, being the common du/namij of the divine fu/sij
or ou>si/a. Theodoret also shows a proper way of using mi/a fu/sij in ceologi/a, i.e.
expressing the one nature of the Trinity:
Therefore those who have equal knowledge [gnw~sij], power [du/namij] and
will [bou/lhsij], obviously have one nature also [tou/twn dhlono/ti kai\ h<
fu/sij mi/a] (col. 1165A).
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Ch. 13 reinforces the above by other biblical arguments. Both the servitude and the
dominance are the Son’s very own: because of their equality, the Father and the Son
contain each other reciprocally and it is impossible for a creature to contain God.215
Equality of worship
The term prosku/nhsij occurs several times in De Trinitate, and although it is comprised
in a short chapter (14), the question of equal worship [i>sotimi/a] due to the Father and to
the Son represents an important issue for Theodoret. His main argument here is that both
the Father and the Son draw those saved to each other. Thus, they deserve equal worship.
This is a further argument against Trinitarian subordinationism216 and can be traced back
again to the Cappadocians. In his Oratio 42 Gregory Nazianzen writes, Di/daske
proskunei~n $eo\n to\n Pate/ra, $eo\n to\n Ui<o/n, $eo\n to\ Pneu~ma to\ a[gion, e>n
trisi\n u<posta/sesin, e>n mia~| do/qh|~ te kai\ lampro/thti (PG 36, 477A).
Sameness of nature and of essence
Theodoret consecrates two long chapters (No. 15 and 16) and a shorter one (No. 17) in
order to give adequate answers to these issues. Using various biblical examples of
sending (Jacob to Mesopotamia, Joseph to find his brothers, Jonathan by David etc.),
Theodoret shows that the Arian and Eunomian concept of the Father being the sender and
the Son being the One sent does not mean that the Son is inferior to His Father in respect
of nature. Further, Theodoret employs this biblical language concerning the sending of
Christ in order to prepare his Christological exposé:
If the sender is in Him and with Him [e>n au>tw|~, kai\ su\n au>tw|~], where is the
inferiority [h< eu>te/leia] of the one being sent? From where and to which
place was sent the One who fills all? Hence, the word ‘sending’ [a>postolh/]
suggests a change of location. But if the Father and the Son fill all, then
neither did the Father send the Son to those whom He apparently was away
from, nor did the Son go from one specific place to another. Thus nothing
remains, but that the sending [of the Son] is to be taken as referring to the
assumed manhood (col. 1168D-1169A).
The beginning of the passage shows on one hand that the sending of the Son indeed does
not make Him inferior to His Father. On the other hand, though, it is the question of the
Word’s divine omnipresence before and after His union with the assumed manhood,
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which is also at stake here. Our author had already addressed this issue in Ch. 10 of the
Expositio, where he had said about the Word having come down to us, yet without
leaving heaven: o< Lo/goj […] tw~n ou>ranw~n ou>k a>posta/j, pro\j h<ma~j katelh/lucen
(PG 6, 1224C).217
Theodoret’s basic understanding of the difference between the infinite divine ou>si/a and
the finite and limited human ou>si/a resounds both in the Expositio and in De Trinitate.
According to him, the Son in His infinite divine ou>si/a cannot be said to move place. He
is everywhere in respect of His own divine essence. Nevertheless, His union with the
manhood in the Incarnation is and must be a real one, otherwise we undoubtedly
introduce two personal entities or subjects in the oi>konomi/a. Theodoret solves the
problem substantially in the same way in both works. In the Expositio he approaches it
from the perspective of the Word’s divine omnipresence, whereas in De Trinitate from
the viewpoint of the finite character of the manhood. Both arguments work towards the
same end: first, the Word does not have to leave heaven in order to unite with the
manhood. Second, the manhood does not have to receive the property of omnipresence
from the divine ou>si/a of the Word in order to be in full union with the Lo/goj. Theodoret
does not make use here of communicatio idiomatum – as Luther will do in quite an
original manner eleven centuries later – in order to uphold the union within the
oi>konomi/a. The assertion of Christ’s fleshly omnipresence in the fifth century would
have definitely meant an inadmissible kra~sij, an intermingling of the two natures, and
would have been labelled as Apollinarianism even by the Alexandrian party. Theodoret
therefore says that it must be h< a>nalhfcei/sh a>ncrwpo/thj which is said to have been
sent.218
Returning now to Theodoret’s understanding of the connection between the Father and
the Incarnate Word, in Ch. 15 of De Trinitate we find him applying the analogy of the
image and archetype to the relationship between Jesus Christ and His heavenly Father.
As he says: a>poble/yantej toi/nun th\n ei>ko/na, noh/swmen to\ a>rxe/tupon
(col. 1169A). This analogy again leads him to conclude:
Thus the Father and the Son have one essence, which is recognised and
confessed on the basis of the same image. Therefore while previously [we
spoke about] two human beings, in a similar fashion here [we speak about]
God and God, [about] Father and Son, and by the names themselves they
already show the sameness of [their] nature [kai\ au>toi~j toi~j o>no/masi
dhlou~ntej th~j fu/sewj th\n tauto/thta]. For neither does the true God
differ in nature from the true God, nor is the Son different from Him, being the
Son of God (col. 1169B).
From the context of the passage – which, as Theodoret puts it, is h< e>rmhnei/a tw~n
Despotikw~n r<hma/twn – it seems that the mi/a ei>kw/n referred to in the first sentence is
the image of Christ. This mi/a ei>kw/n is the basis for recognising and confessing the mi/a
ou>si/a of Father and Son. The ontological significance of o]noma comes again to play its
part. The Bishop of Cyrus deduces the sameness of divine essence directly from the
217
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names ‘Father’ and ‘Son’. These names show the sameness of the divine fu/sij literally
‘by themselves’. Further, regarding the unity of Christ’s person, Theodoret states that the
ei>kw/n – in this case the human image of Jesus Christ – is the very image of God Himself.
This idea is carried forward through the entire chapter and the following one. Theodoret
first affirms Nicaea’s key expression:
Behold again, how the coessentiality [to\ o<moou/sion] is manifested! For He
says: ‘If you had known me, you would have known my Father also.’ But
[something] having one essence cannot be recognised through another one
with a different essence. […] Hence, if the Only-begotten Word is God’s
creation belonging to the non-existent [creatures], and if concerning nature He
was begotten by somebody else [rather than by God the Father], then with
what kind of authenticity can He exhibit the Father in Himself? But if the
Father is known through the Son, and he who knows the Son knows the Father
also, then let all blasphemous tongues be bridled, and cleave to the roof of
their mouth according to [the words of] the prophet.219 We, however, the
worshippers of the Trinity, hereby receive the accurate teaching of
coessentiality, maintaining that the Father cannot be recognised in the Son in
any other fashion, except if He shared the same essence (col. 1169CD).
We have already cited a part of the above passage earlier concerning Theodoret’s
understanding of the limits of human analogies in reference to the divine being (e.g. the
eternal fatherhood) of God. Here the Bishop of Cyrus starts again from a biblical
statement of Christ in order to advocate the Nicene o<moousi/a of the Son with the Father.
Being an heir of the Neo-Nicene tradition of the Cappadocians, Theodoret also uses the
distinction between the one divine ou>si/a and the three u<posta/seij. The defence of the
Nicene key-expression against Arius is by no means a separate issue from the
Incarnation, but a crucial part of our author’s perception of Christ’s very being.
Theodoret does not remain on the more or less sterile ground of Trinitarian doctrine, but
whilst applying the previous analogy of the image, he identifies the Person of the Son
with the Person of Christ in the passage concerning Philip’s question in John 14:6-11.
One of Theodoret’s favourite arguments is to quote the words of Christ Himself (labelled
as Despotika\ r<hma/ta), who teaches the listeners about His own divinity, i.e. about His
being the Son of God indeed. Theodoret uses the words of the Lord addressed to Philip as
proof of His coessentiality with the Father, implying that the speaking Master is the Son
of God incarnate. The following argument – in which the author comments on John 14:611 – points towards his fundamental understanding of Christ being the Word Himself:
What can be clearer than these words? What can be more evident than this
teaching? […] We, however, should listen to the Lord, who says: ‘If you had
known me, you would have known my Father also: henceforth you know Him,
and have seen Him.’ […] He was the eyewitness of the Father, as the Father
was observable in Him. Philip did not understand this, and asked Him, saying:
‘show us Your Father, and it suffices us.’ And he was not praised, since he
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craved to see ‘the superior one’ [mei~zon i>dei~n e>picumh/saj] in the manner of
the heretics. He was reprehended instead, for failing to recognise the Father in
the Son. ‘Have I been so long time with you’ He said, ‘and yet you do not
know me, Philip?’ Hence, Philip craved to see the Father, not Him. Why was
he reprehended then as if he had not recognised the Son? [Jesus] throws light
upon the cause of the admonition in the following part [of His answer]: ‘He
who has seen me has seen my Father; how can you say then, “Show us the
Father?”’ For I am different, He says, [from the Father], regarding
personhood, but not according to the nature [e[tero/j ei>mi, fhsi/n, kata\ to\
pro/swpon, ou> kata\ th\n fu/sin]. I bear the Father wholly within myself,
since I am the unaltered seal of my Begetter, the express image of His person,
[in a word] the natural portrait [ei>kw\n fusikh/] coexisting with my Begetter
(col. 1172C-1173A).
It is beyond doubt that the Incarnate Word, the Master Christ, is the One who speaks
here, and He is the same Person said to have been tou~ Patro\j ceath/j, who bears his
Father wholly within Himself, thus making Him observable, who is not inferior to the
Father, but rather is the express image of His person, who is no different from the Onlybegotten Son of God, but who is different from the Father kata\ to\ pro/swpon, being at
the same time identical to His Father kata\ th\n fu/sin. The terms pro/swpon and fu/sij
in the statement e[tero/j ei>mi kata\ to\ pro/swpon, ou> kata\ th\n fu/sin cannot be
interpreted otherwise than in their Trinitarian sense, i.e. the pro/swpon denoting the
i>dio/thj of the Son in relation to his Father (as a synonym for u<po/stasij) and the fu/sij
being the common element of their sameness. It seems quite likely that the Ku/rioj, who
teaches His disciples in John 14:6-11, is regarded here by the exegete to be none else
ontologically than the pro/swpon of the second Person of the Trinity. The amassing of
epithets referring to the speaking Lord seems to emphasise the same thing: the Master
Christ is sfragi\j tou~ gennh/santoj a>para/llaktoj, He is the xarakth\r th~j tou~
Patro\j u<posta/sewj, and most emphatically, He is the ei>kw\n fusikh\ tw|~ gennh/santi
sunupa/rxousa. Hence, a natural portrait or image of God the Father can be perceived
only if it is the very human image of Christ. The entire admonition of Philip is based
fully on this point: he is reprehended exactly because he failed to recognise the Father in
the Son, i.e. in his Teacher and Master, the Word of God incarnate. That is why
Theodoret puts the following words also into Christ’s mouth:
So if you want to see Him [e>kei~non] [i.e. the Father], [just] look at me, and
you will see [us] both [e<ka/teron o]yei], yet not with the eyes of the body, but
with the eyes of faith. With the eyes of faith, however, you [will see] to such
an extent that you would recognise the works [ta\j e>nergei/aj], but not the
nature nor the essence [ou> th\n fu/sin, h& th\n ou>si/an]: for these things
surpass the grasp of every mind (col. 1173A).
It seems very unlikely that the author of the above passages would accept any
interpretation according to which the Incarnate Lord were different from the Onlybegotten Son of God or were inferior to the Father Himself. This is perhaps the reason
why Theodoret as a careful exegete follows vigilantly the Pauline teaching of
1 Corinthians 13:12 (‘for now we see through a glass, darkly’), and suggests that the
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seeing of Christ by His apostles was not yet the ‘face to face’ meeting with the divine
essence, since that shall be revealed to humankind only at the end of the times.
Nevertheless, the human image of the Son of God is sufficient for the believer to
contemplate the works [ta\j e>nergei/aj] of God and to recognise Jesus Christ as being
His Only-begotten through the eyes of faith. I can see no other way to interpret
Theodoret’s putting the statement gnw~nai ta\j e>nergei/aj, ou> th\n fu/sin, h& th\n
ou>si/an into the mouth of the Lord. The believer is said to recognise the works but not
the fu/sij or the ou>si/a, yet not because the nature and the essence are absent from
Christ, but rather because these divine features surpass the grasp of the human nou~j.
Theodoret reinforces this by explaining Christ’s words in John 14:10-11:
Thus if these [works] are ascribed [fce/ggetai] to the Father, and the Father
remains [me/nei] in Him, as well as He in the Father; and if he who sees [o<
e<wrakw/j] and knows [o< ginw/skwn] Him, had seen and known the Father
also, then it is evident for all having common sense, that the Father and the
Son have one nature, and the Son is in possession of everything which belongs
to the Father. For nobody else manifested the Father in Himself [but the Son],
neither possessed everything – except fatherhood itself – like the Father.
Hence, fatherhood is the Father’s attribute [i]dion], as the sonship belongs to
the Son (col. 1173AB).
Apart from its reinforcement of the previous observations, the last sentence of the
passage gives us an idea of how Theodoret made the heritage of the Cappadocians an
integral part of his theological thinking. According to Theodoret’s masters the i>dio/thj of
each divine Person is carried by the u<po/stasij and not by the common divine ou>si/a,
thus fatherhood is the i]dion of the Father, the sonship is the i]dion of the Son. At the end
of De Trinitate Theodoret asserts that concerning the Trinity we believe mi/an ou>si/an e>n
trisi\n i>dio/thsin gnwrizome/nhn. It is by the i>dio/thj of each u<po/stasij that the
divine Person can be recognised and identified.
The equality of Father and Son (i.e. of Christ the incarnate Word) is proven in Ch. 17 by
the use of the term ‘glorification’. Theodoret refutes the heretical thought according to
which the one who glorifies is greater than the glorified, saying at the end of a reductio ad
absurdum, that both the Father and the Son are said to glorify and to be glorified. Thus,
they have to be equal. The Son having been glorified by the Father does not receive
anything in addition to what He had always possessed before all times. The imagery
reminds us again of the Word’s being o< w]n. Theodoret points at the eternal u<po/stasij
of the Word within the Person of Christ:
For the One who had been glorified did not receive what He did not possess
[before], but what He had possessed [ei}xen]. [The Lord] teaches this in the
same place, saying [John 17:5]. Thus if He had had this glory before the world
was made, how could He ask to receive something, which He always had?
(col. 1173D)
If at any point within Theodoret’s teaching on the Trinity a weighty importance was
conferred on the identification of the eternal Word and Son of God with the Person of
Jesus Christ, then these chapters concerning their sameness of essence and nature are
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certainly among them. Their length and meticulous reasoning shows that this issue was
by no means a peripheral question for the author. Moreover, the last chapter on the Son,
concerned with the sameness of the divine dominion is based entirely on these previous
arguments.
Sameness of dominion
To conclude the discussion concerning the equality of Father and Son, Theodoret asserts
that their dominion has to be the same, since it belongs to the common ou>si/a and fu/sij.
He resists the concept of Origen, who delimited the various areas of activity of the divine
Persons, restricting by stages the dominion of Christ and of the Spirit in comparison with
the Father. Commenting on John 17:10 Theodoret writes:
He does not want to divide the common dominion [ou> th\n koinh\n diairw~n
despotei/an]; neither does He want to show things different from the Father.
But because those who have poured all blasphemous words upon [God’s]
Only-begotten are claiming that He merely accepts, and the Father is the one
who gives, [the Lord] makes clear that He is retaining the same dominion with
the Father over everything. ‘All mine are thine and thine are mine’ He says.
He does not teach the division [ou> th\n diai/resin] of the dominion but rather
the commonness [to\ koino\n] of the dominion [th~j despotei/aj]
(col. 1176A).
Thus, h< despotei/a does not have three forms to suit the three divine hypostases. It does
not belong to the category of the i>dio/thj of just one hypostasis, but it is rather the
koino/n of the divine essence. Therefore, Christ is in possession of all which is
ontologically proper to the ou>si/a of the Father, since He is o<moou/sioj with Him.

3.3.2 Conclusion
It seems to result from the above that Theodoret’s concept concerning the Person of the
Son is primarily motivated by his dynamic view of the genetic Father-Son relationship
within the Holy Trinity as it appears in Scripture. The Son’s specific names and titles
gain ontological importance and do not stand alone, but are a result of a relationship
between the divine hypostases. In Theodoret’s view it is undoubtedly the Son through
whom the children of God recognise their heavenly Father and get an insight into the
e>ne/rgeia of the Trinity.
Although his notion of the divine ou>si/a and fu/sij is rooted in the principle of God’s
impassibility, in his biblical exegesis with the outlook towards the ceologi/a Theodoret
does not seem to find any difficulty in identifying the u<po/stasij of the Son with the
Person of Jesus Christ. Nevertheless, certain issues remain, on which he will be able to
make his point clear only from a Christological and soteriological perspective. This
Trinitarian teaching on the Son bears some obvious marks of the author’s intense
theological struggle against Arianism and Apollinarianism. In his effort to resist these
challenges, Theodoret normally appeals to biblical exegesis, by the help of which he tries
to interpret the tradition he inherited. He also develops the terminology in order to
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remove both the biblical and the theological basis of the heresies. His defence and
explanation of the various titles and terms (e.g. Firstborn, h}n) speaks of his firm intention
not to surrender any terminological ground to the heterodox. Whatever is theologically
and terminologically inherited from the doctors of piety concerning the Father’s Onlybegotten, must therefore be preserved within the cei/a didaskali/a of the Church, even
if some of these are in need of further elaboration. It might even be said that Theodoret’s
teaching on the second u<po/stasij of the Trinity – together with its internal tensions –
serves as a proper basis for a forthcoming Christology and does not necessarily anticipate
a harsh separation of two different subjects within the Word of God incarnate.
The declared intention of the author is to show ‘from the evangelic teaching the dignity
of the Only-begotten’ [e>k th~j eu>aggelikh~j didaskali/aj tou~ Monogenou~j th\n
a>qi/an] (col. 1176B). In doing this, he repeatedly quotes and interprets the words of o<
Despo/thj Xristo/j, whom he regularly considers as being the Son Himself.
Nevertheless, it has to be admitted that there is a certain tension within this dynamic
doctrine based largely on Scripture. Theodoret himself faces the difficulty in trying to
bring close to the believer a divine mystery of e.g. eternal begetting whilst knowing that
human analogies are imperfect, the interpretations of the heretics are misleading and the
tradition is in need of further development. He is bound to have a tension within the
corpus of his exposé. Some of the results of this tension will be inevitably carried over
into the doctrine of the oi>konomi/a, where even more disturbing issues wait for a
settlement. Without anticipating those, from this end it seems acceptable that within the
Trinitarian framework the Bishop of Cyrus presented a dynamic view of the Word’s
being – with all the internal tensions this presentation might take – in opposition to a
static picture of an immanent and distant u<po/stasij, who is part of an incomprehensible
divine ou>si/a.

3.4 The teaching about God the Holy Spirit
Theodoret’s doctrine on the Spirit contained in Chapters 19-27 is no less interesting than
his teaching on the Son. He has already said on a few occasions that the Spirit takes
active part in the life and instruction of the believers:
• The disciples can change the wild olive-tree into a cultivated one by the art of the
Spirit (Ch. 1);
• the universal teaching of the Spirit is the pattern of the divine instruction (Ch. 2);
• The Spirit instructed those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and servants of
the Word in the theology concerning the Only-begotten (Ch. 6).
These statements reveal the importance of the Spirit for Theodoret. The entire mission,
tradition and theology itself (including the orthodox teaching) ultimately depends on the
being and work of the Holy Spirit, about whom the author states:
Therefore, as I have said, we believe in God the Father who is without
beginning, and in God the Son who is by nature co-eternal with Him, who had
been begotten by the Father, and is eternally together with the Father. […]
And we believe in the pure, the guiding, the good and the comforting Holy
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Spirit, who comes from God; He was not begotten, because there is one Onlybegotten; He was neither created [ou>de\ mh\n ktisce/n], since we find Him
nowhere in the Holy Scripture being enumerated along with the creation, but
rather ranked together with the Father and the Son. We have heard that He
proceeds [e>kporeuo/menon] from the Father, yet we do not inquire the mode of
His procession [ou> polupragmonou~men pw~j e>kporeu/etai], but rather
acquiesce in the limits the theologians and blessed men have fixed for us
(col. 1176C).
After having summarised the most important attributes of the Father and the Son,
Theodoret gives his formula concerning the Holy Spirit. He is first confessed to be
‘coming from God’ [to\ e>k $eou~ proelco/n]. The second part of the chapter, however,
makes it clear that this coming is to be taken as a procession from the Father [e>k tou~
Patro/j]. The Bishop of Cyrus logically excludes a second begetting as a possible origin
of the Spirit, saying that He is ou> gennhce/n* ei{j ga\r Monogenh/j, underlining that the
title Only-begotten belongs to the Son only.
The difference between the way Theodoret shows the divinity of the Son and of the Spirit
is rather interesting. In the case of the Son he affirmed His divine co-eternity with and
timeless begetting by His Father. In respect of the Spirit, however, our author seems to
have reversed the process. After having mentioned His procession from God, he denies
the Spirit’s being created on the basis of His not having been enumerated
[sunaricmou/menon] in Scripture along with the creation [th~| kti/sei], but rather being
ranked together [suntatto/menon] with the Father and the Son. This is how the chapters
devoted to Theodoret’s pneumatology are constructed.

3.4.1 The Spirit’s specific attribute in relation to the Father and to the Son
Each of the three divine hypostases has His own i>dio/thj: the Father is a>ge/nnhtoj, the
Son is a>pacw~j gennhcei/j, moreover Monogenh/j. Thus, the Spirit can neither be
gennhto/n nor ktisce/n, but rather is e>k $eou~ proelco/n, more specifically e>k tou~
Patro\j e>kporeuo/menon. The determination of this specific i>dio/thj of the Spirit points
back to the Cappadocians, more specifically to Gregory Nazianzen, whom – following
the observations of Karl Holl – we can consider as being Theodoret’s primary teacher in
respect of the Spirit’s procession.220 The Bishop of Cyrus faithfully followed not only his
terminology, but also Gregory’s prevailing pacifism regarding the investigation of the
inaccessible.
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Concerning the differences between Basil’s and Gregory Nazianzen’s concept of the Spirit’s origin, Holl writes:
‘Worin bestand nun aber eigentlich die Differenz zwischen Gregor und Basilius hinsichtlich des Dogmas vom
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des Geistes seinen sichern Rückhalt.’ Karl Holl, Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem Verhältnis zu den grossen
Kappadoziern (Tübingen: Mohr, 1904), 160-61.
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The i>dio/thj of the Spirit establishes His partaking of the divine essence, but also
delimits His place within the Trinity. Theodoret argues that these different titles resulting
from the dynamic relationship between the three u<posta/seij do not presuppose or create
any kind of subordination within God’s ou>si/a, but that all three remain ranked as equals.
In Ch. 9 of Theodoret’s Expositio we find a similarly concise summary of the Son’s and
the Spirit’s origin, where Theodoret extends the Nicene fw~j e>k fwto/j onto the
procession of the Spirit also:
Th\n au>th\n de\ gnw~sin kai\ peri\ tou~ a<gi/ou pneu/matoj kate/xwmen, o[ti,
w[sper o< Ui<o\j e>k tou~ Patro/j, ou[twj kai\ to\ Pneu~ma* plh/n ge dh\ tw|~
tro/pw| th~j u<pa/rqewj dioi/sei. <O me\n ga/r, fw~j e>k fwto/j, gennhtw~j
e>qe/lamyen, to\ de/, fw~j me\n e>k fwto\j kai\ au>to/, ou> mh\n gennhtw~j a>ll'
e>kporeutw~j proh~lcen* ou[twj sunai/#dion Patri/, ou[twj th\n ou>si/an
tau>to/n, ou[twj a>pacw~j e>kei~cen e>kporeuce/n. Ou[twj e>n th|~ Tria/di th\n
mona/da noou~men, kai\ e>n th|~ mona/di th\n Tria/da gnwri/zwmen
(PG 6, 1224A – cf. Otto, Iustini Opera, 32).

The problem of the Filioque
Theodoret started the third part of his teaching also with pisteu/omen. The traditional
formula suggests that this should not be taken as a personal opinion. It is rather the
confession of all Christendom concerning the eternal being of the Holy Spirit.
Nevertheless, Theodoret is aware of the dispute between the East and the West
concerning the issue of Filioque. This argument caused internal tensions also within the
Eastern Church between those more sympathetic towards the Western position and those
clinging to the letter of the Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum. This is why – together with
the acceptance of the original version221 – Theodoret attempts to mediate between the two
positions. He proposes the abandonment of an investigation concerning the mode of the
Spirit’s procession together with the humble acceptance of the o[roij set out by the
theologians of the past.222 As we have quoted,
e>kporeuo/menon de\ au>to\ e>k tou~ Patro\j h>kou/samen, kai\ ou>
polupragmonou~men pw~j e>kporeu/etai, a>lla\ ste/rgomen toi~j tecei~sin h<mi~n
o[roij u<po\ tw~n ceolo/gwn kai\ makari/wn a>ndrw~n.

Theodoret seems to have taken seriously the uselessness of such polupragmonei~n
throughout both treatises. At the end of Ch. 23 of De Trinitate, whilst commenting
1 Corinthians 2:12-16, he approaches the mystery of the Spirit’s procession in a similarly
humble manner:
‘That is why he [Paul] says that the Spirit is of God, teaching that He receives
His existence from the Father, and shares His nature, although not by
begetting, but in a mode that is known only to the Son-knowing [Father], the
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Hahn mentions that the Cod. Sangall also adds kai\ Ui<ou~. Hahn, Bibliothek, 165, note 23.
The term o[roj was already used in a somewhat similar sense in Ch. 2 (col. 1149C). He suggests a reconciliation
based on the o[roj of the traditional formula.
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Father-knowing [Son] and to [the Holy Spirit] who knows both the Father and
the Son. For we have learned that [the Spirit] is of God, but we were not
instructed about the mode [tro/pon] [of His procession]. Hence, we shall be
satisfied with the measure of knowledge [me/troij th~j gnw~sewj] we were
bestowed with, and do not investigate unmindfully the incomprehensible [ta\
a>ne/fikta] (col. 1181AB).
Is it possible to determine more precisely what Theodoret meant by o[roij and me/troij
and whom did he consider being among tw~n ceolo/gwn kai\ makari/wn a>ndrw~n? This
passage of Gregory Nazianzen seems to provide us the answer:
Ou> polupragmonei~j th\n tou~ Ui<ou~, ei]te ge/nnhsin xrh\ le/gein, ei]te
u<po/stasin, ei]te ti a]llo kuriw/teron tou/twn e>pinoei~ […] mhde\ tou~
Pneu/matoj perierga/zou th\n pro/odon. […] >Akou/eij ge/nnhsin; To\ pw~j
mh\ perierga/zou. >Akou/eij o[ti to\ Pneu~ma proi#o\n e>k tou~ Patro/j; To\
o[pwj mh\ polupragmo/nei. Ei> de\ polupragmonei~j Ui<ou~ ge/nnhsin, kai\
Pneu/matoj pro/odon, ka>gw/ sou polupragmonw~ to\ kra~ma yuxh~j kai\
sw/matoj (Oratio 20 in PG 35, 1077AC).

Theodoret preserves this attitude in both treatises. In fact, he returns briefly to the issue of
Filioque at the end of the second treatise, in one sentence. In Ch. 34 of De incarnatione,
which is the closure of De Trinitate, Theodoret repeats the admonition of his
Cappadocian forerunner:
Let us give up investigating erroneously the procession of the Holy Spirit and
trying to find out [something], which is known to the Father, to the Son and to
the Spirit only (col. 1476C).
The reconciliatory tone of these two works concerning the Filioque is peculiarly
remarkable because in the months preceding their composition Theodoret had crossed
swords with Cyril over the mode of the Spirit’s procession. In his refutation of Cyril’s
ninth anathema, Theodoret wrote:
We say that it was not God the Word, co-essential and co-eternal [o<moou/sion
kai\ sunai/dion] with the Spirit, who was formed by the Holy Spirit and
anointed, but the human nature which was assumed by Him at the end of days.
We shall confess together [with Cyril?] that the Spirit of the Son was His own
if he spoke of [the Spirit] as of the same nature [w<j o<mofue/j] and proceeding
from the Father [kai\ e>k Patro\j e>kporeuo/menon], and shall receive the
expression as pious. But if [he would speak of the Spirit] as being of the Son,
or as having [His223] origin through the Son [ei> de\ w<j e>q Ui<ou~ h& di' Ui<ou~
th\n u[parqin e]xon] we shall reject this as blasphemous and impious. For we
believe the Lord when He says, ‘The Spirit which proceeds from the Father’
and likewise the most godly Paul saying, ‘We have received not the spirit of
the world, but the Spirit which is of God’ (ACO, I, 1, 6, 134).
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Some analysts of the short dispute over the Spirit’s procession between Cyril and
Theodoret came near to the conclusion that whilst the former might be considered as an
early Filioquist, the latter is rather the precursor of Photius and the monopatrists. It is not
my task to settle this issue within the limits of the present work. Nevertheless, I adhere to
the relevant conclusions of André de Halleux.224
Returning to Theodoret’s dispute over the Spirit with his illustrious opponent we can
mention that in his Letter 151 to the Eastern monks the Bishop of Cyrus summarised his
critique of Cyril’s anathemas, including the ninth one:
Blasfhmei~ de\ kai\ ei>j to\ a[gion Pneu~ma* ou>k e>k tou~ Patro\j au>to\
le/gwn e>kporeu/escai, kata\ th\n tou~ Kuri/ou fwnh/n, a>ll' e>q Ui<ou~ th\n
u[parqin e]xein. Kai\ tou~to de\ tw~n >Apolinari/ou sperma/twn o< karpo/j*
geitnia/zei de\ kai\ th~| Makedoni/ou ponhra|~ gewrgi/a| (SC 429, 102).225
Without entering the details of this largely debated issue, it is probably worth observing
that Theodoret’s reference to the alleged ‘Apollinarian seed’ was not entirely groundless.
In his h< kata\ me/roj pi/stij, Apollinaris wrote:
o<mologou/men […] tou~ te pneu/matoj e>k th~j ou>si/aj tou~ Patro\j di'
Ui<ou~ ai>di/wj e>kpemfce/ntoj, a<giastikou~ th~j o[lhj kti/sewj. […] te/leion
de\ kai\ to\ pneu~ma to\ a[gion e>k $eou~ di' Ui<ou~ xorhgou/menon ei>j tou\j
ui<ocetoume/nouj.226

The charge of Cyril approaching Macedonianism – as de Halleux observes – is probably
an allusion towards the ninth anathema’s supposed negation of the coessential divinity of
the Spirit, i.e. His ranking alongside with the creatures brought into being by the Word of
God.227 It was of course not so, since neither of the two theologians denied the divinity of
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the Spirit. The Christological consideration played the crucial part for both of them. De
Halleux gave the correct answer to the dilemma:
La conclusion paraît donc s’imposer: lorsque l’évêque de Cyr objecte au
neuvième anathématisme: ‘l’Esprit procède du Père, il ne tient pas son
existence du Fils, ou par le Fils’, il veut simplement affirmer: ‘L’Esprit
procède de Dieu, il n’est pas créé’. En d’autres termes, le refus théodoritien de
dire l’Esprit-Saint e>k Ui<ou~ h& di' Ui<ou~ ne doit pas être interprété comme un
rejet des deux formulations filioquistes classiques de la procession intra-divine
de la troisième Personne. Il s’agit plutôt d’une double dénégation de l’origine
créée de l’Esprit.228
Finally, after having read Cyril’s Laetentur caeli, Theodoret writes in his Epistle 171 to
John of Antioch229 that he is satisfied with the new theological position taken by the
Alexandrian bishop. Among other important issues, he expresses his joy upon Cyril
having confessed kai\ to\ Pneu~ma to\ a[gion ou>k e>q Ui<ou~ h& di' Ui<ou~ th\n u[parqin
e]xon, a>ll' e>k tou~ Patro\j e>kporeuo/menon, i]dion de\ Ui<ou~ w<j o<moou/sion
o>nomazo/menon (SC 429, 234).
In his Laetentur caeli addressed to John of Antioch Cyril indeed seems to have drawn
back a little from his former viewpoint represented in the ninth anathema, although
probably not to the extent to which Theodoret’s aforementioned letter would imply. Cyril
wrote to John: Ou> ga\r h}san au>toi\ oi< lalou~ntej, a>lla\ to\ pneu~ma tou~ $eou~ kai\
Patro\j, o% e>kporeu/etai me\n e>q au>tou~, e]stin de\ ou>k a>llo/trion tou~ Ui<ou~ kata\
to\n th~j ou>si/aj lo/gon (ACO I, 1, 4, 19).
Was indeed Theodoret a reluctant monopatrist in opposition to Cyril’s early Filioquism?
Some would probably agree to this. Nevertheless, it has to be admitted that all the
statements of both theologians about the Holy Spirit resulted from their Christological
picture and cannot be assessed by themselves. For Cyril, the Spirit being Christ’s very
own is a result of his identification of the u<po/stasij of the Word with the person of the
Saviour. Thus, the Spirit coming from the Father through the Son is in fact Cyril’s way of
saying that the three hypostases are of the selfsame essence. On his part, Theodoret fully
agreed with this, yet what he feared and wanted to evade was probably the Macedonian
danger – which of course was not by a long chalk Cyril’s case – namely, that the
procession of the Spirit through the Son in the sense of e>q Ui<ou~ h& di' Ui<ou~ th\n
u[parqin e]xon might be interpreted as the Spirit’s being created by the Word. That is
probably one of the reasons why in De Trinitate Theodoret spends a considerable time to
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prove the Spirit’s uncreated being as well as His o<moou/sia with the Father and the Son,
with the emphasis upon e>k tou~ Patro\j e]xei u[parqin. This was an entirely groundless
concern, moreover, it is very likely that from a pneumatological perspective both
theologians were trying to evince the same thing (the Spirit’s full divinity), but
approached it from two different angles predetermined by their own Christological
standpoint.
I think that the proper answer to the problem of Cyril’s and Theodoret’s possible
influence upon the much later evolving controversy around the Filioque was again given
by André de Halleux at the end of his aforementioned article:
Il n’est certes pas interdit de s’interroger sur la position que chacun des deux
adversaires aurait prise dans le grand schisme sur la procession de l’EspritSaint, qui éclata plus de quatre siècles après leur mort. On peut tenter
d’extrapoler cet hypothétique engagement à partir des principes de leur
triadologie, à la condition de respecter la différence des contextes historiques
et le progrès de la réflexion théologique. Mais il y aura toujours une bonne
part d’appréciation subjective dans la spéculation sur ce genre de
conditionnels passés. De toute façon, on ne saurait, sur la base de la
controverse qui opposa Théodoret à Cyrille, prétendre qu’ils furent,
respectivement, monopatriste et filioquiste au sens étroit que la polémique
photienne et scolastique devait conférer à ces étiquettes. L’opposition des
deux Pères en matière de pneumatologie se situe encore foncièrement au plan
des christologies rivales: l’alexandrine, d’union ou d’immanence, pour
laquelle le Verbe incarné communique à la nature humaine son Esprit de
filiation divine; l’antiochenne, de distinction ou de transcendance, pour
laquelle l’humanité assumée du second Adam reçoit, la première, les dons du
très saint Esprit qui l’élèveront à la condition de ressuscité, par la victoire sur
le péché. La conciliation de ces deux approches de la pneumatologie
christologique du Nouveau Testament a-t-elle perdu de son intérêt depuis les
quinze siècles et demi qui nous séparent du concile d’Éphèse?230
It seems therefore an admissible conclusion that at least for the time of the composition
of De Trinitate and De incarnatione Theodoret had put behind him the bitter controversy
around Cyril’s ninth anathema. He does not mount any direct or indirect attack upon his
opponent although the storm is far from being over. This seems to meet the description of
these two treatises as being a positive attempt towards solving the up-to-date problems
with the author’s intention to give up the polemic of the day for the sake of edifying the
readers. The returning irenical prospect confers a distinctive place for these two works of
the Bishop of Cyrus in the midst of the tempest surrounding the third ecumenical council.

3.4.2 Other titles and properties of the Holy Spirit
In Ch. 20 of De Trinitate Theodoret invokes the words ‘of our Saviour, Jesus Christ’,
who teaches that the Holy Spirit completes the Trinity by quoting Matthew 28:19. This
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also means that the Spirit is ranked above all creatures. His dominion [despotei/a]
includes the works of the Spirit, who bestows on us the gift of sonship and sets us free.
Speaking about the Spirit’s own dominion Theodoret concludes, that ‘if one sets others
free, He cannot be a slave [Himself]’, but rather He is a free Master, who donates
freedom to those He wants to. According to Ch. 21 the Spirit is koinwno\n th~j
despotei/aj, pointing back to a previous argument, i.e. that the dominion is not the
exclusive property of one divine u<po/stasij, but it belongs to the common ou>si/a and
fu/sij of the whole Trinity.
The Spirit as Creator
The short Ch. 22 argues that the Spirit is dhmiourgo/n but not u<pourgiko/n. Thus, the
Spirit took active part in the Creation together with the Father and the Son, but not as an
‘underworker’. Theodoret even says that the Spirit th\n au>th\n ou>si/an e]xei Patri\ kai\
Ui<w~,| advancing the terminology of Nicaea, because – together with the Son – he
considers also the Spirit as being coessential with the Father.
It is notable that Theodoret interprets the first person plural from Genesis 1:26 as
referring to the Trinity. This has some traditional foundation, since the symbol of faith
drawn up at an Antiochene council directed against Paul of Samosata includes:
%On ou>k a]llon pepei/smeca, h& to\n monogenh~ Ui<on
\ tou~ $eou~ $eo/n, w{| kai\
ei}pe* poih/swmen a]ncrwpon kat > ei>ko/na kai\ kac > o<moi/wsin h<mete/ran
(Hahn, Bibliothek, 179).

Further, one could even say that the previous tradition did not merely allow Theodoret to
interpret the above passage as referring to the Trinity, but rather that it prescribed this for
him. The direct Trinitarian or Christological interpretation of some relevant Old
Testament passages was in fact made compulsory by the first council of Sirmium in 351.
The fourteenth anathema issued by this council asserts:
Ei] tij to/* poih/swmen a]ncrwpon mh\ to\n Pate/ra pro\j to\n Ui<o\n le/gein,
a>ll' au>to\n pro\j e<auto\n le/goi to\n $eo\n ei>rhke/nai, a>na/cema e]stw (Hahn,
Bibliothek, 198).

Other anathemas of Sirmium require the exegete to acknowledge that the Son and not the
unbegotten God appeared to Abraham (Anathema 15) and that Jacob fought with the Son
as with a human being (Anathema 16). The radical demand for a Trinitarian interpretation
of the Old Testament suggests that there must have been quite a strong exegetical practice
and tradition (interwoven perhaps with an anti-Arian and anti-Jewish polemic), which
preceded the formulation of these anathemas.
Theodoret in some sense is partaker of this tradition: for him the Son being o< w]n is a
matter of course. Nevertheless, he does not agree with Sirmium in a number of matters,
since e.g. he refuses to apply the title u<pourgiko/n even to the Spirit when talking about
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the act of Creation, whilst the 27th anathema of Sirmium labels the Son Himself
u<pourghko/j tw~| Patri\ ei>j th\n tw~n o[lwn dhmiourgi/an.231
Based on a similar analogy of the ei>kw/n after which humankind was created, Theodoret
concludes: w{n de\ h< ei>kw\n mi/a, tou/twn dhlono/ti kai\ h< ou>si/a mi/a (col. 1177D).
The idea of the Spirit’s coessentiality with the Father and the Son will return again in Ch.
24.
The Holy Spirit as God of God
Four somewhat longer chapters (23 to 26) focus almost entirely upon the aspect of the
Holy Spirit being truly very God of very God. The various biblical arguments lead our
author to extend his affirmation concerning the reciprocal knowledge of the Father and
the Son to the Spirit also:
As nobody knows the Father except the Son, and nobody [knows the Son] but
the Father, in the same fashion, as [Scripture] says, nobody knows the things
of God except the Spirit of God. Nevertheless, from the things said we are
taught the commonness of the nature [of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit]
(col. 1180C).
The affirmation koino\n th~j fu/sewj is the basis for a true equality between the
u<posta/seij. At the end of Ch. 23 Theodoret warns against any Arian and Eunomian
identification of God Himself with the Spirit of God and argues that the Spirit is different
from the other two u<posta/seij. As mentioned in connection with the Filioque, the Spirit
receives His existence from the Father [e>k tou~ Patro\j e]xei u[parqin], yet the mode of
His procession should not be investigated.
Another proof of the Spirit’s divinity is His grace through baptism, by which the
believers are called the temples of God. In Ch. 24 we find another example suggesting
the ontological importance of ‘naming’ for the Bishop of Cyrus:
Therefore, if the believers receive the grace of the Spirit [th\n xa/rin tou~
Pneu/matoj] through baptism, and we – being honoured by this gift – are
called the temple of God [nao\j $eou~ xrhmati/zomen], it follows that the Holy
Spirit is God indeed. That is why the indwelling of God is effected upon the
receiving temples;232 yet, if those who benefit from the grace of the Spirit are
the temples of God and are called so [kalou~ntai], it is clear that the Holy
Spirit is of divine nature and is coessential both with the Father and the Son
[kai\ Patri\ kai\ Ui<w|~ o<moou/sion]. Hence, if [the Spirit were] a creature
[kti/sma] and of a different essence, it would be unjust to call
[prosagoreucei~en] God’s temples those who received His gifts. Yet, if those
who received the grace of the Spirit in a greater or smaller measure are indeed
called [o>noma/zontai] temples of God, from this appellation we shall
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conclude that [the Holy Spirit] is akin [to the Father and the Son]
(col. 1181CD).
The various expressions used in order to describe the act of naming converge towards the
same end: the biblical title or name refers to its bearer in the closest ontological sense.
The sharpest example of this conviction is comprised in the categorical statement: e>k th~j
proshgori/aj noh/somen th\n sugge/neian, i.e. Theodoret deduces again the sameness of
divine essence directly from the biblical appellation. Moreover, the principle works also
the other way around: if the Spirit is God’s kti/sma, and e>q e<te/raj ou>si/aj tugxa/nei
than the Father, then it is not fair [ou>k ei>ko/twj] to call [prosagoreucei~en] God’s
temples those, who received the gifts of the Spirit. This is how the exegete controls the
dogmatician: the biblical text dictates not only the usage of terms, but it defines their
mode of applicability also. Gregory Nazianzen in his determination of the term
e>kpo/reusij acted in the same manner. Having found the term in John 15:26 he made it
the key-expression to describe the i>dio/thj of the third u<po/stasij, without having the
smallest concern of whether it expressed or not the appartenence of the Spirit to the
divine essence. It was a biblical title, which had to suffice. As Holl justly affirms,
Gregory did not understand how one could hesitate at that point.233
Theodoret seems to have followed the above method in his usage of biblical titles and
naming also. As we shall see, expressions like proshgori/a, o]noma will have an
important ontological role to play in Theodoret’s Christology, since by the means of
naming he in fact identifies a person, a pro/swpon or a u<po/stasij or even two fu/seij
within one pro/swpon in a given context. Several Christological issues have to be
addressed and understood from this angle, which will be dealt with in some detail in
Chapter 4 of the current work.
Theodoret brings forward two biblical arguments in support of the Spirit’s divine ou>si/a.
The first is the story of Ananias, who was reprehended for trying to deceive the Holy
Spirit. The second one deals with the return of Paul and Barnabas to Antioch where they
recount the great things God had done with them, hence in fact it was the Spirit who did
it all. The method and the conclusion is the same as before:
Thus, if the Holy Spirit had effected these through the apostles according to
His will, but nevertheless, Paul and Barnabas told the congregation gathered
around them that God had done great things with them, it follows, that the
Holy Spirit is God, according to the words of the apostles (col. 1184D).
In the same Ch. 26 of De Trinitate there is an exclamation, where ceologi/a appears
again as a technical term: o<ra~te [...] th\n ceologi/an tou~ Pneu/matoj, i.e. behold ‘the
theology of the Spirit’, or ‘the naming of the Spirit God’. Here ceologi/a quite probably
means again the discipline concerned with God’s being and the Trinity. The exclamation
in fact introduces another argument based on 1 Corinthians 14:23-25, the outcome of
which is again the conclusion that the naming of the Spirit ‘God’ or even the naming of
His gifts as being God’s undoubtedly proves His divinity. The koinwni/a th~j fu/sewj
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brings the three Persons of the Trinity into ontological togetherness, since all of them
approve or take active part in each other’s actions:
He [Paul] teaches that the Holy Spirit is God, and that it is the same to say
‘God’ or ‘Spirit’ through the commonness of the nature [dia\ th\n koinwni/an
th~j fu/sewj]. For the Son and the Spirit participate [sunergei~] in the things
effected by God the Father, whereas the God and Father simultaneously
approves [suneudokei~] those accomplished by the Son and the Spirit
(col. 1185C).
This is in fact what Theodoret had already said in Ch. 5 concerning the Father and the
Son, declaring that they were ‘inseparable [a>xwri/stwj] from each other according to
their names as well as to their realities [ta\ te o>no/mata, kai\ ta\ pra/gmata]’. The
common ou>si/a is the guarantee of the harmonised activity of the three u<posta/seij. In
this way, the particular i>dio/thj of either Person does not disturb by any means the
imperturbable internal accord of God’s divine being.
The Holy Spirit is uncreated and eternal
The One proclaimed to be of God is not a creature, but of the divine essence.
That is why the blessed Paul calls Him eternal and existent without beginning:
‘For if the blood of bulls and of goats and the ashes of a heifer sprinkling the
unclean, sanctifies to perfection, how much more shall the blood of Christ,
who offered Himself through the Holy Spirit [dia\ Pneu/matoj a<gi/ou]?’ Thus,
if the Holy Spirit is eternal and God is eternal also, the conclusion is evident
(col. 1188AB).
At the end of his exposé on the Spirit, Theodoret returns to asseverate that the very
ou>si/a and fu/sij of the divine Spirit cannot rank Him with the creatures, nor can He be
subject to time. In the above biblical passage quoted from Hebrews 9:13-14 we find two
notable textual differences. Instead of pro\j th\n th~j sarko\j kacaro/thta Theodoret
says pro\j teleio/thta, and instead of dia\ Pneu/matoj ai>wni/ou he asserts dia\
Pneu/matoj a<gi/ou (see Mai’s note also). The latter alteration is probably a result of a
copying error (although there are some NT text variants, which preserved this version),
since the reason why Theodoret in fact quoted this text was to prove the eternity of the
Spirit. This is evinced by the chapter title as well as by the sentence after the quotation.
The title of this Ch. 27 underlines the significance of ‘naming’: o[ti a>kti/stwj e>k $eou~
to\ Pneu~ma to\ a[gion, dio\ kai\ ai>w/nion kalei~tai. From the affirmation of the chapter
title, it directly follows that whatever expression is linked with kalei~tai, it is
ontologically relevant for the condition of the One, about whom it is asserted. In his
Trinitarian teaching Theodoret gives a few hints concerning the relevance of this issue for
his own understanding, nevertheless its deeper meaning will become evident only in the
Christological part of his treatise.
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3.4.3 Conclusion
Theodoret’s teaching on the Spirit is in concordance with the Nicene faith, moreover with
the assertion of His being Patri\ kai\ Ui<w|~ o<moou/sion the Bishop of Cyrus in fact
develops this terminological inadequacy of the formula. His understanding of the Spirit’s
procession does not lead him to determine authoritatively whether one should or should
not speak at all about the Filioque. He rather pursues an irenical line, putting behind him
the bitterness of the Nestorian controversy, and tries to solve the problem in the manner
he had learned from Gregory Nazianzen. His suggestion to the reader is to accept that the
mode of the Spirit’s procession is known to God only. He is insistent about the sameness
of the divine ou>si/a and upon the distinct and not servile u<po/stasij of the Spirit in
relation to the other two Persons within the Trinity. The role of the Spirit within the life
of the church is also taken seriously, since the Spirit Himself is the One who in fact
teaches true theology for the believers.

3.5 Theodoret’s doctrine on the Trinity – summary
From the last Ch. 28 of De Trinitate entitled >Anakefalai/wsij th~j pi/stewj, as well
as from the entire tract, it becomes evident that for Theodoret the Holy Trinity is mi/a
ou>si/a, mi/a fu/sij e>n trisi\n i>dio/thsin kai\ u<posta/sesin. His interpretation of the
terms ou>si/a and u<po/stasij is Neo-Nicene, i.e. he assumed the distinctions effected by
the Cappadocian Fathers into his own theological thinking. Thus, for him ou>si/a and
fu/sij denote synonymous concepts, whereas u<po/stasij begins to receive the meaning
of ‘individual entity’. On one hand, it is the u<po/stasij and not the ou>si/a or the fu/sij
in which the Bishop of Cyrus recognises the i>dio/thj of each divine Person. On the other
hand, the essence or nature is the common factor within all the three divine hypostases,
representing the very basis of the indivisible Trinitarian union.
Theodoret sees and conceives the divine essence or nature in total opposition to the
human. The divine ou>si/a is timeless, uncreated, omnipotent, free, incorporeal, infinite,
immutable and impassible. These characters of the divine nature will have an important
role to play in Theodoret’s Christology in the same fashion as his ontological
interpretation of naming.
The relationship between the terms pro/swpon and u<po/stasij, as well as their use and
applicability for the Bishop of Cyrus in this treatise implies his early attempt to identify
the two as synonyms. One might say that an adequate Trinitarian counterpart of the
Chalcedonian e<n pro/swpon e>n du/o fu/sesin is Theodoret’s pisteu/omen mi/an ou>si/an
e>n trisi\n i>dio/thsin gnwrizome/nhn, to which he adds the expressions u<posta/seij and
pro/swpa.

The properties of the divine hypostases – an outlook to Christology
With the acceptance and introduction of the notion of i>dio/thj in his Trinitarian doctrine
of the three hypostases Theodoret stands very much in the tradition of the Cappadocians,
thus not without precedence in the history of doctrine. The three u<posta/seij retaining
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their specific attributes and functions within the one being of the harmoniously One God
will have a resonance in Theodoret’s understanding of the preserved attributes of the two
natures within Christ. The Trinitarian version of the issue seems to have been set out by
Gregory Nazianzen already: e>peidh/ ge a>nagkai~on kai\ to\n e[na $eo\n threi~n kai\ ta\j
trei~j u<posta/seij o<mologei~n, kai\ e<ka/sthn meta\ th~j i>dio/thtoj (Oratio 2 in SC
247, 140). In his Oratio 31 Gregory says: e%n ta\ tri/a th~| ceo/thti, kai\ to\ e%n tri/a
tai~j i>dio/thsin (SC 250, 292). In his Oratio 43 again: tri/a me\n tai~j i>dio/thsin, e%n de\
th~| ceo/thti (PG 36, 537B).
A similar pattern of assessing the divine threesome unity has been drawn up by Basil the
Great in his confession also. The idea of the preservation of the attributes can nonetheless
be found here:
e<ka/stou o>no/matoj tou~ o>nomazome/nou th\n i>dio/thta safw~j h<mi~n
dieukrinou~ntoj, kai\ peri\ e<ka/stou tw~n o>nomazome/nwn pa/ntwj tinw~n
e>qaire/twn i>diwma/twn eu>sebw~j cewroume/nwn, tou~ me\n Patro\j e>n tw~|
i>diw/mati tou~ Patro/j, tou~ de\ Ui<ou~ e>n tw|~ i>diw/mati tou~ Ui<ou~, tou~ de\
a<gi/ou Pneu/matoj e>n tw~| oi>kei/w| i>diw/mati (Hahn, Bibliothek, 270).

This heritage might indeed have a word to say e.g. regarding one’s attitude towards
communicatio idiomatum. The idea of the unconfused properties of the divine hypostases
upheld by the three Cappadocians undoubtedly had an effect upon the further formation
of the Christological thinking of the Bishop of Cyrus. The faithful disciple could in fact
regard the interpretation of ‘I and the Father are one’ of Gregory of Nyssa as a beneficial
advice even in Christology:
a>kou/santej toi/nun o[ti e>gw\ kai\ o< Path\r e[n e>smen, to/ te e>q ai>ti/ou to\n
Ku/rion kai\ to\ kata\ th\n fu/sin a>para/llakton tou~ Ui<ou~ kai\ tou~
Patro\j e>k th~j fwnh~j e>paideu/chmen, ou>k ei>j mi/an u<po/stasin th\n peri\
au>tw~n e]nnoian sunalei/fontej, a>lla\ fula/ssontej me\n dih|rhme/nhn th\n
tw~n u<posta/sewn i>dio/thta, ou> sundiairou~ntej de\ toi~j prosw/poij th\n
th~j ou>si/aj e<no/thta, w<j a&n mh\ du/o e<terogenh~ pra/gmata e>n tw~| th~j
a>rxh~j lo/gw| u<polamba/noito kai\ dia\ tou/tou pa/rodon la/boi tw~n
Manixai/wn to\ do/gma.234

The admonition fula/ssontej me\n dih|rhme/nhn th\n tw~n u<posta/sewn i>dio/thta will
resound fully in the Chalcedonense concerning the preservation of the properties of both
unconfused natures within Jesus Christ. The idea of a suna/feia understood in the sense
of unconfused union of the three divine hypostases and of the two natures within Jesus
Christ had a long tradition already in both the Eastern and Western theological literature
including Tertullian, Basil, Ambrose, the Cappadocians and the Antiochenes.235 Its
effects, however, will be more apparent in the oi>konomi/a than in the ceologi/a.
Concerning the distinction without separation of the three divine Persons, in his De fide
ad Gratianum Ambrose writes:
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Distinctionem etenim accepimus Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti, non
confusionem, distinctionem, non separationem, distinctionem, non
pluralitatem […] distinctionem scimus, secreta nescimus, causas non
discutimus, sacramenta servamus (CSEL 78, IV, 8, 88).
Theodoret himself seems to have preserved and carried forward a substantial volume of
this Neo-Nicene Trinitarian tradition, by writing:
We believe that the Trinity has one nature and one essence perceptible in three
persons/properties [e>n trisi\n i>dio/thsin gnwrizome/nhn], whose power is
undivided, the kingdom without partition; [there is] one Godhead and one
Lordship. Thus the unity [mona/j] is shown in the sameness of the essence,
whereas the threeness is perceptible not in the bare names, but in the persons
[e>n tai~j u<posta/sesi] (col. 1188B).
As a clear rejection of Sabellianism, the Bishop of Cyrus implies that the hypostases
preserve their particularities, moreover, this is how in fact the Triad is perceptible, and
not merely through the names. The distinction between the hypostases based on the
ontological significance of their appellations appears in a condensed form in Gregory of
Nyssa’s confession, where the third Cappadocian asserts that we believe in ‘the name’ of
the divine Persons: pisteu/omen […] ei>j to\ o]noma tou~ Patro\j kai\ tou~ Ui<ou~ kai\
tou~ a<gi/ou Pneu/matoj. This biblical language was continuously filled with new
meaning by Theodoret’s forerunners and he continued the course in a similar manner.
There is another traditional expression, which also has its echo in De Trinitate and
therefore should not be neglected. Its immediate effect cannot be observed in ceologi/a,
yet it has a major influence upon the Christological exposé. Gregory of Nyssa asserts the
famous term concerning the unconfused union of the hypostases in his Refutatio
confessionis Eunomii, as follows:
toi~j de\ gnwristikoi~Jj tw~n u<posta/sewn i>diw/masin ei>j Patro/j te kai\
Ui<ou~ kai\ Pneu/matoj a<gi/ou pi/stin dih|/rhtai, a>diasta/twj te
merizo/menon kai\ a>sugxu/twj e<nou/menon.236

This idea of a>sugxu/toj e[nwsij is nonetheless present in Theodoret’s Trinitarian
doctrine, although it is not given as much attention as its Christological version, where it
equals the meaning of suna/feia. Having noted the importance of the o>no/mata in
identifying the three u<posta/seij, Theodoret eagerly resists tritheism:237
For we do not call the One ‘three-named’ according to the contraction and
mixture of Sabellius, Photeinos and Marcellus.238 We do not [say], that [there
are] three [persons] of different kind and distinct essence, unequal and
dissimilar, superior to one another, measurable and definable through [human]
intellect and tongue, according to the impious meddling of Arius, who
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separated and estranged239 [the Persons] from each other. Hence, we speak of
the three Persons, but the one nature of the Trinity (col. 1188C).240
The Bishop of Cyrus wrote the following against Sabellius in HFC: mi/an u<po/stasin
e]fhsen ei}nai to\n Pate/ra, kai\ to\n Ui<o\n, kai\ to\ a[gion Pneu~ma, kai\ e%n
triw/numon pro/swpon (PG 83, 396C), repeating the wording of his charge concerning
the ‘One three-named.’ He wrote similarly against Marcellus and Photeinos. As opposed
to their teaching, the young Theodoret had already emphasised the perfection of the three
hypostases:
o[son de\ eu>sebe\j ma~llon kai\ pre/pon th~| cei/a| gnw/sei kata\ du/namin
sulle/qantej, th~j mia~j $eo/thtoj th\n e>n telei/aij trisi\n u<posta/sesi
gnw~sin e>qece/meca (Expositio 9 – PG 6, 1224B).

The unity in essence, nature, and works of the Trinity is equally important together with
the distinct functions and titles of each u<po/stasij. Theodoret rejects sunai/resij and
sugxu/sij, as well as diaire/sij and a>llotri/wsij as applicable to the Trinity. This twoby-two pattern of excluding the heretic deviance on either side with the assertion of the
specific terms reminds the reader of Theodoret’s intention expressed in the first chapters
of the treatise to pursue a midway between both extremes. It is almost a Trinitarian basis
of Chalcedon’s subsequent famous four expressions, formed similarly of two antonymous
word-pairs. Theodoret proceeds likewise in the Christological section of the treatise, and
asserts the expressions, which later shall be validated by the fourth council. His
terminology is under formation, being rooted in the Cappadocian tradition and bound
together with his Antiochene theological heritage. The connection between ceologi/a
and oi>konomi/a for Theodoret means therefore a terminological continuance as well. The
Trinitarian foundation underlying the doctrine concerning the Incarnation shows a
terminological consistency in respect to four crucial terms: ou>si/a, fu/sij, u<po/stasij
and pro/swpon. Theodoret will use three of these regularly and consistently within the
second treatise. The terminological pattern of oi>konomi/a will be the reversal of what we
have found in the ceologi/a. Thus, on one hand, what is one in the Trinity (i.e. mi/a
ou>si/a and fu/sij) will logically become two in Christology (du/o fu/seij and ou>si/ai).
On the other hand, what are three in the ceologi/a (pro/swpa and u<posta/seij) will
become one within the oi>konomi/a (e%n pro/swpon – as we have said, u<po/stasij is not
yet part of Theodoret’s Christological vocabulary). The concept of union in the case of
the Trinity is realised on the level of the common divine ou>si/a and fu/sij, on the level
of Christology it will be conceived on the level of the One pro/swpon.
Theodoret’s understanding of the uni-essential Trinity together with his emphasis upon
the o>no/mata of the three Persons and their specific attributes and actions being
harmonised within the one divine ou>si/a and fu/sij largely determines his interpretation
239
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of the harmony within the pro/swpon of Jesus Christ, the Word incarnate. The summary
at the end of De Trinitate is parallel to the second formula of the symbol of faith drawn
up at the second Antiochene council in 341, which says:
[Pisteu/omen] dhlono/ti Patro\j a>lhcw~j Patro\j o]ntoj, Ui<ou~ de\ a>lhcw~j
Ui<ou~ o]ntoj, tou~ de\ a<gi/ou pneu/matoj a>lhcw~j a<gi/ou pneu/matoj o]ntoj, tw~n
o>noma/twn ou>x a<plw~j ou>de\ a>rgw~j keime/nwn, a>lla\ shmaino/ntwn a>kribw~j
th\n oi>kei/an e<ka/stou241 tw~n o>nomazome/nwn u<po/stasin kai\ ta/qin kai\
do/qan* w<j ei}nai th~| me\n u<posta/sei tri/a, th~| de\ sumfwni/a| e[n.242

Finally, Theodoret does not regard his work as being original, but rather as part of a long
Christian tradition continuously engrafted by the Spirit of God. The truly honourable way
of Christian teaching for the Bishop of Cyrus is the humble acceptance and reactualisation of the biblical message in an irenical manner for the existing community in
accordance with the didaxh\ tw~n ceolo/gwn a>ndrw~n:
This faith we preserve, since this had the theologians instructed us. Yet, for
those who argue based on [human] reasoning, we say: that is your share, your
heritage according to your fate; our share however, is the Lord, and following
Him we shall not forsake the right way, for we have also the divine Scripture
as a teacher. Thus, we exclaim rightly so: ‘Your law is a lamp unto my feet,
and a light unto my paths.’ Being illuminated by this light we recognise the
footprints of the foregoing fathers and follow those until we all reach the
resurrection of the dead in Christ Jesus, to whom shall be glory forever. Amen.
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Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione
4.1 Introduction
Theodoret’s Christological thinking in De incarnatione is of peculiar interest for the
period around the Council of Ephesus, since this treatise is the representative piece of
work within which the Bishop of Cyrus intended to summarise the main points of the
Antiochene theology in a mostly irenical manner. Its emphases are quite clear concerning
both the soteriological and pastoral concerns of the author. Of course, some passages
directed e.g. against Apollinaris may seem indeed oblique attacks upon Cyrilline
Christology (since at the time of writing Theodoret suspected Cyril of Apollinarianism),
and the whole treatise may not be regarded as being entirely ‘innocent’ from the
viewpoint of theological reconciliation. Just because the name of Cyril does not appear in
either tract it cannot be said that all polemic allusions are missing. Nevertheless, the fact
that in the other pre-Ephesian writings of Theodoret his opponent is often clearly denoted
or hinted at still validates the general assessment that the Bishop of Cyrus made an
attempt to put some of the already accumulated bitterness behind him whilst composing
De Trinitate and De incarnatione. In support of this irenical character – or at least of the
intention to approach the issue with less altercation – one could bring two further
arguments:
1. Theodoret mentioned these two treatises in his quoted letter to Leo, whilst he left out
e.g. the Counter-Statements, the Pentalogus as well as the Defence of Diodore and
Theodore. By doing this, he himself characterised this work indirectly as being at
least less hostile to Cyrilline theology than the others.
2. Without forcing an ‘argumentum ex silentio’, it ought to be recognised that according
to the available evidence the fifth ecumenical council in 553 did not condemn these
tracts, although it is unlikely that they could have been unknown to the participants,
the more so since Severus had noted in 520 already that certain passages from De
incarnatione were parallel to the Counter-Statements.
In the introductory remarks of Ch. 1 the author expresses the same intentions as in De
Trinitate, i.e. to speak e>n eu>sebw~n sullo/gw|, his aim being ‘not to contradict the
impious, but to expound faith for the disciples of the apostles’. The connection between
the two works is made by the following: th|~ ceologi/a| th\n oi>konomi/an suna/ptwn (PG
75, 1420B).
The structure of the treatise, although it bears some marks of a quick editing during the
turmoil of the Nestorian controversy, contains a clearly discernible major line of
discussion following the sequence of salvation history. It begins with the creation,
continues with the fall and God’s beneficial acts towards humankind in the Old
Testament. Then we encounter the discussion of the Incarnation and the related issues,
the author concluding with the resurrection of Christ, the command to baptise all people
and the assumption of our nature into heaven.
Within this framework there are some doctrinal and terminological digressions, polemical
excursuses, by which the author intends to clarify his position concerning certain
interpretations of Scripture in his own time. As a result, some themes discussed from one
perspective reappear in later chapters in different contexts. The work itself as handed
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down to us is composed of 35 chapters (instead of the original 37) structured roughly
around the following lines:
• The first seven chapters summarise the creation and the fall of man;
• Chs. 8-10 deal with the Incarnation and mount the first attack on Apollinarian
Christology;
• Chs. 11-12 return briefly to the Incarnation and to the question of sin;
• Chs. 13-14 contain the analysis of the Temptation-story;
• Chs. 15-19 present additional reasons for the assumption of a rational soul (second
attack upon the Arian-Apollinarian Lo/goj-sa/rq model);
• Chs. 20-22 deal with the mode of the union and the appellations of Christ;
• Ch. 23 is consecrated to the birth from the Virgin Mary;
• Chs. 24-28 summarise the earthly life of Christ (baptism, temptation, miracles,
passion, death, resurrection and command to baptise all people) with recurrent
digressions concerning the union and attributes of natures, the temple assumed by the
Word, the naming of the Saviour etc.
• Chs. 29-30 return to the problem of ‘naming’, the discussion of the temple, of sin and
of the union;
• Chs. 31-32 are terminologically clarifying chapters: the author rejects the notions of
teaching two Sons or a mixture of natures instead of an unmingled union (third,
terminological attack on the Arian-Apollinarian model);
• Ch. 33 speaks of the grace and the role of the Spirit following the assumption of our
nature (in Christ) into heaven;
• Ch. 34 is the closure of De Trinitate with the acceptance of the ‘boundaries’ set by the
fathers;
• Ch. 35 is the closure of De incarnatione, with the juxtaposition of ceoto/koj and
a>ncrwpoto/koj, concluded by a Trinitarian doxology.
Although a chapter-by-chapter analysis is sometimes better in order to interpret the
author’s thought faithfully (this is what I have done mainly in the previous chapter, since
in De Trinitate one can find a more clearly discernible structure), yet such a discussion of
De incarnatione could hardly be achieved without repetition. This is to some extent
evident from the very basic outline above also. Therefore I have attempted to provide a
thematic discussion of the issues involved, with the awareness that however careful the
selection and structuring of themes as well as the aim of comprehensiveness may be, it
still remains a somewhat subjectively imposed method to handle the material.
In the present chapter, therefore, I propose to discuss the Christology of De incarnatione
in the following manner: in the first section I shall present Theodoret’s anthropology,
which underlies his Christological thought, including the issues concerning the human
body, flesh and (rational) soul in general and in Christ in particular. This will be followed
by Theodoret’s concept of sin and its soteriological-Christological significance. In the
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next section I shall discuss the divine and human manifestations of Christ in the
oikonomia, with special consideration of the author’s favourite themes, including the
Temptation-story. The third section will deal with the properties of each nature as seen by
Theodoret, his concept of union and the issue of the subject of predication within the
Person of Christ, where I shall give attention to the issues of ontological naming and
union of worship. The last part of the chapter is devoted to terminological clarifications.

4.2 Anthropology underlying Christology
In order to understand Theodoret’s concept of Christ being fully human and fully divine,
we ought to define the elements which constitute a human nature for our author as well as
their theological significance.

4.2.1 The human body
The human body as part of human nature is the result of God’s creation. Moreover, the
creation of the body preceded the soul, as it appears also in Theodoret’s HFC:
For also the most divine Moses said that the body of Adam was formed first
and then God breathed the soul [yuxh/] into him (PG 83, 481CD).
According to Ch. 2 of De incarnatione God transformed [mete/balen] the earth [xou~j]
into human nature [ei>j a>ncrw/pou fu/sin] (PG 75, 1420D). This sentence will be
contrasted in Ch. 8, where by the use of the same verb metaba/llw the author underlines
that during His incarnation, the Word of God Himself did not transform the divine nature
into human (col. 1426D).243 Thus, he clearly distinguishes between the terminology of
‘creation’ and ‘incarnation’. Theodoret reacts promptly to Apollinaris’s concept of the
Word and His flesh at the beginning of Ch. 18:
Apollinaris […] said that the Word-God assumed the flesh and used it like a
veil [parapeta/sma]. There was no need for the mind, [he said], because He
[i.e. the Word] took the place of the mind for the body. ‘But, my dear fellow’
– could someone tell him – ‘the God-Word would not need the body either, for
He was not in want! He could have accomplished our salvation by His mere
command!’ (col. 1448C).
The reality of the body of Christ is an indispensable part of His true human nature, of
course, without the slightest impairment being done to His divinity: ‘Nor does [John] say,
that the divine essence was somehow turned into flesh, but proclaims that the human
nature was assumed by the God-Word’ (col. 1449B).

4.2.2 The human soul
The famous sentence ‘the Word was made flesh’ is explained in Ch. 18 with an antiApollinarian emphasis, through which the author shows that Scripture often labels the
243
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whole by the part (i.e. the entire human nature by the flesh), and therefore John 1:14 has
to be understood as the Word assuming the entire human nature. Whilst the argument
concerning the acceptance of a true human body by the Saviour could not meet any
substantial opposition amongst the adepts of the Lo/goj-sa/rq model, nevertheless, the
issue of the presence of a rational soul within Christ – especially the kind of participation
this soul could have in actual moral choices – had been for long a subject of contention
between Antiochene and some Alexandrian theologians going back to as early as Diodore
and Apollinaris. As Grillmeier and Böhm rightly observe, ‘the soul of Christ [for
Athanasius] is a physical [i.e. verbally acknowledged], but not a theological factor’.244
The human soul is very much a theological factor for the author of De incarnatione. It is
therefore important to assess first what the human soul meant for Theodoret
anthropologically in order to understand his relevant Christological concerns.
Consequently, I shall start with the presentation of the soul’s place and role within the
human being and then turn to discuss her function within the Person of Christ.
The soul as the greatest gift of God
After having formed the body of the human being, God gave life to His creation.
Theodoret first mentions yuxh/ in Ch. 2, but there it is a more or less open question
whether the term should be translated as ‘soul’ or simply ‘life’. As our author says, the
Creator gave beauty and yuxh/ to the formless clay (col. 1420B), whilst a few lines later
he explains the most important gift of God:
In addition, [He] gave [him] a governing and guiding mind [nou~n] filled with
wisdom, infused with overall knowledge and understanding; [He] made the
clay-figure conscious [logiko/n] and created the statue of dust in His own
image, and gifted the ruling, autocratic and creative [one] with the spiritual
and immortal soul [th~| noera~| yuxh~]| (col. 1421A).
The most precious possession of the human being then is the spiritual and immortal soul,
which is also the governing power of the individual. In HFC Theodoret wrote:
We say that the thing infused [to\ e>mfu/shma] was not a part of the divine
essence [ou> me/roj ti th~j cei/aj ou>si/aj], according to the folly of Cerdon
and Marcion, but we say that the nature of the soul [th~j yuxh~j th\n fu/sin] is
signified through this, that the soul is a spirit, both rational and intellectual
[o[ti pneu~ma/ e>stin h< yuxh/, logiko/n te kai\ noero/n] (PG 83, 481CD).
The human soul is not just a life-giving source, but rather the intellectual governor of the
entire human being and a substantial component of what our author calls ‘human nature’.
This soul is depicted as ‘the imitator of the Creator’, since it was for the intellect’s sake
that the visible world was created ‘because God does not need these [things]’ (col.
1445CD). Thus, Christ indeed ‘renewed the whole worn out [human] nature’, not leaving
aside the mind, which is its most valuable part, as the Platonic parallel shows: ‘[The
intellect] is the charioteer [h<ni/oxoj], the governor and harmonising [force] of the body,
244
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by which human nature is not irrational, but full of wisdom, art and skill’ (col. 1448A).245
Theodoret concludes in Ch. 17:
[Even] the coming of our Saviour happened for the sake [of the mind], thus
the mystery of the dispensation [th~j oi>konomi/aj musth/rion] being
accomplished. For He did not receive the salvific sufferings for [creatures]
without soul or mind [a>yu/xwn h& a>noh/twn], nor for senseless [a>lo/gwn]
cattle or soulless stones, but for people possessing immortal souls [yuxh\n
a>ca/naton] within [themselves] (col. 1448B).
The attributes of the soul granted by the Creator make her worthy of being saved. It is
perhaps not superfluous to consider the main virtues and responsibilities of this soul
which seem to make her thus indispensable in the course of the oikonomia.
The moral attributes and responsibilities of the human soul
According to Ch. 5 of De incarnatione, the human soul is capable of receiving and
understanding a given law. In Eden God gave man a commandment as an ‘exercise of
virtue’ [gumna/sion a>reth~j] which ‘is quite easy for the sound-minded’ (col. 1424A).
This commandment is God’s protective act towards man, making him aware that he rules
but is also ruled by his Creator. Moreover, ‘the giving of law is suitable for the rational
[creatures] [toi~j logikoi~j], because lawless existence is proper only to the irrational
[a>lo/gwn ga\r i]dion to\ no/mwn xwri\j politeu/escai]’. The expression politeu/escai
might as well refer to human civilisation. So when Theodoret says that the mindless
creatures do not have ‘laws’, he does not refer to the ‘natural law’ existent among them in
various forms, but rather to human laws as being a result of God’s decree or of a moral
agreement between people, which by itself presupposes the existence of a higher intellect.
It follows that the human rational soul, i.e. the mind or the intellect, had to play a crucial
role in the fall of humankind also. Theodoret affirms this explicitly in Ch. 17:
For the entire human being was beguiled [h>path/ch], and entered totally under
sin, yet the mind had accepted the deceit before the body [pro\ tou~ sw/matoj
de\ th\n a>pa/thn o< nou~j u<pede/xato], because the prior contribution of the
mind sketches out [skiagrafei~] the sin, and thus by its action [i.e. of the
mind] the body gives shape to it (col. 1445C).
The emphasis upon this aspect of moral responsibility ascribed to the soul is both pastoral
and soteriological. With the insistence upon the fact that ‘human nature […] drew upon
itself servitude voluntarily’ (Ch. 12, col. 1437B), the author prepares the soteriological
ground for the restoration of the human soul’s initial dignity by Christ ‘accepting the
sufferings of salvation voluntarily’ (title of Ch. 26, col. 1465B). Yet, before analysing the
role of the human soul in Christ we have to define the difference between the
anthropology of Theodoret and of the heresies he is arguing against.
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Bipartite anthropology
Theodoret’s anthropology is clearly bipartite. What is interesting, though, is that the
Bishop of Cyrus has a clear insight into the Apollinarian tripartite anthropology and does
not condemn the former Bishop of Laodicea based on mere misunderstanding. In Ch. 9
he points at the common root of Arianism and Apollinarianism:
Some of those who think the opposite of piety try to attack the doctrine of
truth with apostolic words. On one hand, Arius and Eunomius maintain
strongly that the Word of God assumed a soulless man [a]yuxon a]ncrwpon].
On the other hand, Apollinaris [maintains that there was] a soul [in the man]
[e]myuxon], but that it was deprived of intellect [vou~j] (I do not know what he
meant by the human soul) (col. 1428A).
Theodoret touches here upon a very important aspect, namely, that the otherwise
conflicting Arian and Apollinarian systems have a common model of Christ: the Lo/gojsa/rq framework. Grillmeier traces back their origin to Paul of Samosata:
If we can accept the tradition about Paul of Samosata as genuine, it would be
possible that we had here the common root of Arianism, Apollinarianism and
some aspects of the Christology of the Alexandrian church.246
Milton V. Anastos holds the same view.247 Thomas Böhm does not ascribe the concept of
‘soulless body’ to Arius himself, yet he admits that it certainly was not a decisive
problem for the heresiarch.248
Theodoret was also familiar with Paul of Samosata,249 whom he labels as the ‘falsenamed Paul’ in Ch. 10. Moreover, his awareness of this common root of the Arian and
Apollinarian Christologies might well have been influenced by other ancient writers, like
the friend of Eunomius, i.e. Eudoxius of Constantinople,250 who in his confession
summarised the central Arian doctrine on the incarnation:
We believe in [...] the one Lord, the Son [...] who became flesh, but not man
[sarkwce/nta, ou>k e>nancrwph/santa]. For He did not take a human soul,
but became flesh [ou]te ga\r yuxh\n a>ncrwpi/nhn a>nei/lhfen, a>lla\ sa\rq
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ge/gonen], in order that through the flesh as through a veil [dia\ sarko\j w<j
dia\ parapeta/smatoj]251 God might be revealed to us human beings (Hahn,
Bibliothek, 261-62).

Arius also omitted the ‘becoming human’ [e>nancrw/phsij] from his confession sent to
Constantine and accepted only the Word’s ‘taking flesh’ [sa/rka a>nalabo/nta].252 The
same is valid for Eusebius of Caesarea (Hahn, Bibliothek, 257-58). Eustathius of Antioch,
one of our author’s spiritual fathers in doctrinal matters, exclaims in his polemic against
the Arians: ‘But why are they [i.e. the Arians] so eager to show that Christ assumed a
soulless body [a]yuxon sw~ma]?’253
The argument against the Arian-Apollinarian a]yuxoj a]ncrwpoj reappears in the
doctrine of Theodoret, who realises that the common fault of Arianism and
Apollinarianism lies in their incomplete model of Christ. He makes the necessary
distinction between the two by admitting that Apollinaris accepted the existence of the
yuxh/, but not of the nou~j. Nevertheless, this does not modify the basic picture. Our
author says ‘I do not know what he [Apollinaris] meant by the human soul [a>ncrwpei/a
yuxh/]’. Of course he does, since he knows that the most Apollinaris could mean was
‘source of life’, i.e. something which by its mere presence ensures that the body is alive.
He certainly did not assign any spiritual functions to the yuxh/, since the governing role
belonged to the nou~j, the third component of Apollinaris’ anthropology which the
heresiarch denied to Christ. Theodoret considers the yuxh/ as being a yuxh\ logikh/, i.e.
both life-giving and governing intellect, and this latter function of the rational soul is
what he is concerned with here.
The point against Arius and Apollinaris is enforced with the reinvocation of the
terminology adopted from Paul the Apostle in Ch. 10: ‘The essence of the servant, that is
of the human being, does not only mean the visible body [to\ faino/menon sw~ma] for the
sound-minded, but the whole human nature’ (col. 1432B). Theodoret’s bipartite
anthropology requires that the recognition of the full human nature should involve the
union of body and rational soul. The text of De incarnatione shows that our author has
understood the Apollinarian tripartite anthropology and that he finds it faulty. This is
shown by his repeatedly occurring formula: sa/rka labw\n e]myuxo/n te kai\ logikh/n
(col. 1433A-B).
For Apollinaris the sa/rq and the life-giving yuxh/ form the human nature. The nou~j,
when added to these two, brings about a human person in the Apollinarian system, which
he [Apollinaris] cannot then admit to be assumed by the Word in order to maintain the
union of the one incarnate Person of the Word. This is where the famous Apollinarian
formula mi/a fu/sij, mi/a u<po/stasij, mi/a e>ne/rgeia, e%n pro/swpon of the Incarnate
Word emerges from.254 In opposition to this, in Theodoret’s bipartite anthropology the
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full human nature involves two elements, which in the Apollinarian system would mean
three.
Theodoret knew that his anthropology was biblical as opposed to the one of Apollinaris,
since he wrote in Letter 146 at the beginning of 451:
Apollinaris asserted indeed that He assumed a soul with the body also, yet not
the reasonable one [th\n logikh/n], but the soul which is called vivifying or
animal [a>lla\ th\n zwtikh\n h]goun futikh\n o>nomazome/nhn]. For, he says,
the Godhead fulfilled [e>plh/rou] the function [th\n xrei/an] of the mind.
Hence, he learned [about] the distinction of soul and of mind by the outsider
[i.e. pagan] philosophers [yuxh~j de\ kai\ nou~ th\n diai/resin para\ tw~n e]qw
mema/chke filoso/fwn]. For the divine Scripture says that man consists
[sunesta/nai] of soul and body. For it says [Genesis 2:7]. And the Lord in the
holy Gospels said to His apostles [Matthew 10:28] (SC 111, 182).
It is evident that the biblical verse e>ge/neto o< a]ncrwpoj ei>j yuxh\n zw~san means for
our author that man became a rational being also. Indeed, for Theodoret who argues from
a biblical perspective the human body and rational soul together form a complete human
essence or nature. He does not seem to share Apollinaris’ concern that this union would
consitute already a human person. If the Bible does not distinguish between the soul and
the mind, the theologian is not allowed to do so either. Thus, the main motive behind
Theodoret’s emphasis upon the assumption of a rational soul is not merely his eagerness
to maintain the divine impassibility of the Word (as we shall see below) but to validate
by exegesis the teaching of Scripture concerning the human being.
Theodoret’s anthropology can be understood even better when we consider his concept of
death. I am quoting a relevant passage from Ch. 19:
The foremost of the apostles testifies that these [things] are so, when he says
in the Acts, that His soul [h< yuxh\ au>tou~] will not be left in hell, neither shall
His flesh [h< sa\rq au>tou~] know decay. So then, the destruction of the temple
is the separation [xwrismo/j] of soul and body, and again, resurrection is the
returning [of the soul] into her own flesh. Therefore, if every human being had
two souls [yuxa\j du/o], as the leaders of the heresy are saying, one vivifying
[zwtikh/n] and the [other] rational [logikh/n], and flesh were inconceivable
without vivifying soul (for, he [i.e. Apollinaris] says, this is named body
[sw~ma] and not flesh [sa/rq]), yet Peter said, that not the body of the Lord, but
the flesh of the Lord shall not see destruction and His soul will not be forsaken
in hell, it is evident, that the mortal flesh possessed the vivifying soul (or I do
not know how they call it), because without her, as they say, it could not be
named [living] flesh. But even the immortal and rational [soul], which is
entrusted to govern the living [creature], was not forsaken in hell, but returned
to her own flesh; and in vain do they babble, labelling the temple of the GodWord [as being] soulless and irrational. Yet we follow Peter, who preached
that neither the flesh received corruption, nor the soul was forsaken in hell, but
returned and conjoined [sunafcei~san] with her own body (col. 1452C1453A).
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Evidently, Theodoret sees the death of Christ as a truly human death, involving the
separation of the body from the soul and not merely the separation of the Word from the
flesh. Moreover, he uses the Apollinarian interpretation of these terms in order to
contradict the Arian-Apollinarian Christological model. As we see from the above, sa/rq
for the heretics is the union between sw/ma and yuxh\ zwtikh/. This is interesting, since
one may expect it to be the other way around, ‘body’ meaning more in any language than
‘flesh’. Yet, exactly this is the intention of the author, i.e. to use the terms in the sense
Apollinaris had applied them, and to point out the inconsistencies through biblical
arguments. If death is the separation between the body and the soul, yet not the sw/ma but
the sa/rq was not forsaken in hell according to Peter’s words, it means that both the
sw/ma and the vivifying yuxh/ were recovered from hell. Thus, the only option remaining
to describe a true human death of the Lord is the separation of His yuxh\ logikh/ from
His sa/rq (consisting of sw/ma and yuxh\ zwtikh/), because if He did not have a true
human death, He was not truly man either. As a consequence, Theodoret argues, the
rational soul had to be a necessary part of the incarnate Word’s own being even if we
interpret these terms in the manner of Apollinaris. It is also clear that for our author only
the rational soul is immortal, the Apollinarian vivifying one is not. Further, Theodoret
emphasises that this ‘temple’, which in his usage means the perfect humanity, is the
Word’s own. The return and suna/feia of the soul with the flesh is therefore a true
resurrection following a true human death, i.e. the redemption of the whole human
nature.
The term suna/feia denotes here an unmingled union between the soul and the flesh.
Although we shall return to the analysis of this term in the terminological section, a last
important occurrence concerning the issue of anthropology has to be pointed out. In Ch.
32 Theodoret defines the relationship between the human body and soul in the following
manner:
For we do not say that the soul is mixed [kekra~scai] with the body, but
rather that she is united [h<nw~scai] and conjoined [sunh~fcai] [with it],
dwells [oi>kei~n] and works inside [it] [e>nergei~n]. Nobody would say that the
soul is mortal or the body immortal without being entirely in foolish error. So
while we distinguish each [nature], we acknowledge one living being [e%n
zw~on] composed [sugkei/menon] out of these. We name each nature with
different names, [one is] the soul, [the other] the body, however, the living
being composed out of both we give a different name, for we call that human
being [a]ncrwpon] (col. 1473A).
This is the way Theodoret conceives a ‘true humanity’.255 The soul-body relationship of
union, connection, indwelling and inworking is the key to understand his anthropological
concerns underlying his Christology. Any separation between the body and the rational
soul cannot be interpreted otherwise than as an incomplete humanity. In order for Christ
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to be ‘very man’, a true human e%n zw~on, He had to live, die and even be resurrected
according to the pattern sketched out above.

4.2.3 Theological reasons why Christ had to assume a human rational soul
It is clear that from the anthropological viewpoint of our author Christ had to assume a
human rational soul. Nevertheless, anthropology is not his only argument. A very
obvious theological concern can be sensed throughout the work in connection with the
rational soul assumed by the Word. Apart from the (by then fairly known) Cappadocian
point of ‘what was not assumed, was not saved’ (around which e.g. Ch. 17 is built),
Theodoret brings forward biblical, soteriological, forensic and pastoral arguments. The
biblical evidence is quoted from Luke’s gospel:
Luke, the godly inspired evangelist distinctly shows us the human mind [to\n
nou~n to\n a>ncrw/pinon] of the Saviour Christ [Luke 2:40 and 2:52]. Hence
‘increased in wisdom’ cannot be stated about the wise God, who is not in want
[of anything], is eternally perfect, and accepts neither increase nor decrease,
but about the human mind, which develops together with the age, needs
teaching, receives the arts and sciences, and gradually perceives the human
and divine [realities] (col. 1453D-1456A).
Thus, in order for Luke’s words to be true concerning the growth and ‘waxing strong in
spirit’ of Christ, our author insists upon the presence of the rational soul within Him.
Until this point he is in harmony with all the non-Apollinarian theologians of Alexandria
also. Nevertheless, the place he intends to give to the rational human soul in the act of the
salvation – although deriving from soteriological concerns – meets the opposition of
some representatives of the other side. The text of the former Ch. 15 is quoted in its
entirety by Marius Mercator (see PL 48, 1075B-1076A) in order to show Theodoret’s
Nestorianism:
These [facts] refute the thoughtless talk of Apollinaris, who said that the Word
of God dwelt in the place of intellect [a>nti\ nou~ to\n $eo\n Lo/gon e>noikh~sai
le/gei] in the assumed flesh. If the assumed nature did not possess a human
mind, then it is God who fought against the devil, and God is crowned in
victory. Hence, if God is the winner, I gained nothing from the victory,
because I did not contribute to it with anything. I have been deprived even of
the joy concerning it, like one who is bragging with someone else’s trophies.
The devil, however, is boasting, swaggering, haughtily gloating and
disdaining, like one who fought with God and was defeated by God. Since for
him even being defeated by God is a great [achievement] (col. 1441D-1444A).
The issue at stake here is ‘my role’ in the salvation. We have seen that the oikonomia
happens for the sake of the fallen mind. Although it might sound peculiar, what
Theodoret means by ‘my role’ here is none else than the role of the general human
nature. This is a clear soteriological and forensic point: the same nature, which
trespassed, has to pay the price. If this did not happen and if the Word was indeed
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replacing the mind in the assumed manhood then ‘the devil could find some justifiable
excuses’ (col. 1444A).256 In the same fashion, ‘the sinners also have an excuse if the
Word of God did not assume the mind because of its weakness’ (col. 1444D). The author
appeals to God’s justice:
Then these [i.e. the sinners] can fairly say to the God of all: ‘We did not
commit, [oh] Lord, anything unforgivable or deserving punishment, because
the governing intellect received [from You] is weak [nou~n h<gemo/na
labo/ntej a>scenh~] and is unable to keep Your laws [...] But why should one
say more? You yourself, Lord, when You arrived in flesh and assumed our
flesh, You rejected and did not accede to take on the intellect, which hinders
the gain of virtue and easily accepts the deceit of sin. You had replaced reason
[in] the flesh, and in this manner You fulfilled righteousness. In this way You
defeated sin. For You are God, You do with Your will what You want, You
change reality with a nod. But we possess human mind, which You did not
want to assume. Thus we are necessarily fallen under sin, being unable to
follow Your footsteps.’ [...] Those who chose to serve sin could justly say this,
if the God-Word really assumed a man without intellect257 (col. 1444D1445B).
Apart from its forensic character, this is a strong point of theodicy concerning the mode
in which the Atonement had been fulfilled. Theodoret emphasises that Christ had gone
through a true human life, suffering and death involving also moral decisions and
challenges brought against His human soul even to the point of this soul’s separation in
death and reunion after resurrection with His body. If all this did not happen so and
Christ had shown merely a ‘divine performance’ lacking any human character, then the
salvation was simply not accomplished, only mimed. This is a valid argument given the
soteriological and pastoral perspective of the tract. If it were not, then one has to question
the entire soteriology behind it. In order to understand this connection between the
excuses of the sinners and the assumption of the rational soul in the oikonomia one ought
to analyse Theodoret’s concept of sin.258

4.3 The concept and meaning of sin
Sin is the voluntary act of the rational soul against God’s explicit will or command (see
Chs. 5, 6 and 12). It also alters the image of God in man, an image, which has to be
restored by the Word Himself through the ‘ineffable mystery of the oikonomia’:
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For the Word of God Himself, the author of all creation, the immeasurable, the
indescribable and immutable, the spring of life, the light of light, the living
image of the Father, the brightness of [His] glory, and the express image of
[His] Person, takes on the human nature and recreates His own image [th\n
oi>kei/an ei>ko/na neopoiei~] which was altered by sin. He renews its statue
aged by the rust of wickedness and shows it even more beautiful than the first,
but not by forming it of the earth, like before, but by accepting it Himself (col.
1425CD).
Thus, sin having altered the image of God within all people, it is the task of au>to\j o<
Lo/goj tou~ $eou~, the acting subject of the above passage who is also the image of the
Father’s hypostasis (like in De Trinitate) to restore it within humankind. Jesus Christ
bears therefore two ei>ko/nej: the one of God the Father as well as the original ei>kw/n of
God given to man which Adam and Eve had worn before the fall, so that the divine
ei>kw/n might restore the destroyed ei>kw/n of the human fu/sij. This idea returns twice
again in De incarnatione. In Chs. 11 and 23 we read about ‘the Creator, who pitied our
nature for being threatened by the Evil One, exposed to the bitter arrows of sin and
thrown over to death, [comes to] defend His [own] image and overwhelms the enemy’
(col. 1433BC) as well as ‘the Creator commiserating with His own striving image
exposed to death’ (col. 1460B).
These occurrences strengthen Theodoret’s point concerning sin as being the
insurmountable obstacle between God and fallen humankind. Sin brings about death as
its just punishment, yet this also shows God’s mercy at the same time (Ch. 6). God had
saved humankind by proving the injustice of sin and destroying the power of death. Since
it had put both the fallen humankind and the only righteous one (i.e. Christ) under the
same punishment of death, sin ‘is inevitably thrown out of power [because of being]
unjust [w<j a]dikoj th~j e>qousi/aj e>kba/lletai]’ (col. 1436A).
Sin is the cause of Christ’s sacrifice (Ch. 27); it is our illness for which the medication is
the pach/mata of our Saviour (Ch. 28, col. 1468B). Moreover, sin is the key to explain
the difference between us and the humanity of Christ.

Sin as the only difference between our human nature and of Christ
It is a thoroughly pursued argument of De incarnatione that Christ had a complete human
nature. Nevertheless, sin is not just the barrier between God and us, but also between the
human nature of Christ and our fallen human nature. The author emphasises repeatedly
that Jesus is in all equal to us, sin excepted (Ch. 10). As the very dogmatically formulated
sentence reads, a]ncrwpoj ga\r geno/menoj [kata\] th\n fu/sin, ou> kata\ th\n a<marti/an
ge/gonen a]ncrwpoj,259 ‘that is why in the likeness of the sinful flesh He condemned the
sin in the flesh (col. 1429B)’. He received our passions fully, except sin (Ch. 24), even
became sin for us (Ch. 18), yet His goal was not to justify the assumed humanity, which
He had kept intact from the arrows of sin (Ch. 11 and 29). He being tempted, is able to
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help those in temptation, since He was tempted like we are, yet without sin (Ch 21). This
idea is developed to a very interesting pinnacle in Ch. 18:
He wanted us to be partakers [koinwni/a] in [His] success: that is why He took
on the nature that had sinned [fu/sin th\n h<marthkui~an] and made it right
[dikai/wsaj] by His own torment, released it [a>ph/llaqen] from under the
bitter tyranny of sin, of the devil and of death. He honoured it [h>qi/wse] [i.e.
the human nature] with heavenly throne, and by that which was assumed He
gave [mete/dwken] freedom to all humankind [panti\ tw~| ge/nei]’ (col.
1448CD).260
The text above evinces Christ’s divine grace who is ready to assume the sinful nature
although not in the sense as to be born in sin or to become a sinner, but rather to share all
the sufferings, temptations and challenges of sinners. The concept of Cyril and Theodoret
concerning original sin was somewhat different from Augustine’s as observed by J.
Meyendorff. He argues that the two Eastern theologians did not emphasise our own
culpability directly on account of Adam’s sin, but rather argued that the fall of Adam
subjected the entire human nature and race to the slavery of the Evil One as well as
contaminated it with corruption and mortality.261 That is why Theodoret labels baptism ‘a
garment of immortality’ at the end of Ch. 27 of De incarnatione, since it removes the
effect caused by Adam’s sin.
This being granted, though, the usage of the phrase fu/sin th\n h<marthkui~an above is of
a peculiar significance. It is not my task to provide here a detailed analysis of Theodoret’s
concept of original sin. Nevertheless, the text of De incarnatione – including the above
paragraph – provides us with sufficient evidence that the author did not base his
Christology on ‘Pelagian’ presumptions.262 Theodoret avoids this by insisting upon the
sinlessness of Christ, thus, upon His perfect humanity, which is perfect both in the sense
that it is complete (i.e. it includes the rational soul), but also in the sense of being free
from sin. Thus, in the sentence ‘He showed that in human nature it is possible to
overcome the arrows of sin’ the ‘human nature’ is none else than that of Adam before the
fall, who thus had the same chance to obey or disobey God’s commandment (col.
1429BC).
The mode of Christ’s incarnation, including His Virgin birth, is the further proof of His
total sinlessness. This qualifies Him to be the second Adam indeed, i.e. humanly the
same as Adam before the fall: this Pauline idea is carried through Theodoret’s entire
description of the oikonomia, which will be discussed in the following section.
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4.4 The divinity and humanity of Christ in the oikonomia
Once we have clarified the basic anthropological and soteriological concepts of our
author including his hamartology it is time now to analyse how these ideas are applied in
various moments of salvation history. In this section I shall follow the main events of
Christ’s earthly life and their significance for Theodoret with a special treatment of the
Temptation-story, the very heartland of Antiochene soteriology.

4.4.1 The birth and childhood of Christ
Ch. 23 is consecrated to ‘the ineffable birth from the Virgin’. The author conceives the
descending [kata/basij] of the infinite Word as condescending [sugkata/basij]. The
parallel of the first and the second Adam is already present in this poetically formulated
chapter. Moreover, by the use of the same formula, the creation of Eve is linked with the
becoming human of the Word through Virgin Mary. In Ch. 4 concerning the creation of
the feminine nature, Theodoret wrote:
Thus having formed and named him [i.e. Adam], [God] immediately created
for him a helper, a coadjutor, a life-companion. Yet He [God] did not take the
origin of [her] fashioning [lamba/nei ta\j a>forma\j th~j diapla/sewj] merely
from the earth [ou>k e>k mo/nhj de\ th~j gh~j], like in the case of the other [i.e.
Adam], but He took one of [Adam’s] ribs and using this as a groundwork and
foundation He created the feminine nature [th\n gunaikei/an fu/sin poiei~]
(col. 1421D-1424A).
In Ch. 23 he writes:
He [the Word of God] moved in and prepared Himself a temple, formed the
intact and pure stall; and because the first [man] served the sin, He arrived
without a father, having only the earth as [his] mother. […] This is why the
Only-begotten Word of God took the origin of His fashioning [ta\j a>forma\j
labw\n th~j diapla/sewj] only from the Virgin [e>k mo/nhj Parce/nou], and
in this manner formed His untouched temple [a>gew/rghton nao/n] and uniting
it with Himself, came forth of the Virgin (col. 1460D).
One can observe the occurrence of ta\j a>forma\j th~j diapla/sewj, that of the verb
lamba/nw as well as of (ou>k) e>k mo/nhj. Concerning Eve’s ‘origin of fashioning’ we are
told that this happened not because the Creator was running out of prime material, but
because He wanted to implant ‘the bond of concord’ [to\n su/ndesmon th~j o<monoi/aj]
into the [human] nature. In the case of the Incarnation, ‘the origin of fashioning’ comes
only from the Virgin in order that the One who will be born might be the second Adam
indeed. Thus, the creation of Eve and the conception of Christ present us with similar
patterns: the one who is born or made out of the other should be of the same nature with
his/her ‘source’, in order to be either in concord with him (in the case of Adam and Eve)
or to bear the same nature with her, yet a nature without the original sin (in the case of
Mary and Jesus Christ).
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We can also note that in both cases the verb lamba/nw represents the action of the Creator
God (in forming Eve) and of the Word of God (in taking the origin of His own human
fashioning from Mary). Since Theodoret had already shown in De Trinitate that the Word
is the Creator Himself (see PG 75, 1152D-1153A), we might say that both actions of
lamba/nein are ascribed to the same divine Person. The importance of ou>k e>k mo/nhj de\
th~j gh~j in the case of Eve and the emphasis upon e>k mo/nhj Parce/nou in the case of
Christ come to serve the same purpose, i.e. to underline the validity of the Pauline
sentence regarding the first and the second Adam: ‘The first man is of the earth, earthy’
(since only Adam was made of earth, Eve not); ‘the second man is the Lord from heaven’
(since He was born of a woman, but without having a human father, his entire humanity
being taken solely from the Virgin). This parallelism of the first and second Adam is
present all the way through the Antiochene view of the oikonomia (Ch. 8, col. 1425D).
The ‘first’ refers to Adam, since the author adds that this time the human nature is not
formed of the earth like before, but is rather accepted [katadeqa/menoj] by the Word
Himself.
It is also interesting that the role of the Holy Spirit in the conception of Christ is
mentioned only allusively without any greater emphasis. The author merely says that ‘the
Creator [Word of God] […] announced the birth by angelic voice, explaining beforehand
the mode of conception, thus dispelling the fear of the Virgin’ (col. 1460CD). Without
laying too much stress on this point, it is remarkable that in Theodoret’s presentation of
Christ’s earthly life the role of the Spirit comes less into the forefront than e.g. in the
theology of Theodore. These differences will occur also concerning Jesus’s baptism and
the Temptation-story.
The picture of Christ’s virgin birth as ‘the bunch of grapes rising from the earth without a
wine-twig’ in Ch. 23 is paralleled with the first sign and miracle given at the wedding in
Cana (Ch. 25): ‘thus, being untouched [a>gew/rghtoj] [Himself], He furnished untouched
wine [a>gew/rghton oi}non].263 The wordplay of a>gew/rghtoj evinces both the miracle of
His birth and His being free from original sin.
The relationship between the two natures of Christ is carefully described by the author
concerning the incarnation already:
He [the Word] does not change [metabalw/n] the divine nature into human,
but unites [suna/yaj] the divine with the human. Thus remaining what He
was, He took on what He was not [Me/nwn ga\r o% h}n, e]laben o% ou>k h}n] (PG
75, 1426D).264
The main concern here is that the two uniting natures do not undergo any alteration
within the process. There is no metabolh/ on either side, but rather a su/nayij or
suna/feia, which will be reinforced by the most frequently used expression, e[nwsij.265
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This leads to the conclusion that each nature remains in essence the same as it was before
the union. Here is a likely explanation for the use of neuter terms for both natures: the
Word remains what He was and takes on what He was not. Nonetheless, it is the Word,
who does the assuming and the uniting. We find similar examples of the kind in other
parts of the treatise, where Theodoret addresses the two natures impersonally. I shall
reflect on these occurrences in the subsection dealing with the subject of predication.266
By His incarnation the Word ‘became one of the subjects, one of the threatened ones,
hiding the magnificence of the Godhead within the poverty of the manhood’ (Ch. 11, col.
1433C). The idea of ‘the visible’ and the ‘hidden’ in the Person of Christ will have an
important role during the Temptation. After birth, the Lord ‘is called Christ, which
indicates both the assuming and the assumed natures’ (Ch. 24, col. 1461B).267
The childhood and youth of Christ is presented in Ch. 24 with the author laying emphasis
on the fact that ‘the new and only sacrifice of the world was Himself purified’ according
to the law. When He was in the temple at the age of twelve,
He somehow slowly revealed [His] divinity […] He showed that He is not
only the visible [thing] [to\ o<rw/menon], but also God hidden [krupto/menoj]
in the visible [thing], timeless and eternal [u<pe/rxronoj kai\ proaiw/nioj],
who came forth from the Father (col. 1461D).
Here the humanity is addressed in neuter, whereas the divinity in personal terms. The
varying of this language shows that the Christology of Theodoret is under formation, yet
an interesting pattern can be observed: he addresses the humanity in personal terms only
after its union with the Word.268

4.4.2 The baptism of Christ
The issues concerning the baptism, temptation and passion of Christ are important since
the mode of their treatment defines one’s soteriology and consequently one’s Christology
also. Although the Temptation-story seems to be the foremost issue in De incarnatione,
the moment of Christ’s baptism and His passion cannot be ignored.
The author mentions the baptism of the Saviour for the first time in Ch. 13, before the
longer exposé on the temptation, yet only in passing: ‘after His baptism, the Spirit took
Jesus into the wilderness to be tempted by the devil’ (col. 1437D). At the end of this
chapter (to which we shall return a little later) we read that the tempter had seen so many
divine things concerning Him, including the utterance of the Father (‘This is my beloved
Son’) and the grace of the Spirit coming upon Him. A fuller presentation of Jesus’s
baptism is given in Ch. 24:
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He [Jesus] went to John the Baptist, persuaded the reluctant [John] to baptise
Him, prefiguring [protupoi~] our baptism in the Jordan. He fulfilled the law
[di/dwsi te/loj tw|~ no/mw|~] and opened the gate of grace, being announced by
the Father from the heavens, and attested by the presence of the [Holy] Spirit
[th~| parousi/a| tou~ Pneu/matoj dei/knutai], then led up by the Spirit into the
wilderness like into a suitable wrestling school (col. 1461D-1464A).
We find here the ideas of Christ being the ‘prototype’ for our baptism, His putting an end
to the law by fulfilling it, thus opening h< cu/ra th~j xa/ritoj. This is a new aeon, the
time of grace, in which humankind can recognise and acknowledge God not only as a
lawgiver Master, but rather as merciful Father by the mediation of His Son. The issue at
stake is perhaps not merely to define how is Jesus Christ who He is, but why is He who
He is. Theodoret returns twice to the significance of baptism: at the end of Ch. 27
concerning the piercing of the Lord’s side and the fountainhead of life emerging from
there, which ‘renews us in the bath and clothes [us] with the garment of immortality’.
Finally, at the end of Ch. 28 he says that the Lord sent out the gift of baptism to all
humankind through the apostles. He concludes:
Baptism [i.e. our baptism] is the sketch and model [skiagrafi/a kai\ tu/poj]
of the Master’s death. Paul says: [Romans 6:5] (col. 1469A).
The baptism of Christ as a prelude to His temptation does not occupy a very important
place in Theodoret’s view of the oikonomia. We have seen that in Ch. 13, which
introduces the discussion of the Temptation-story, the baptism of the Lord is merely
acknowledged, yet it is not given any further weight during the subsequent analysis. The
role of the Spirit is also of less prominence in the case of Christ than in ours, including
both baptism and temptations.
This almost certainly means a detachment from the heritage of Theodore, whose
‘theology of baptism’ lies at the heart of his soteriology. The presence of the Spirit at
Jesus’s baptism as well as His role in leading Christ to the wilderness and being there
during the Temptation were crucial points in Theodore’s theology, ‘whose central datum
is, in any case, not the incarnation but Jesus’s baptism’. Theodore conferred a suitable
role to the Spirit in the Temptation, since ‘if the Spirit is allowed actively to determine
the conduct of Christ’s human nature, the Logos will not need to assume the function of
the nou~j; the competition between Logos and Spirit at this point worked positively,
demonstrating the equality in status of these persons of the Trinity and allowing no
opportunity to put the Spirit on a lower level than Father and Son’.269
Theodoret seems to evade successfully the problem facing Theodore in respect of the
Spirit’s and Word’s alleged ‘competition’ within Christ, nevertheless, at the cost of not
employing the ‘soteriological fruitfulness’ of the former’s theology of baptism. As
Abramowski rightly observed, the younger Antiochenes did not inherit Theodore’s line
of thought, and thus ‘the theology of baptism is a feature peculiar to Theodore’.270
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Theodore’s answer, then, to the Arian-Apollinarian Lo/goj-sa/rq model was the active
inclusion of the Spirit in the Temptation. Theodoret, however, follows a slightly different
and perhaps more vulnerable path when he tries to show the active role of Christ’s human
soul during His struggle with the devil.

4.4.3 The soteriological heartland of Theodoret’s early Christology:
the Temptation-story
As already attested by the relevant scholarship, the story of the Temptation is certainly
one of the Antiochenes’ preferred soteriological passages.271 It is nonetheless interesting
that the story appears only in the synoptic Gospels.272 Without drawing sharp lines
between the two traditions, it can be claimed that to a certain extent the Antiochenes
relied perhaps with a little more emphasis on the synoptic tradition, whilst the
Alexandrians followed John’s gospel. This might explain some motives and methods of
those who relied perhaps with a little more emphasis on the first three gospels whilst
constructing their model of Christ. V. Kesich gives a good summary of these differences:
The Antiocheans, like the Alexandrians, explained the temptations of Christ
by contrasting them with the temptations of Adam and relating them to those
of Israel in the wilderness. Nevertheless, the analogies are more stressed in the
Antiochean school than in the Alexandrian.273
This affirmation, especially concerning the analogy between Adam and Christ is certainly
valid for the Theodoret of De incarnatione. This parallel dominates not only the
Temptation-story, but most of his soteriological thinking, exercising a major influence
upon his anti-Arian and anti-Apollinarian Christology. The importance of the Temptation
in Theodoret’s theology is underlined by the fact that the otherwise very restricted
manuscript tradition (including Marius Mercator, Nicetas of Heracleia and Euthymius
Zigabenus) preserved for us almost the entire section from the beginning of Ch. 13 until
the end of Ch. 17.
In Ch. 24 our author summarised very epigrammatically that the Master Christ ‘defeats
him [i.e. the tempter] with human wisdom and not with divine power [a>ncrwpi/nh|
filosofi/a|, a>ll’ ou>k e>qousi/a| ceo/thtoj]’ (col. 1464A), showing that for him the
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assumed rational soul is indeed a ‘theological factor’ in the atonement. He provides a
juridical foundation for the Pauline analogy:
The benefaction of our Saviour expands to the whole nature of humankind:
because with [our] forefather Adam we share the curse, and like him, we all
have arrived under the [power] of death; in the same way we own the victory
of Christ the Saviour, and being partakers of His glory, we shall share the joy
of [His] kingdom also (col. 1436BC).
By making use of Romans 5:15, which follows this passage, Theodoret connects the
forensic issue (i.e. that by Adam’s transgression we have all fallen under condemnation)
with God’s merciful act, i.e. that the salvation is effected through the victory of Christ.
He nonetheless does not make the law our judge, since that would mean our eternal
condemnation, but rather being in possession of our nature fulfils the law and makes us
partakers in His victory. Therefore, the common link between Christ and us is His human
nature.274
God’s intention on one hand was to crown the victor and on the other hand, ‘to declare
the other one [i.e. Satan] defeated, to encourage and strengthen everybody against him’.
As we have already mentioned, the role of the Spirit seems to cease once He has taken
Christ into the wilderness, since Theodoret continues:
Hence, not the God-Word but the temple assumed by the Word of God from
the seed of David was taken [a>nh/xch] [there]. For the Holy Spirit did not lead
[a>ph/gage] the God-Word to battle against the devil, but the temple formed in
the Virgin for the God-Word (col. 1437D).
Here we reencounter nao/j, a typically Antiochene technical term describing the manhood
of Christ in a similar manner like morfh\ dou/lou. The role of the Spirit is to take and
lead this temple of the Word to battle. This would raise the eyebrows of Theodoret’s
Alexandrian contemporaries, yet the ‘why’ here determines the ‘how’ and not vice versa.
The text seems to imply a separation of subjects, i.e. of the Word from His nao/j formed
in the Virgin. Theodoret uses this kind of language when he argues from a primarily
soteriological and in this case forensic point of view: in these instances, the question
‘why’ almost certainly precedes the ‘how’. Nevertheless, the Word controls the battle,
since the Temptation is according to His will. Although the Spirit is the One leading
Jesus Christ into the wilderness, this is neither against His human will (since He accepted
to save humankind voluntarily), nor against His divine will (i.e. of the Word), because if
it were so, that would flatly contradict Theodoret’s affirmation in Ch. 26 of De Trinitate:
For the Son and the Spirit participate [sunergei~] in the things effected by God
the Father, whereas God the Father gives His consent [suneudokei~]
simultaneously to those accomplished by the Son and the Spirit (col. 1185C).
The stage is set: Theodoret will now present the story with all the analogic references
possible. The picture of the first and the second Adam dominates the scene, and the
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author is eager to show how Christ respected the rules of the contest, fulfilling all the
requirements of the law, including fasting. Vindob. 300r of Nicetas’ Catena preserves a
sentence here, which in Vat. 841 appears only in Ch. 24 (col. 1464A). It reinforces the
point that Christ nhsteu/ei me\n ou> pe/ra de\ tw~n me/trwn th~j fu/sewj (cf. PG 84, 77B).
The text then continues in Vat. 841:
[Jesus] spent forty days and the same number of nights without eating. He did
not want to exceed the ancient measure of fasting, so that the opponent would
not run away from the battle against Him, lest recognising the One who was
hidden [to\n krupto/menon], he should flee the struggle against the visible
(col. 1437D-1440A).
Jesus respecting the ancient measure of fasting suggests that He could have resisted more
with the aid of His divinity, but this is exactly what He wanted to avoid: the Word, who
is obviously present, has to remain, at least for now, krupto/menoj. The Word’s being
hidden serves a double purpose, which we could summarise as being a tactical and a
forensic concern:
• That by recognising Him, the tempter does not flee from the battle;
• To allow the same human nature to finally resist Satan, since otherwise the
‘oi>konomi/a of the Lord’ cannot be ‘a common benefit for all mankind’, as declared
in the title of the chapter. Despite all this, the Word is in control of the human
experiences, since He is the One who shows the suffering of the human nature and
permits it to feel hunger after the expiration of forty days:
Therefore, after the already mentioned number of days have passed, He shows
the suffering of the human nature [th~j a>ncrwpei/aj fu/sewj to\ pa/coj
u<pofai/nei], and allows hunger to occur [sugxwrei~ th~| pei/nh| xw/ran
labei~n], thus giving the hold for [the devil] by famine (col. 1440A).
Satan is depicted as being familiar with the prophecies about Christ and as the careful
observer of all the great moments of His earthly life, including His birth, the choir of
angels, the three wise men, the Father’s testimony at His baptism, as well as the resting of
the Spirit upon Him. Thus, the ‘hiding’ of the Word together with His ‘permission’ for
hunger to occur is meant to ‘give the hold’ for Satan:
The devil was astounded by these and other similar things [in Christ’s earthly
life], and he did not dare to approach the champion [a>clhth/j] of our nature.
But as he discovered the occurrence of hunger, saw Him needing human food,
and [observed that] He cannot endure more than the old men, he came closer
to Him, thinking that he had found the greatest hold, believing that he would
win easily (col. 1440B).
Satan, therefore, had to be convinced that despite all the miraculous things around Him,
his opponent is truly man, and he [Satan] is not fighting against God, because in that case
he would have known that there was no chance for him to win the battle. The Word does
not abandon the human nature, but makes Satan believe that he is fighting against a mere
man. If this were a deception, the battle was not fought fairly.
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It is interesting that the idea of the Word ‘deceiving’ Satan by being tempted Himself
instead of the human nature seems to represent an issue of theodicy for Theodore,
Theodoret and Pseudo-Nestorius, yet it is not a problem for Cyril and Nestorius, who
both argue that the Word helped the human nature He assumed (Nestorius), or the Word
was Himself tempted according to the dispensation (Cyril), yet the devil did not see this
in his folly and in his totally darkened mind.275
The entire struggle between Christ and the devil is presented as a dramatic sporting
contest in a great arena. The devil behaves like a very patient and sharp adversary: he
‘examines [Christ] from a distance, trying to find the uncovered part to fling the dart
there and wound the adversary.’ He sees Christ ‘fully armoured with complete
righteousness’, and ‘seeks for an ideal spot to dart his spear at’. This spot is exactly the
‘by the Word permitted’ weakness of the human nature:
As soon as he [Satan] noticed276 the appearance of hunger, he daringly
approached [Christ], like having found what [he was] looking for, because he
observed in Him the weakness of the forefather. He [Satan] had also deprived
him [Adam] of [his] untroubled life by food and harnessed him into the yoke
of swelter, humiliation, and death (col. 1440C).277
Satan provokes Christ to reveal His divinity by urging Him to transform the stones into
bread by His word. Theodoret is certain that Satan ‘would not have done that if the
Saviour didn’t accept the suffering of hunger’. He had to learn by his own experience that
Christ was ‘the One foretold by all the prophets’, and therefore later he could not bear
even His close look, but ran away and said: ‘What do you want with us, [oh] Son of God?
Why did you come before time to torture us?’ The attitude of Satan before and after the
Temptation is what Theodoret intends to contrast here, for he writes: ‘Then, before the
temptation he [Satan] did not speak in this manner [i.e. like in Luke 8:28], but rather he
drew near [to Jesus] very confidently, saying: "say that these stones should become
bread".’ This radical change in Satan’s attitude towards Christ in Theodoret’s view was
caused by his defeat in the wilderness. That is another reason why the Temptation-story
is so important, since it brought about a profound change in human history. The language
of the passage is dramatically tense, the author putting these words into the tempter’s
mouth:
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In his Commentary on Luke, Cyril wrote: ‘Satan made use of these verses [Psalm 90] as if the Saviour were a
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I heard the voice coming from above, he [Satan] says, which called You like
this [i.e. Son of God], but I do not believe it until I receive a practical teaching.
Convince me by facts that You are truly in possession of what You are called!
For if I learn this, I shall run away and flee. I shall withdraw myself from the
struggle against you, because I know what kind of difference is between me
and You. Show then the miracle, and by the wonder teach [me] who is the
author of the miracle:278 ‘say that these stones should become bread’ (col.
1441A).
Jesus replies to the challenge humanly: ‘upon hearing these words of the Evil One, the
Lord 279 conceals [His] Godhead [kru/ptei me\n th\n ceo/thta] and speaks from His
human nature [e>k de\ th~j a>ncrwpei/aj diale/getai fu/sewj]’. The answer, therefore, is
of the humanity relying on God’s providence. The biblical parallels of Israel and the
manna, Elijah, Elisha as well as of John the Baptist all converge to the same end: ‘it is
not unbelievable that we can be nourished by God with unknown food and do not need
bread’. Such unknown food is God’s own word [r<h/ma] also. In his Commentary on Luke
Theodore had also added that this word of God was His creative power [th\n poihtikh\n
bou/lhsin tou~ $eou~] (PG 66, 720B).
The ‘hiding’ of the Godhead shows the presence of the Word. If He were not present, He
ought not to be hidden. Nevertheless, His concealment is the only way Theodoret can
conceive that indeed a fair contest was fought and a true victory was accomplished over
the devil by the Saviour. Certainly, as he argues further, the devil ‘felt pain as being
once280 defeated, but he did not abandon victory, because he heard that [his opponent]
was human. For, as He says, "man does not live on bread alone".’281 This sentence has
two implications: from Satan’s viewpoint all human beings are corruptible. Hence, Christ
Himself said that ‘man’ does not live on bread alone. Thus, if this present opponent is
truly human, he shall certainly lose the fight sooner or later. But if it comes out that He is
not, then he did not fight according to the rules. This is why Christ has to answer and
resist within His humanity for the second and third time also. In the end, Satan is
defeated:
Unable to bear the shame of defeat, [Satan] ran away being afraid, trembling
and waiting for the abolishing of [his] tyranny. After having emptied all his
darts and having brought forth all the tricks of his deceit, he found the athlete
unwounded and invincible. He went to Him like to Adam [before], but he did
not find whom he expected (col. 1441CD).
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In his De providentia oratio X Theodoret came to say that Satan approached Christ as
Adam, but he found the Creator of Adam wrapped around with Adam’s nature:
proselh/luce me\n w<j tw~| >Ada\m, eu{re de\ to\n tou~ >Ada\m Poihth\n th\n tou~ >Ada\m
perikei/menon fu/sin (PG 83, 752C). The language and the dramatic mode of expression
of our author has clearly changed after the Nestorian controversy, but the traditionally
fundamental principles he had defended were noteworthy even if they were not always
presented with unambiguous consistency.
The author is eager to show that Christ defeated the devil with ‘human wisdom’ and not
with ‘divine power’. Günter Koch argues that the entire exposé on the Temptation is
described as an ideal picture of ascetic life, and that the expression a>ncrwpi/nh
filosofi/a in Ch. 24 during this time was already used as a technical term describing the
monastic form of life. As he says:
Man kann wohl sagen, daß leben und Wirken des Herrn hier nach dem
Idealbild der mönchischen, asketischen Existenz gezeichnet sind […] Der
Begriff der Philosophie hat in dieser Zeit seinen Sitz im Leben vor allem im
monastischen Bereich, er ist geradezu ‘terminus technicus’ für die
monastische Lebensform.282
This is indeed a very interesting point, since the author of the HR was spiritually
connected to the monastic ideal. Moreover, his birth and upbringing also attracted him
towards it. Apart from the biographies written by E. Venables and Henry Newman,
Shafiq AbouZayd has shown quite a number of monastic connections both in Theodoret’s
childhood as well as during his later years.283 Nevertheless, the question of divine justice
as well as the pastoral concern regarding our temptations in life is at least as important
here as a presentation of the monastic ideal for our author.
Since God did not fight on the side of the first Adam, therefore Christ must have had the
very same chances for triumph or failure as Adam, who was also instructed previously,
but left to his own free will at the moment of choice. The aspect of God’s impartial
justice as well as the claim for a personal holiness of every believer – the tempted Lord
being a true human example and stronghold of obedience – are the main forensic and
pastoral concerns underlying Theodoret’s dramatic exegesis of the Temptation-story.
Christ’s voluntary acceptance of the sufferings (Ch. 26) shows the existence of both wills
in Christ, which is, in fact, an idea well ahead of Theodoret’s own time. As R. V. Sellers
observed,
These [Antiochene] teachers are supremely interested in man the moral being
[...] they may be called anthropologists, but their anthropology is intimately
associated with their ethical and soteriological ideas.284

282

Günter Koch, Strukturen und Geschichte des Heils in der Theologie des Theodoret von Kyros, Frankfurter
theologische Studien, 17 (Frankfurt am Main: Josef Knecht, 1974), 141.
283
Cf. Shafiq AbouZayd, Ihidayutha, A Study of the Life of Singleness in the Syrian Orient, From Ignatius of
Antioch to Chalcedon 451 AD (Oxford: ARAM Society for Syro-Mesopotamian Studies, 1993), pp. 129, 194, 268,
294, 345, 349-50, 365-68, 392-93 etc.
284
R. V. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon (London: SPCK, 1961), 164.

Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione 131

Once having brought Jesus into the wilderness, the Spirit does not seem to participate in
the Temptation. Nevertheless, His role is quite important in the case of our temptations.
Apart from saying that ‘inasmuch as He Himself [Christ] suffered being tempted, He is
able to help those in temptation’ (col. 1457D), Theodoret consecrates one entire chapter
(33) to present the Spirit as the master [paidotri/bhj], trainer [gumnasth/j] and
champion [a>gwnisth/j] in our life-struggles:
[The Spirit is] like a vigilant protector of the believers […] a leader who
teaches [how] to fight courageously against the devil. [He] gives wings to
those falling to the ground, educates the earthly for the life in heaven [tou\j
ghi#/nouj th\n tw~n ou>ranw~n politei/an paideu/onta], to disdain flesh
[katafronei~n sarko/j] and take care of the soul [e>pimelei~scai yuxh~j], to
despise the present [diaptu/ein ta\ paro/nta] and long after the coming things
[e>fi/escai tw~n mello/ntwn], to regard those [things] they are waiting for
through faith, […] and simply to follow close after wisdom [filosofi/an
metadiw/kein] (col. 1474C-1476A).
Thus, as opposed to the temptation of Christ, the Spirit has a prominent role in our
temptations and challenges, helping us ‘to follow close after wisdom’, which has a wider
meaning here than just ‘monastic ideal’, since the text above as well as the whole tract
targets a Christian congregation and not merely a community of monks. Theodoret
obviously preserves the Eastern Christian ideal of personal holiness – a specific type of
imitatio Christi aided by the Holy Spirit – which he himself followed during his life. His
personal life shows that the above sentences have nothing to do with either a so-called
‘Gnostic’ view of the body and soul or with an unnatural rejection of everything that
belongs to this world. Theodoret remains a shepherd of his earthly flock with the eager
wish to help it prepare for ‘the coming things’. The practical guidelines to a decent
Christian behaviour are intended for the believers who at present are the citizens of
earthly kingdoms, yet they should behave themselves as the citizens of the heavenly
society in this world already. The author tries to provide a basis for the continuation and
practising of brotherly love in a world and time when he sees the ‘tempest’ coming upon
the Church as he himself will write a year later to the Eastern monks. The longing for the
ai>w\n me/llwn promised by the resurrected Lord for which the Holy Spirit prepares His
people is a further sign of this pastoral concern, which seems to govern most of his
approach to the oikonomia. Perhaps it is not superfluous to refer back to Sellers’ quoted
remark.

4.4.4 The passion, death and resurrection of Christ
Theodoret emphasises in the entire Ch. 26 that Christ proceeded willingly towards the
predicted or prescribed sufferings [toi~j a>nagra/ptoij pa/cesin]. This refers both to the
prophecies and to the Lord’s own predicaments:
He forecast these several times for the disciples, and even rebuked Peter for
not receiving with delight the good news of the sufferings [ta\ tw~n pacw~n
eu>agge/lia], and explained that through these the salvation of the world will
be effected (col. 1465B).
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The suffering of Christ is nothing less than eu>agge/lion which ought to be received with
extreme joy. The description of the Lord’s sufferings has a gradually intensifying
character, yet the conclusion is a shout of victory: ‘by enduring these, He achieved our
salvation’ (col. 1465D). Every moment in Christ’s passion is given a special significance.
The closure of Ch. 27 brings the author perhaps closer than ever to the Alexandrian
allegorising tendency; at the same time the pastoral motives as well as the ever-recurrent
Adam-Christ-typology are emphatically present:
By the cross He repealed the sentence of the ancient curse (for [Paul] says:
[Galatians 3:13 and Deuteronomy 21:23]. By the thorns He brought an end to
the punishments of Adam (because after the sin it was heard [Genesis 3:1718]. With the bile He took onto Himself the bitterness and toil of the mortal
and passible human life, whereas by the vinegar He accepted the changing of
humankind to the worse while endowing the way of returning to the better. He
signified [His] kingship by the scarlet and by the reed He alluded to the
weakness and frailty of the devil’s power. By the slaps [on His face] He
proclaimed our deliverance, enduring our injuries, chastisements and lashings.
His side was pierced like Adam’s, yet showing not the woman coming forth
from there, who by deceit begot death, but the fountainhead of life, which by
[its] double stream vivifies the world. One of these renews us in the bath and
clothes [us] with the garment of immortality, the other nourishes the (re)born
at the divine table, as the milk nurtures the infants (col. 1465D-1468B).
Apart from the neatly applied allegories we find here a remarkable parallel of the first
and second Adam, each of them being pierced on the side. Although concerning the role
of Eve in the fall of humankind Theodoret follows Paul’s line of argumentation in
1 Timothy 2:14, the clear distinction between Adam and Jesus shows that the former
himself is regarded as the originator of death, whereas the crucified Lord grants us eternal
life. The blood and the water pouring out of His side (John 19:34) become the symbols of
communion and baptism.
Taken as a whole, then, Theodoret’s view of the oikonomia – including the temptation
and the passions of Christ – is not merely a moralising theology in which Christ is only
the good or perfect human example to be followed. He is indeed the simultaneously
divine and human Saviour of the world and of humankind, whereas His achievement (i.e.
the entire work of salvation) and the gift of the Spirit given to His flock is the guarantee
and encouragement that His example can truly be followed. The last section we have
quoted exemplifies eloquently that without the battle fought and won by Christ every
human effort to obey God would be doomed to failure from the very outset. The
expressiveness by which Theodoret describes and parallels the temptation and passions of
Christ with our sufferings serves one central purpose: to show that our will to follow God
is already the result of Christ’s accomplishment, which is the token of our success. The
reason why one may indeed hope to succeed is the awareness that the battle had been
won already – and not by us. For this victory – which is ours indeed, yet not as a result of
our own efforts but through gracious attribution – we owe Christ an eternal gratitude
which can best be expressed by our continuous zeal to follow Him. Thus, our obedience
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is most emphatically not the payment for our sins – since that had already been
completed by Christ – but rather a life-lasting expression of this thankfulness.
It is then perhaps fair to conclude that whenever Theodoret emphasises the
accomplishment of Christ’s human nature in the atonement he does not do it with the
intention to diminish His divinity but rather to prepare the ground for the attribution of
His victory to us by the means of the common human nature (soteriological point) as well
as to encourage and ensure all the believers that obedience is the only way and it is
attainable, since Christ ‘showed that in human nature it is possible to overcome the
arrows of sin’ (col. 1429B) (pastoral point). This seems to me the proper starting point
for the analysis of Theodoret’s Christological model and the right way to interpret
faithfully his own intention formulated in Ch. 1 (col. 1420B).

4.5 Theodoret’s Christological model: Two natures – One Person
The analysis of Theodoret’s Christological model will be carried out in the following
sequence: first I shall investigate Theodoret’s understanding of the properties of both
natures considering also his attitude towards communicatio idiomatum. Then comes the
discussion of the ontological significance of ‘naming’ throughout both treatises in general
and referring to Christ in particular. It will be followed by an examination of the subject
of predication within the Person of Christ, special consideration being given to the
concrete designations for the human nature such as ‘the temple’, ‘the form of the servant’
etc. In the concluding part I shall highlight the issue of the union of worship and provide
a terminological overview of Theodoret’s Christology.

4.5.1 The properties of both natures
It is a well known and widely shared scholarly opinion that the prominent figures of the
Antiochene school had laid strong emphasis upon the unimpaired and distinct properties
of the two natures within Jesus Christ. Theodoret inherited this from his masters, Diodore
and Theodore. Therefore, in his Christology one may expect and indeed find a consistent
accentuation of the ‘retained properties’. The fundamental point behind this concept is
the awareness that the union of the human nature with the Word involves a relationship
between a created and an uncreated reality utterly unique and unrepeatable in the history
of the world.
The basic difference between the two natures is therefore seen from the perspective of
their origin, i.e. through unconditioned self-existence and creation respectively. This is
why our author was so eager to evince the differences between Creator and creation in De
Trinitate; this is why one encounters regularly the usual antonyms within his
Christological descriptions: ‘created-uncreated’, ‘mortal-immortal’, ‘corruptibleincorruptible’, ‘passible-impassible’, ‘temporal-eternal’, ‘humble-glorious’, ‘inferiorsuperior’, ‘changing-unchanging’, ‘alterable-unalterable’ etc.
Whilst discussing the reasons behind the emphasis laid upon the difference between the
properties of the natures one element must be given special attention, namely the notion
of divine impassibility. The eagerness of earlier fathers and thus of Theodoret to maintain
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the impassible character of the Word and of the divine fu/sij and ou>si/a of the Trinity
was addressed on several occasions by modern scholarship, frequently resulting in a
negative judgement.285 It was perhaps too often suggested also that the entire idea of
God’s impassibility is alien to Christian doctrine and was chiefly a servile adoption of
Greek philosophy by the Antiochenes.286
Regarding Theodoret’s oeuvre in general and De incarnatione in particular I assess that
an adopted philosophical main argument concerning divine impassibility is too weak a
ground to motivate all his Christological concerns. The emphasis upon the full humanity
of Christ as the common link between Him and us seems to occupy at least an equally
important place within his theological system, as is evident for example in the
Temptation-story. We shall see it in the section concerning the subject of predication
also.
Further, I am not entirely convinced that the widespread charge of exclusive
philosophical origin of divine a>pa/ceia adopted indeed by most fathers is a fully valid
one. As H. Chadwick already suggested, the effect and importance of the centuries-long
Christian criticism of the pagan gods possessed by human weaknesses and passions
cannot be ignored.287 This is obviously true in a more accentuated manner for the author
of the Graecarum affectionum curatio, which is widely regarded as being the last great
early Christian apologetic work. It seems to construe better with Theodoret’s thinking
that beside his awareness of the issue’s philosophical implications, his idea of God’s
impassibility is aimed also at preserving, as it were, God’s moral integrity over against
the pagan gods, who are subject to all kinds of passions. Kallistos T. Ware provides a
very interesting account of Theodoret’s concept of human pa/coj together with its
philosophical connections (including Plato, Aristotle and even Philo), yet he does not
conclude that the entire theological thinking of the Bishop of Cyrus was necessarily
under the influence of philosophy to the extent to which I think John J. O’Keefe
suggested it to be.288
There is another aspect of the issue concerning divine impassibility which I reckon was
often ignored or not investigated in detail, especially when formulated as a charge against
Antiochene Christology. Although it sounds almost absurd, the question relates to the
proper meaning of divine a>pa/ceia itself. Those who condemn this term often interpret it
as being unsuitable for God, since it removes His ability for compassion, pity, love etc.
The chief misunderstanding here is that God’s a>pa/ceia as it appears in Theodoret has
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nothing to do with the English word ‘apathy’. If any of the ancient theologians could
express vividly God’s mercy towards humankind to the extent of sending His own Son to
the cross, the Bishop of Cyrus was surely one of them. His idea of divine a>pa/ceia does
not imply by any means God’s incapability of partaking in our sufferings, even less His
lack of empathy. This suggestion is contradicted e.g. by Chs. 7, 8, 13, 26, as well as by
Ch. 23, where the entire motive of the oikonomia is God’s commiseration with the fallen
humankind.
The meaning of the term is rather different: it also targets the passions to which human
beings and pagan gods are subjected, but more importantly it concerns God’s
immutability. If God – and thus the Word of God, i.e. Christ also – could be shown as
being ‘passionate’ in the sense of being influenced by the moment and not rather being
‘the same yesterday, today and forever’, then He would unavoidably be subject to time
(since changes happen in time), and would cease to be eternal and absolute. This indeed
has nothing to do with His empathy towards us, since these are part of His very own
eternal self and not brought about by some turn of events. His very nature is to love His
creation and does not need ‘passion’ to bring this feeling about. In fact, commiseration is
the immutable and consistent character of His own Person, since He is merciful even
when having to reprehend and He ‘mixes the punishment with philanthropy’ (col.
1424D). Thus, His a>pa/ceia rather means that His love towards humankind never ceases,
since He does not change. The term is rather meant to safeguard the integrity of the
immutable, almighty and by nature merciful God.
The fact that the idea of God’s impassibility was not a peculiar character of Antiochene
theology but rather a common feature of patristic thought could be documented in some
length. In lack of space I shall provide only two representative examples. The first one is
Pope Leo’s Tomus ad Flavianum 4:
[Filius Dei] impassibilis Deus non dedignatus est homo esse passibilis, et
immortalis mortis legibus subiacere (ACO II, 2, 1, 28).289
Cyril of Alexandria, often held as the champion of ‘orthodox theopaschism’, in his
Epistola dogmatica ad Nestorium writes:
ou>x w<j tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou paco/ntoj ei>j i>di/an fu/sin h& plhga\j h&
diatrh/seij h[lwn h& gou~n ta\ e[tera tw~n trauma/twn* a>pace\j ga\r to\
cei~on, o[ti kai\ a>sw/maton (ACO I, 1, 1, 27; cf. II, 1, 1, 105).

Returning now to the analysis of Theodoret’s Christological model, in order to perceive
his understanding of the properties of both natures we have to analyse his interpretation
of the difference between morfh\ $eou~ and morfh\ dou/lou. We ought to do this the more
so since the author himself observes that each of the heretics (i.e. Arius, Eunomius,
Apollinaris, Marcion and Mani) ‘establishes his audacious and false doctrine based on the
appropriation of this [of Philippians 2:5-7]’ (col. 1428B). In Theodoret’s view concerning
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their concept of two ‘forms’ Arius, Eunomius, Apollinaris and their followers form one
group, since they ‘declare, that the [Pauline expressions] "form of a servant", the
"fashion" [to\ sxh~ma] and the "likeness of man" [to\ o<moi/wma tou~ a>ncrw/pou] signify
the visible [side] of our nature [to\ faino/menon th~j h<mete/raj fu/sewj]’:
From this [Philippians 2:5-7] it is clear, that the form of God remained what it
was [o% h}n], but also took [e]labe] the form of the servant. And he calls ‘form’
not only the appearance [to\ faino/menon] of the man, but the entire human
nature. Therefore, as the form of God signifies the essence of God, since the
Godhead is formless and shapeless, […] thus, the form of the servant does not
indicate only this visible [thing], but the whole essence of the human being
(col. 1425D-1428A).
We observe the careful distinction between the uniting uncreated and created ou>si/ai, a
distinction almost impossible e.g. for Apollinaris. The use of impersonal terms for both
natures have their Pauline origin. The acting subject of Philippians 2:5-7 is ‘Christ Jesus’,
who is already [u<pa/rxwn] in the form of God, and takes on [labw/n] the form of the
servant. Following this pattern, Theodoret applies these two ‘forms’ to the ou>si/ai of the
Godhead and of the manhood. He therefore has to speak in impersonal terms about the
two ‘forms’ (as Paul himself does), since an ou>si/a or a fu/sij does not have a personal
quality in itself. The question whether the one Person of Jesus Christ is therefore a
tertium quid or not in Theodoret’s vision will be discussed in some detail in Chs. 10, 21
and 32 of De incarnatione.290 In Ch. 10 we find an argument similar to the explanation of
the difference between h}n and e>ge/neto already encountered in De Trinitate:
[Paul] does not say that ‘He was made [geno/menoj] in the form of God’, but
that ‘He was [u<pa/rxwn] in the form of God’. Neither does he say, that
[Christ] thought it no robbery to be equal with Himself or equal with angels or
equal with the creation, but he rather says [that he thought it not robbery to be]
equal with God the Father, with [His] Begetter, the unbegun, the unbegotten,
the infinite, the Master of all (col. 1429CD).
The above passage carries the same meaning as Ch. 6 and especially the end of Ch. 8 of
De Trinitate. In Theodoret’s mind the sequence of h}n, of u<pa/rxwn in comparison with
e>ge/neto is the only way that the Incarnation can be conceived and the salvation could be
successful. This is important in order to assure the prevalence of the Word both in the act
of the Incarnation and of salvation. The idea concerning the difference of the natures
within the union bound together with the antithesis of ‘is’ and ‘became’ returns once
again in Ch. 21:
‘To become’ [gene/scai] is contrary to ‘to be’ [ei}nai], because who is the
brightness of the glory and the express image of [God’s] Person, did not
become better than the angels, but is better than them, far more than that: [He
is] their Creator and Master also. But if ‘is’ is opposite to ‘became’, then under
the former we understand the eternal One [to\n a>ei\ o]nta], and under the latter
that which was assumed from us [to\ e>q h<mw~n a>nalhfce/n] and became
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superior to the angels by its union [dia\ e[nwsin] with the One, who assumed it
(col. 1456AB).
This passage together with maintaining the different properties of the natures according
to the e>ne/rgeiai addresses the Word in personal, whereas the assumed humanity in
impersonal terms. One indeed cannot say that Theodoret is consistent in doing this
throughout De incarnatione, yet his usage of terms is sometimes motivated by the
biblical source (like Philippians 2:5-7) and also by his eagerness to counterbalance the
Arian-Apollinarian static picture of Christ’s humanity, which is inadequate for the
soteriological and pastoral goals of the Bishop of Cyrus. Apollinaris did not recognise
Christ’s true humanity: Arius denied His true divinity. Or, as L. Vanyó had more
accurately put it: ‘The crossing point of the theology of Apollinaris and of Arius is that
whilst Arius united the lessened Godhead with the diminished manhood, Apollinaris
united the full Godhead with the diminished manhood.’291 Thus, both heresies operate
with a similarly diminished manhood of Christ. Theodoret’s occasional practice to render
the Saviour’s human nature in concrete terms could partly be interpreted as a reaction to
this incomplete human model of Christ.
An interesting parallel, though, is noteworthy. When refuting ‘the false-named Paul’ –
who unlike Arius and Apollinaris admitted the full humanity of Christ, yet denied His full
divinity – the author renders the Word in personal terms, whilst referring to the humanity
in an impersonal manner:
[Paul of Samosata] on one hand denied the begetting of the Saviour before the
ages, and on the other hand, according to the Jewish thinking, confessed only
the [birth] from the Virgin. Hence the divine Paul teaches that the Word of
God is the One who assumes, and the human nature is that which was assumed
[th\n a>ncrwpei/an fu/sin th\n lhfcei~san]; that the form of God is the preexistent, and the form of the servant is that which was assumed by [the form of
God] [a>p' e>kei/nhj] in the fullness of the times’ (col. 1432A).
It seems on occasion that the use of personal or impersonal terms is partly motivated by
the heretical trend against which a certain passage is directed. Moreover, the author
equals unreservedly the Word of God with the Pauline morfh\ $eou~, thus personifying it
by the ascription of all the actions of the Word.
Once he had defined the terms he is operating with, our author employs them
accordingly. Thus, ‘the form of God’, being the ou>si/a of God, is sometimes used to
represent the Word acting in His divine essence. The same goes for the form of the
servant denoting the human nature. The above passage is a good example for this: the
active subject is the Word (addressed in concrete terms), and the object is the human
nature (addressed in impersonal terms). In the concluding sentence, which is to some
extent a repetitive confirmation of the first, Theodoret uses ‘the form of God’ as being the
active subject (as an equivalent for the Word’s divine essence), whereas the form of the
servant replaces the human nature, addressed again in impersonal terms. This alternate
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way of speaking has both its benefits and its dangers. On one hand it helps the author to
distinguish between the human and the divine attributes of the One Person. On the other
hand, it raises the suspicion of those who in such language might sense a divisive
tendency. What we can observe here is that in order to elucidate some of his mainly
soteriological points, Theodoret often feels compelled to use this kind of language
together with its more or less obvious deficiencies.
The preservation of the attributes of both natures involves our author’s insistence upon
the fact that before, during and after the incarnation neither of the natures were subject to
change. Notably, he raises this point both against Arius and Apollinaris:
Apollinaris, together with Arius and Eunomius can learn again, that the
unchangeable God-Word was not changed into the nature of the flesh [ou>x o<
$eo\j Lo/goj o< a]treptoj ei>j sarko\j fu/sin e>tra/ph], but by assuming our
essence, He achieved our salvation (col. 1432A).
Here again, the Word is the active subject of the Incarnation and of the salvation,
although the author wants to make a distinction between the unchanging and uncreated
divine nature of the Word and that of the created human flesh. The refusal of any troph/
of the Word rejected again in Ch. 32 is meant to uphold His divine impassibility and
immutability, yet without denying Him the achievement of salvation. The language often
depends on the viewpoint of the author. When he looks at the Person of Christ and at His
work, he sees the union (looking, as it were, at the whole picture from outside), whereas
when he enters the details and the internal ‘how’-s of one particular issue involving the
participation of both natures on different levels (e.g. ontological or attributive), he is
more likely to spot the specific properties of the natures. Whilst no alteration of the Word
is admitted, the assumed human nature undergoes a positive change after resurrection.
Theodoret puts the following words into the mouth of the resurrected Master Christ:
He says, ‘in this way, the nature assumed from you has obtained the
resurrection by the indwelling [e>noikh/sei] of and union [e<nw/sei] with the
Godhead, having put off the corruptible [to\ fcarto/n] together with the
passions, entered into incorruptibility and immortality. In the same way you
also shall be released from the burden of the slavery of death, and having cast
off corruption together with the passions [su\n toi~j pa/cesin], you shall put
on impassibility [th\n a>pa/ceian]’ (col.1468D).
I shall return to the expressions ‘indwelling’ and ‘union’ in the terminological section.
Nevertheless, the change of the human nature is quite interesting: it entered [mete/bh] into
incorruptibility and immortality to prefigure our glorious redemption. Christ donates to
His redeemed people something that since the expulsion from Eden was characteristic to
the Godhead only, putting humankind back into the stage it had been before the fall. This
is not at all alien from the Athanasian idea of God becoming human to make us divine or
Augustine’s thought concerning the four stages of humankind according to which after
glorification one is unable to commit sin. Whilst the immutability of the Word has to be
upheld, the change of our nature after redemption is required in order for us to enter
God’s kingdom. Thus, the divine quality of being exempt from passions, which is the
primary meaning of a>pa/ceia for Theodoret, is passed onto the human nature – this is
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perhaps one of the very few occasions when Theodoret can be said to profess a kind of
communicatio idiomatum. The admonition at the end of Ch. 34 refers again to this
received quality: ‘We shall be taught [to perceive] perfection, when we shall not be
harmed by imposture, nor fallen into boasting, but we shall live free from passions’.292
The roles of the terms applied in the Trinitarian doctrine are reversed. There the
u<po/stasij and the pro/swpon carried ta\ i]dia of the divine Persons; in Christology the
ou>si/a and the fu/sij fulfil the same duty. Theodoret sees no other way to preserve these
attributes than to reject any notion involving the alteration of the Word. That is why both
ou>si/ai must remain within their own o[roi – not to restrict as it were the Word’s field of
action but rather to exclude the result of Christ becoming a tertium quid out of the
confusion of the two natures.

4.5.2 Communicatio idiomatum or communicatio onomaton?
The Bishop of Cyrus does not seem to admit or profess any kind of communicatio
idiomatum between the two natures of Christ. The one I have mentioned above refers to
the manhood receiving impassibility after redemption and thus is not directly related to
the general idea of the communication of properties, which is usually applied for the
actions and deeds performed by Jesus Christ before His death and resurrection. Clayton
did not find any evidence of communicatio idiomatum in Theodoret’s oeuvre and
recognises this as a main defect of his Christology. His argument is that the Bishop of
Cyrus merely taught a communicatio onomaton, i.e. a communication of names and titles
which were applied to the common prosopon or outward countenance of Christ instead of
a real union.293 Before addressing the issue of ‘naming’ in the tract it is important to
assess the validity of the idea concerning the communication of properties in Theodoret’s
own time.
I would like to start the discussion with an example. The already quoted passage from De
Trinitate about the Father sending the Son into the world reads:
But if the Father and the Son fill all, then neither did the Father send the Son
to those whom He apparently was away from, nor did the Son go from one
specific place to another. Thus nothing remains, but that the sending [of
Christ] is to be taken as referring to the assumed manhood [ou>kou~n lei/petai
noei~n th~j a>nalhfcei/shj a>ncrwpo/thtoj th\n a>postolh\n ei}nai]
(PG 75, 1168D-1169A).
The issue at stake is the Word’s divine omnipresence. As we have seen, the descending
[kata/basij] of the Word is meant as condescending [sugkata/basij] in Ch. 23 of De
incarnatione. It appears that the property of omnipresence was not given to the manhood,
whereas the property of being limited in one place was not given to the Word. Therefore
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it can be said that the sending refers to the assumed nature. Does this necessarily result in
the manhood becoming a second personal entity within the Person of the Incarnate?
Theodoret would probably have rejected any such thought. Apart from the manhood
being addressed as an object, this passage also suggests that the Logos is united with the
assumed human nature, nevertheless, He is not confined or restricted by it. This does not
presuppose a necessary division in the mind of the author. It is rather his understanding
of the Word being sent into the world as human in opposition to either His being
transformed into human (if we accept the Word’s ou>si/a being limited by the ou>si/a of
the manhood), or to the deification of the manhood (if we uphold Christ’s fleshly
omnipresence). The Word in His infinite divine nature cannot be said to move place, yet
the assumed manhood – with which the Word is inseparably united – can. Theodoret’s
reasoning here points far into the future, anticipating a much later argument concerning
the acceptance or rejection of Christ’s fleshly omnipresence, i.e. the famous extra
Calvinisticum.294 The communicatio idiomatum therefore does not take place, except in
the verbal sense, i.e. Scripture says that the Father sent the Son – which it could only
affirm of the Son incarnate, yet still of the Son. This differentiation between the
Scriptural and doctrinal communicatio idiomatum will become more obvious in the
sixteenth century concerning the ‘figura loquendi’ of the Holy Spirit, as the Helvetic
Reformers labelled communicatio idiomatum, interpreting it exegetically.295
Before continuing, we ought to address a related issue. It can be argued that
communicatio idiomatum is not a mere exchange of the properties between the Word and
the manhood but rather the attribution of the properties of both natures to the one subject
of the incarnation, i.e. to the u<po/stasij of the Word. Although this argument may be
valid indeed, yet it is inapplicable in the time and the case of Theodoret. First, the
doctrine concerning the communication of properties could hardly be considered as
elaborated to such a refined degree in the fifth century. Further, the term u<po/stasij was
not part of Theodoret’s Christological vocabulary, since it had been introduced into the
theology of the Incarnation by none else than Apollinaris himself, who remained the only
theologian using it in Christology before Cyril.296 Grillmeier’s following observation
remains therefore conclusive:
Right up to the Council of Chalcedon, none of the strictly orthodox
theologians succeeded in laying the foundations for such a vindication in the
form of a speculative analysis [i.e. that communicatio idiomatum was, in fact,
a valid standard] (Christ in Christian Tradition, 436).
In assessing Theodoret’s Christological ideas – or in fact anyone else’s – two aspects
ought to be considered: on one hand, to understand him within his own heritage; on the
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other hand, to measure him against the recognised theological standards of his own time.
The first point is important in order to see whether he remained faithful to the tradition he
inherited, or if not, to what extent he broke away from it. The second point is necessary
in order to avoid passing anachronistic charges.
Concerning Theodoret’s accordance with his own theological heritage we can say that he
is very much inside the tradition which professed the unmingled preservation of the
properties of both natures. Amphilochius of Iconium had already taught: a>posw/zwn e>n
au>tw|~ [i.e. in Christ] tw~n du/o fu/sewn tw~n e<terousi/wn a>su/gxuton th\n i>dio/thta.297
In order to comply with the second point of our assessment we need to investigate the
valid theological standards which would give us an idea concerning the generally
accepted contemporary attitude towards the issue of communicatio idiomatum. The most
obvious one is the Chalcedonense itself, which apart from the famous four adverbs
[a>sugxu/twj, a>tre/ptwj, a>diaire/twj, a>xwri/stwj] asserts clearly:
ou>damou~ th~j tw~n fu/sewn diafora~j a>nh|rhme/nhj dia\ th\n e[nwsin,
swzome/nhj de\ ma~llon th~j i>dio/thtoj e<kate/raj fu/sewj (Denz. 302; cf.
Hahn, Bibliothek, 166-67).298

Although the grammatical structure and the recurring ‘One and the same’ in the
Chalcedonense may involve a certain assumption concerning an early form of
communicatio idiomatum, this is rather the safeguarding of the unity of the Person (which
neither side disputed) and not a starting basis for claiming the validity of communicatio
idiomatum – as we have it e.g. in John of Damascus and Thomas Aquinas – as a
recognised standard in 451. What the Chalcedonense primarily claims is that ‘the One
and the same’ is the subject of all actions, nevertheless, without the slightest impairment
done to the properties of either nature. The words ou>damou~ and ma~llon in the above
passage – together with the four adverbs – clearly express this emphasis. Thus, the union
does not remove the differences of the natures at all – or in no way [ou>damou~] – but
rather [ma~llon] the property of each is preserved.
The other universally acknowledged contemporary source, validated by the same council
and which also discusses the issue, is Leo’s Tome 3:
Salva igitur proprietate utriusque naturae et substantiae,299 et in unam
coëunte personam, suscepta est a maiestate humilitas, a virtute infirmitas, ab
aeternitate mortalitas. […] In integra ergo veri hominis perfectaque natura
verus natus est Deus, totus in suis, totus in nostris. […] Proinde qui manens in
forma Dei fecit hominem, idem in forma servi factus est homo. Tenet enim
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sine defectu proprietatem suam utraque natura; et sicut formam servi Dei
forma non adimit, ita formam Dei servi forma non minuit (ACO II, 2, 1, 27 –
my italics).
The limits of the present work do not permit a deeper investigation of the matter, yet the
gathered authoritative evidence is unambiguous. In the first half of the fifth century and
even in 451 both the theological heritage of Theodoret and the universally accepted
standards of faith pronounced themselves clearly against any idea which later became
known as communicatio idiomatum. Further, apart from the impressive elaboration of this
doctrine by John of Damascus and especially by Thomas Aquinas, no ecumenical or
regional church council has ever included this teaching among the elements of fides
recta. Therefore, it is fair to determine that a charge brought against any theologian of the
Ephesian-Chalcedonian period concerning their failure to apply this doctrine in their
Christology is anachronistic. The profession of such a teaching in those years would most
certainly have raised the suspicion of one’s mingling or confusing the natures.300 The
later theological development accepted communicatio idiomatum, although its application
differs quite notably even in the sixteenth century,301 nevertheless the reading back of its
elaborated arguments into this early period is unacceptable.
One idea, however, which is present at the beginning of Ch. 30 in De incarnatione (col.
1469D) concerning the Word appropriating [oi>keiou~tai] ‘the wretchedness [th\n
eu>te/leian] of the form of the servant’, still deserves a brief attention. I shall quote the
whole passage below in relation with the ontological importance of ‘naming’. The
sentence o< $eo\j Lo/goj oi>keiou~tai th~j tou~ dou/lou morfh~j th\n eu>te/leian is
arguably an important step towards the subsequently developed idea of the
communication of properties. This does not necessarily mean that Theodoret applied this
helping doctrine in his Christology with all its later emphases, but rather that the unity of
subject in Christ was a true concern for him also. This ‘appropriation’ of the human
weaknesses by the Word also shows how the ‘One who was hidden’ during the
temptation on one hand ‘did not fight together with the wrestler’, yet, on the other hand
He did not abandon the human nature, but in a certain sense He rather participated in its
suffering, i.e. by this peculiar oi>kei/wsij. The fact that this idea of ‘appropriation’ is not
a hapax legomenon in Theodoret is proven by his Commentary on Isaiah 17:58-59:
e]deiqe [th\n] fu/sin th\n deqame/nhn to\ pa/coj* to\ sw~ma ga\r tw~| staurw|~
proshlw/ch, h< de\ ceo/thj w>|keiou~to to\ pa/coj (SC 315).

Having thus addressed the question of communicatio idiomatum we can proceed now to
analyse Theodoret’s peculiar way of handling the names, titles and appellations referring
to Jesus Christ – which Clayton labelled as a communicatio onomaton.
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The ontological importance of ‘naming’
During the analysis of De Trinitate I have already emphasised the theological relevance
of ‘naming’ for our author. A name is not a mere epithet for Theodoret: it is ontologically
proper to its bearer and thus becomes a theological statement whenever it is applied,
especially if the appellation derives from Scripture. The name often ‘teaches’ us
something. Perhaps it is useful to review a few representative occurrences of ‘naming’
from the first tract with a little paraphrase:
Ch. 4: [God the Father] since ever He is – yet He is eternally – Father He both
is and is called [a>f' ou{per e]stin a>ei\ de\ e]sti, Path\r kai\ e]sti kai\
kalei~tai] (col. 1152A). – If He is called so, He is Father indeed.
Ch. 6: [the apostles] labelled [proshgo/reusan] nowhere [in the Scripture] the
honourable Child [ge/nnhma] of God a creature [kti/sma] (col. 1153B). – If
they did not label Him a creature, He is not a creature.
Ch. 10: The Word is also named [o>noma/zetai] Son […] He is called
[kalei~tai] God as well […] the term Firstborn is the name of the oikonomia
(col. 1157D-1160A). – Thus, the Word is both Son and God.
Ch. 11: That is why [the Scripture] uses these names [of Father and Son] so
that from them we would learn the sameness [of their holders] [i[na e>k tw~n
o>noma/twn ma/cwmen th\n tauto/thta] (col. 1161C). – The names themselves
teach us the sameness.
Ch. 24: If those who received the grace of the Spirit in a greater or smaller
measure are indeed called [o>noma/zontai] temples of God, from this
appellation we shall conclude that [the Holy Spirit] is akin [to the Father and
the Son] [e>k th~j proshgori/aj noh/somen th\n sugge/neian] (col. 1181D). –
This is one of the most eloquent examples showing the extent of the
ontological relevance of biblical appellations.
Title of Ch. 27: o[ti a>kti/stwj e>k $eou~ to\ Pneu~ma to\ a[gion, dio\ kai\
ai>w/nion kalei~tai (col. 1188A). – The Spirit is eternal, because the Scripture
calls Him so.
These examples already give an impression about Theodoret’s biblical rationale: if
Scripture uses a specific name to denote a person, this ought to be taken as being
appropriate in an ontological sense also. ‘Naming’ is present throughout the second
treatise and not only concerning Jesus Christ. The variety of verbs used is noteworthy:
a>pokale/w, dida/skw, kale/w, le/gw, o>noma/zw, prosagoreu/w, xrhmati/zw. I shall
present a few representative examples from De incarnatione.
Ch. 3 of De incarnatione is consecrated to the explanation of Adam’s naming. Based on
the Hebrew meaning of ‘adamah’ our author argues that after having created man in His
own image, ‘God gave him the name of his nature’ [ti/chsin au>tw~| to\ th~j fu/sewj
o]noma]. The main reason for doing so was to avoid Adam becoming over-confident and
conceited by the peak of masterhood he was raised to by his Creator. Therefore God
raised an obstacle against Adam’s haughty thoughts exactly by calling him ‘Adam’ – i[na
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e>k th~j proshgori/aj e>nnow~n th\n sugge/neian, kai\ ta\j a>forma\j th~j fu/sewj
logizo/menoj. Thus, man ‘would behold his ancestry, the dust [to\n pro/gonon xou~n] in
front of his eyes, and would know himself [e<auto\n me\n gnwri/zh|].’ This is Theodoret’s
way of saying gnw~ci seauto/n. Adam begins to know his very own self through the
name given to him by his Creator. The name in this case comprises the main ontological
difference between Creator and creature. Theodoret regards the naming of the first man
‘Adam’ as being God’s first providential act towards him (col. 1421BC).

At the end of Ch. 23 ‘on one hand the mother is called Virgin, on the other hand the
Virgin is labelled mother,302 because she conjoins both the opposite names as well as
things’. Here the author suggests that the biblical appellation – although it might be
unusual or beyond our understanding – does not lose its ontological validity.
Let us move onto the appellations concerning Jesus Christ. In Ch. 20 we read:
For if the child within the Virgin received this appellation [i.e. Emmanuel], it
is clear, that He was God and man simultaneously, being one and having
received the other, perfect in each respect. By the [expression] ‘with us’ the
perfection of the human is shown, because each of us possesses the human
nature perfectly. Hence by ‘God’, with the addition of the article, the Son’s
Godhead is acknowledged (col. 1453C).
Thus, the biblical appellation ‘Emmanuel’ is an ontological proof for our author that
Jesus Christ is truly human and divine, kac' e<ka/teron te/leioj, preserving the Pauline
sequence of u<pa/rxwn and labw/n. As the author says, Paul preaches the unity of the
Person [pro/swpon], ‘that is why he names [prosagoreu/ei] Jesus Christ both human and
God’ (Ch. 22, col. 1460A). In fact, the very juxtaposition of ceoto/koj and
a>ncrwpoto/koj, from which Theodoret will draw back after his letter to the Eastern
monks in 431-32, does not express anything else than this simultaneous recognition of
the double o<moou/sia of the same Christ:
Therefore concerning the theology nobody should be afflicted by unbelief,
nobody should be lame [in faith] about the dispensation,303 but according to
both [teachings] one should confess, that the Christ born of Mary is God as
well as man. That is why the holy Virgin is named both God-bearer and manbearer [ceoto/koj kai\ a>ncrwpoto/koj] by the teachers of piety [u<po\ tw~n
th~j eu>sebei/aj didaska/lwn],304 the latter because she bore [someone]
302

Vat. 841: kai\ parce/non mhte/ra kaloume/nhn (PG 75, 1461B). Nicetas had: kai\ parce/non me\n th\n
mhte/ra kaloume/nhn, mhte/ra de\ th\n parce/non prosagoreuome/nhn (PG 84, 68B).
303
This last Ch. 35 is the closure of both works, in which the term ceologi/a refers to De Trinitate, i.e. ‘the
teaching about God’, whilst oi>konomi/a represents De incarnatione.
304
Theodoret refers here to Diodore and Theodore. The latter in his treatise On the Incarnation writes: ‘And because
they ask: "Is Mary man-bearer or God-bearer?" – we say: both (a>mfo/tera). One [man-bearer] because of the nature
of things, and the other [God-bearer] because of the relation [a>nafora/]. Man-bearer according to the nature,
because there was a man in Mary’s womb, [who] then came out of there. But God-bearer, because God was in the
born man, not around him according to the nature, but within him according to the character of [good]
will/understanding [kata\ th\n sxe/sin th~j gnw/mhj].’ See H. B. Swete, ed., Theodori Episcopi Mopsuesteni in
Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1880-82), II, 310. Cf. Nestorius’s
Sermon 18 on the Divine Incarnation (12 Dec. 430): ‘ceoto/koj dico et addo et to\ a>ncrwpoto/koj […] The entire

Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione 145

similar to her by nature, the former, inasmuch as the form of the servant has
the form of God united [to it].
This arguably justifiable juxtaposition was indeed not germane to Theodoret’s thinking.
After signing the Formula (which did not contain the term a>ncrwpoto/koj in its original
form of Sept. 431 drawn up by him either) and realising the extent to which it was
discredited because of being attached to the name of Nestorius, the Bishop of Cyrus
simply does not use the term at all and he defends this later abandonment in Letter 16.
Cyril refused to compromise excluding any orthodox interpretation of this conjunction
e.g. in his Letter 50 to Valerianus:
o<molo/ghsan ga\r kai\ au>toi\ mec’' h<mw~n, o[ti kai\ ceoto/koj e>sti\n h< a<gi/a
Parce/noj, kai\ ou> prose/cesan, o[ti Xristoto/koj e>sti/n, h]
a>ncrwpoto/koj, kaca/ fasin oi< Nestori/ou ta\ du/sthna kai\ a>po/ptusta
doqa/ria cerapeu/ontej (PG 70, 276).

One of Theodoret’s most interesting ways of applying the biblical appellations
ontologically upon the Person of Christ is found in the current Ch. 29. Here, the second
overlooked chapter title is in a close theological parallel with the next one:
The overlooked title within the text of Ch. 29:

The title of the current Ch. 30:

Ui<o\j a>ncrw/pou o< proaiw/nioj tou~ $eou~ o[ti Ui<o\j h< tou~ dou/lou morfh\ dia\ th\n
Lo/goj hu>do/khsen o>noma/zescai
suna/feian w<sau/twj prosagoreu/etai

(col. 1469C)
The eternal Word of God was pleased to be
named Son of Man

(col. 1469D)
The form of the servant is called similarly
‘Son’ because of the conjunction

The parallelism of the theological terms contained within the two statements is obvious.
While the first title speaks of ‘the Word being called the Son of Man’, the second deals
with ‘the form of the servant named Son [of God]’. Thus, Ui<o\j a>ncrw/pou is matched
with Ui<o\j [$eou~], and o< proaiw/nioj $eo\j Lo/goj with h< tou~ dou/lou morfh/. The
term o< proaiw/nioj is the counterpart of suna/feia: whilst the Word is timeless and
eternal, His conjunction with the manhood happened in a certain moment of time. Thus,
the ‘form of the servant’ is and can be called ‘Son’ only after this conjunction had been
effected. The Logos as the subject within the Person of Christ is shown by the fact that
whilst in the first title, He [i.e. the Word] ‘was pleased’ [hu>do/khsen] to be called Son of
Man, in the second sentence the ‘form of the servant’ is simply ‘called’, ‘addressed’ or
even ‘labelled’ [prosagoreu/etai] similarly ‘Son [of God]’ because of its conjunction
with the Word.
The adverb w<sau/twj [in the title of Ch. 30] referring to the verb prosagoreu/etai points
back to the verb o>noma/zescai within the overlooked title. The treatise De incarnatione
itself is abundant in such examples, since it is part of Theodoret’s writing style to express
the two sides of a given issue by parallel chapters and titles. In this case, the framework
had the role of evincing its twofold message.305

confession of orthodoxy is, that we together with ceoto/koj also pronounce a>ncrwpoto/koj'. Loofs, Nestoriana,
191, cf. 181-82, 297-313. Cf. Ibid, 353.
305
I. Pásztori-Kupán, ‘An unnoticed title’, 108-9.
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Clayton had labelled this aspect of Theodoret’s Christology as ‘communicatio onomaton’
(‘Theodoret’, 239-40), i.e. a mere outward communication of names and titles between
the Godhead and the manhood sharing the one common pro/swpon or outward
countenance joined by a mechanical suna/feia instead of a true communicatio
idiomatum within an ontological e[nwsij. As far as the evidence goes, the doctrine of
communicatio idiomatum was not part of the accepted theological standards of the time.
Nevertheless, the objection remains valid: is a communication of names enough to secure
a real union? If not, then Theodoret’s manner of conceiving the model of Christ could be
labelled almost as a kind of Christological Sabellianism, i.e. that both natures use the
outward countenance of the shared pro/swpon as their common proswpei~on or mask
without really participating in the actions of the other. Let us quote Theodoret on the
matter:
Not that which was of the seed of David306 descended from heaven, but the
Maker [of all], the timeless Word of God, who is existent before the ages.
Because of the union with the human [nature] [dia\ de\ th\n pro\j to\
a>ncrw/pinon e[nwsin] He takes on [lamba/nei] the name of the Son of Man.
[…] [John 5:27-29] This is not the attribute [to\ i]dion] of the mere [yilh~j]
humanity, but of the inworking Godhead [th~j e>nergou/shj ceo/thtoj] and
therefore also of the visible humanity because of its conjunction [suna/feia]
and union [e[nwsij] with the Godhead (col. 1469CD).
It is important to note here that Mai’s erroneous reading conferred a personhood to the
seed of David, whilst the manuscript refers to it in impersonal terms. The passage
therefore is fully susceptible to an orthodox interpretation. Nevertheless, the occasional
practice of personifying the manhood is indeed one of the most vulnerable points of
Theodoret’s Christology and if we disregard the soteriological reasons behind it, it can be
interpreted as heterodoxy. Nevertheless, we need to consider that for our author the
acceptance of ‘the seed of David descending from heaven’ (although in this case it is a
‘what’) is equivalent to Docetism, i.e. the denial of Christ’s true humanity, against which
he fought all along. The second sentence speaks of the Word being in e[nwsij with the
manhood. As a result, it is the Word who takes the appellation Son of Man. This title is
proper to the Word on account of the union and it cannot be denied to Him after the
incarnation. The great concern behind this entire manner of speech is to maintain a union
without confusion, despite the fact that the seemingly antithetic names become entirely
proper to the Word after the union with the manhood. The last quoted sentence almost
accepts a communicatio idiomatum between the natures on account of the union – since
Theodoret almost seems to say that ‘Son of Man’ is more appropriate of ceo/thj –
nevertheless, these properties are attributed and not ontologically proper to the uniting
Godhead and manhood. Thus, each nature necessarily retains its own properties while
forming one Person, who is the incarnate Logos. The other side of the coin is presented in
Ch. 30:
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Mai’s reading of Vat. gr. 841 is erroneous here, since he edited: ou>x o< e>k spe/rmatoj Dabi\d, whilst the
manuscript reads: ou> to\ e>k spe/rmatoj Dabi\d.
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Thus the Word of God appropriates [oi>keiou~tai] the wretchedness [th\n
eu>te/leian] of the form of the servant and [although] being [u<pa/rxwn] God,
He wants to be called man [a]ncrwpoj h>ce/lhsen o>noma/zescai]. And as He
shared [mete/labe] in the humility [tapeinw~n] of the man, in the same fashion
He confers [metade/dwke] on Him exaltation. For the infant [bre/foj] of the
Virgin is called Emmanuel; the one swathed in swaddling clothes, sucking the
breast and being nurtured with milk is called Angel of great counsel,
marvellous counsellor, mighty God, ruler, prince of peace, Father of the
coming age, Son of the Highest, Saviour, Lord and Creator of all. For he says,
‘One Lord Jesus Christ, through whom all [things are]’307 (col. 1469D1472A).
Here Theodoret speaks about o< $eo\j Lo/goj making the wretchedness and the humility
of human existence His own. This idea of oi>kei/wsij is worthy of our attention, since (as
mentioned above) one may indeed say that it was arguably the closest point to a certain
kind of communicatio idiomatum in Theodoret’s Christology. As it appears in the text,
this appropriation happens simultaneously with the Word’s acceptance to be called man,
which again reinforces the ontological function of naming. Further, Mai’s Latin
translation can be misleading here, since it translates mete/labe with ‘assumpsit’, whereas
it means more a partaking in humility, which is a truly human experience. The ‘exchange
of experiences’ between divinity and humanity is expressed with the use of the same
preposition (meta/) for both actions: on one hand the God-Word partakes (mete/labe) in
the humility of man, on the other hand He confers (metade/dwke) exaltation on the man.
The key issue is the common participation in humility and exaltation of both natures,
since our own redemption and glorification depends on the exaltation of Christ’s
humanity, which is the common link between Him and us.308 This is why after the
redemption Theodoret can more comfortably assert that the human nature received
impassibility, since for him that is the true archetype of our own glorification. Thus, the
appropriateness (cf. again with oi>keio/w) of the glorious titles given already to the Infant
of the Virgin will become evident in the moment of the human nature’s glorification. The
name ‘One Lord Jesus Christ’ describes this unparalleled union, the peculiarities of
which are emphasised for soteriological reasons. The sharing of the names is not
necessarily a mechanical process, on the contrary: we understand the reason of the
application of seemingly contradicting names to the one Lord Jesus Christ from the
perspective of the already accomplished atonement. We can see Him being $eo\j
i>sxuro/j already in infancy because we contemplate the entire inseparable union from the
glorious perspective of His victory. This oi>konomikw~j manner of understanding the
biblical titles of Christ as ontologically proper to Him from a primarily eschatological
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See 1 Corinthians 8:6. Cf. Romans 11:36 and Colossians 1:16.
It is interesting to observe that whilst for Theodoret the common link between Christ and us is His human nature,
e.g. for Cyril it is His divine nature through the participation of the Holy Spirit either in a baptismal or eucharistic
sense: ‘Here, behold, I pray, man’s nature anointed with the grace of the Holy Spirit in Christ as the firstfruits, and
crowned with the highest honours [...] possessing the glorious privilege of adoption, we have been made partakers of
the divine nature by the communication of the Holy Spirit’ (Smith, A Commentary on Luke by Cyril, 50). This is
very significant in respect to the soteriological background of their Christological statements.
308
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viewpoint (see e.g. the title Path\r tou~ me/llontoj ai>w~noj applied to the infant) can be
observed concerning the names ‘Jesus’ and ‘Christ’ also:
Truly the names ‘Jesus’ and ‘Christ’ are significant of the dispensation [th~j
oi>konomi/aj ei>si\ shmantika/]. And the dispensation happened neither before
the creation, nor immediately after the creation, but in the last days. Therefore
the name ‘Christ’ indicates not only the assumed one [to\n lhfce/nta mo/non],
but also the assuming Word together with the assumed (for it is significant for
both God and the man). Paul attributes [a>nati/chsi] the creation and
arrangement of all to the visible also, because of the union [e[nwsij] with that
which was hidden [to\ krupto/menon]. That is why elsewhere he calls
[prosagoreu/ei] the Christ God above all also, saying: [Romans 9:5]. Not
because the descendant [a>po/gonoj] of David is God by himself [au>to\j kac'
au>to/n] and God above all, but because he was the temple [nao/j] of the God
who is over all, having the divinity united [h<nwme/nhn] and conjoined
[sunhmme/nhn] with himself (col. 1472AB).
Therefore, our view of the oikonomia has an undeniable eschatological dimension which
primarily enables us to perceive the appellations applied to the Person of Christ in
ontological sense. The fact that the name ‘Christ’ indicates both the assuming and the
assumed nature raises the suspicion whether the author understands it merely as being an
ornamental epithet, i.e. a title of the common pro/swpon to which everything can be
ascribed as to a more or less tertium quid. The text above helps us to clarify two relevant
points: first, that whatever name or title is given to the Incarnate Christ becomes proper
to Him ontologically based on the authority of Scripture. Christ is not a tertium quid,
since Paul attributes the creation to the visible [tw~| o<rwme/nw|] also.309 The second
observation is that for the sake of preserving the union unmingled and unconfused, the
author distinguishes between the application of the biblical titles and of the properties of
the natures respectively. It may be said that the names are valid ontologically, whereas
the properties are ascribed to the natures attributively, i.e. on the account of the union.
Therefore there is a communicatio onomaton indeed, but this derives from the biblical
narrative and is applied with ontological authority within the eschatological standpoint.
The communicatio idiomatum is missing, yet that – at least for our author and for the
theological standards of his time – would mean the acceptance of a degree of confusion
of the natures. This is why Christ is indeed God above all according to Paul’s words, yet
not because His humanity as the seed of David is divine au>to\j kac' au>to/n.310 The
above passage is meant chiefly to exclude such mingling – as a result, it carries the risk
of becoming open to a subsequent negative interpretation.
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Cf. with Letter 147, written in early 451: o< Ku/rioj h<mw~n >Ihsou~j Xristo\j ou>k a]llo pro/swpo/n e>sti
para\ to\n Ui<o\n th~j Tria/doj plhrwtiko/n. o< ga\r au>to\j pro\ me\n tw~n ai>w/nwn Ui<o\j h}n Monogenh\j kai\
$eo\j Lo/goj, meta\ de\ th\n e>nancrw/phsin w>noma/sch kai\ >Ihsou~j kai\ Xristo/j, a>po\ tw~n pragma/twn
ta\j proshgori/aj deqa/menoj (SC 111, 206).
310
This differentiation was further refined by scholasticism when the ascription of a certain property to Jesus Christ
was inadmissible in the cases where He was qualified ‘reduplicative formaliter’: for example, one could not say that
‘Christ as Man is God’ or that ‘what belongs to the human nature can be predicated of the divine nature’. These
were heterodox statements even in the time of Thomas Aquinas (Summa Theologica III, Q16, A11 and A5).
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The fact that the manhood in the above text is called ‘man’ draws attention to a peculiar
way in which Theodoret conceives the incarnation. The humanity is addressed sometimes
in concrete terms in the treatise, yet exclusively so after its union with the Word. The
reason for this can be found again in the title ‘Christ’ which indicates both natures and
returns in Ch. 32:
For the one conjoined with the other [ca/teron ga\r cate/rw| sunafce/n]311 is
named Christ, whereas the bare [yilh/] form of the servant stripped of the
Godhead [gumnh\ tugxa/nousa th~j ceo/thtoj] was never called so [e>klh/ch]
by the teachers of piety (col. 1472D).
Apart from the obvious Arian danger of calling Christ a mere man Theodoret tries to
avoid here another idea, namely that the humanity might be regarded as being worthy in
itself of the name ‘Christ’. If the name ‘Christ’ is denied to the bare form of the servant,
it is because the human nature does not deserve this appellation by itself ontologically.
Thus, the relevance of ontological ‘naming’ is expressed again. The humanity is raised to
a ‘personal’ status only after its union with the Word and is addressed in concrete terms
accordingly (i.e. only after the union), although the mature Theodoret will gradually
abandon this practice also. The suspicion concerning the names ‘Jesus’ and ‘Christ’ as
being mere titles of the shared outward prosopon (thus denoting a tertium quid resulting
from the union of God and man) is contradicted by Theodoret’s Letter 147 to John the
oeconomus written in early 451:
o< ga\r au>to\j pro\ me\n tw~n ai>w/nwn Ui<o\j h}n monogenh\j kai\ $eo\j Lo/goj,
meta\ de\ th\n e>nancrw/phsin w>noma/sch kai\ >Ihsou~j kai\ Xristo/j, a>po\
tw~n pragma/twn ta\j proshgori/aj deqa/menoj. >Ihsou~j me\n ga\r Swth\r
e<rmhneu/etai […] Xristo\j de\ ke/klhtai, w<j kata\ to\ a>ncrw/peion tw~|
Pneu/mati tw~| panagi/w| xriscei/j, kai\ xrhmati/saj a>rxiereu\j h<mw~n, kai\
a>po/stoloj, kai\ profh/thj, kai\ basileu/j. […] Mhdei\j toi/nun a>noh/twj
a]llon tina\ to\n Xristo\n nomize/tw para\ to\n Ui<o\n to\n monogenh~ (SC
111, 206-207).

This is perhaps one of the clearest explanations of Theodoret’s ontological communicatio
onomaton. The Word is called ‘Jesus’ and ‘Christ’ after the inhumanation, being anointed
according to the humanity by the Spirit and taking on His triple office for our sake: highpriest, apostle and prophet as well as King. The use of the name ‘Christ’ by Theodoret
may sound suspicious, yet our author firmly states that ou>k a]lloj e>sti\n o< Xristo\j
para\ to\n monogenh~ Ui<o\n tou~ $eou~ (SC 111, 202). Of course, his Christological
standard remains as it were a ‘finitum non capax infiniti’. His consistency can be seen at
the beginning of Ch. 24 also:
Thus was the Master Christ born […] (for after the birth it would not be
correct to call Him only God-Word or man stripped of Godhead, but Christ,
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According to the Syriac text of Severus’ Contra Grammaticum, the expression sunafce/n should be inserted
after ca/teron ga\r cate/rw|. I am indebted to Dr. Paul Parvis for this correction based on CSCO, Scr. Syri, Series
Quarta, V, 257, line 19. Lebon’s Latin translation of the fragment is the following: ‘altera namque alteri coniuncta,
Christus nominatur’ (my italics). Ibid., 181, lines 6-7.
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which indicates [dhloi~] both the assuming and the assumed natures) (col.
1461B).
The main reason for applying the biblical titles to Jesus Christ therefore is to keep the
integrity of both natures within the union. The eschatological-ontological communication
of names may not have been the ultimate solution to the problem, yet it was perhaps one
of the farthest points an Antiochene theologian could go towards a real union in Christ in
the fifth century. Since the communication of properties was not a valid standard in
Theodoret’s heritage and his time – therefore it was not a viable option for him either.
Whether this resulted in a too loose connection between the two natures or not is the
following subject of our investigation.

4.5.3 The subject of predication
This section is consecrated to the analysis of a few representative passages of De
incarnatione where the author arguably introduces ‘a second subject’ of predication
within the Person of Christ or at least ascribes important words and deeds within
salvation history to the manhood often addressed in concrete terms. This is one of the
most controversial aspects of Theodoret’s early Christology, the more so since his
generally constant attitude seems to have undergone a change in the mode of expression
after Ephesus. This touches particularly the concrete designations for the human nature
which seem to fade out during the years of theological maturation. Nevertheless, since
these concrete designations play an important role in the soteriology and Christology of
De incarnatione, I shall try to give them an equitable place within the analysis.
It is also important to note that whilst we have some standards to measure Christological
orthodoxy, we do not possess any concerning soteriological orthodoxy. A different
soteriological scheme, however, leads to different questions and answers, shaping one’s
Christology accordingly. For example the two assertions: ‘only God can save the fallen
humankind’ and ‘the same nature has to show obedience and undergo the punishment
which trespassed’ are similarly acceptable, yet if both were taken as valid soteriological
starting points they would almost certainly result in Christological differences. I cannot
enter the details of this issue, yet I would like to refer the reader to the excellent article of
D. F. Winslow, from which I quote:
There is the need further to determine both why the Fathers said what they did
as well as to assess what they said with critical attention to its implications visà-vis the Christian faith. [...] Why are we more comfortably disposed to the
language of personal relationship than to the language of satisfaction and
propitiation? What leads some of us to react negatively to dramatic
interpretations of Christ’s victory over the demons and to react more
positively toward His victory over sin and death? There is no soteriological
‘orthodoxy’ to guide us, no credal assertions, no uniform tradition.312
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D. F. Winslow, ‘Soteriological "Orthodoxy" in the Fathers’, SP, 15 (1984), 393-95 (p. 394).
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As signalled above during the discussion of the human soul we have to return to the
Temptation-story, more precisely to its conclusion. We have already assessed that the
Pauline analogy of the first and the second Adam is crucial for Theodoret’s
understanding of Christ’s human suffering, temptation and obedience. We have seen that
the Word ‘permits hunger to occur’, and that Christ ‘hides’ His divinity upon hearing
Satan speak, moments which attest the Word’s presence. Nevertheless, it is important
from the viewpoint of God’s justice that the humanity has to be given the same chance
once more as in Eden, to freely say ‘no’ to the devil. This is undoubtedly a very subtle
and peculiarly Antiochene point emerging from the synoptic narrative itself. This has
been the case for Theodoret’s masters as well. As Anastos observes,
Theodore wished to emphasise the perfect humanity of Christ. He was careful
to insist that Christ was without blemish, but he deemed it essential for the
salvation of mankind that Christ should have been free to choose evil and to
sin had he wished to do so.313
This is exactly the point to which Alexandria would not go: Christ cannot be even
supposed to have had the possibility to choose otherwise than He did. It seems to me that
this is Theodoret’s way of understanding it also – that is why he underlines so diligently
Christ’s complete sinlessness – but he wants to evade the other difficulty, namely that
Christ did not play a divine game upon the earth, that He had a truly free, sinless human
will and that His temptation and sufferings were completely real and human, otherwise
the whole salvation is in jeopardy, since God cannot be tempted. This is in fact the
argument within the devil’s shockingly dramatic discourse:
Because if the God-Word replaced the intellect in that which was assumed [h}n
a>nti\ nou~ e>n tw~| lhfce/nti], even the devil could find some justified excuses,
and reasonably might say: ‘Ruler and Creator of everything, I did not begin
the fight against You, because I know Your dignity, I am aware of [Your]
might, and recognise [Your] authority. I acknowledge my servitude even
suffering from rebelliousness. I yield victory even to the angels and to all the
heavenly hosts, [although] once I, the miserable one, had been also one of
them. Hence, I started the fight against this one, whom You formed out of
clay, created after Your image, honoured with reason [e>ti/mhsaj tw~| lo/gw|],314
made the citizen [poli/thj] of paradise and presented [as] the ruler of earth
and sea. This one I have defeated by using deceit, not force [tou~ton, a>pa/th|
xrhsa/menoj, ou>k a>na/gkh|, neni/khka].315 Up till today I am still the one who
defeats [him], prostrates [him] and sends [him] to death. Bring this one to the
arena [ei>j to\ sta/dion] and command him to fight with me, be the spectator
[ceath/j] and judge [a>gwnoce/thj] of the combat Yourself. Even be his trainer
if You want [paidotri/bou poiei~n], teach him to fight, show him the holds of
success, anoint him as You wish, just do not fight together with the wrestler
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[mo/non mh\ summaxh/sh|j palai/onti]. I am not so audacious and mindless to
attempt fighting against You, the Creator.’ The devil could have justly told
this to the Saviour Christ, if He were not man [properly], but [only] God,
fighting in place of man [ei]per ou>k a]ncrwpoj h}n, a>lla\ $eo/j, o< a>nti\
a>ncrw/pou palai/wn]. (col. 1444AC).
This is one of the most famous and perhaps one of the most disputed passages from De
incarnatione, which caused a long-term suspicion concerning the orthodoxy of its author
starting from his own days up till recent scholarship. It was quoted in greater part and
criticised by Marius Mercator. Garnier included it in his Auctarium (see PG 84, 81C84B), whilst considering Theodoret a Nestorian. Two renowned scholars of our time, H.
M. Diepen and Jean Daniélou, have crossed swords heavily over this selfsame passage.
Paul Parvis and Paul B. Clayton316 commented on it in their doctoral theses. Thus, before
proceeding with its analysis, I shall try to summarise at least the main lines represented
by modern scholarship.
Diepen and Clayton seem to follow Mercator’s and Garnier’s judgement, forming the
category of those condemning Theodoret severely for his ‘two-subject Christology’ and
dissolving Christ’s hypostatic union. As Diepen writes about the above passage:
En ce texte, Théodoret ne nie pas la divinité de Jésus-Christ. Nestorius luimême ne l’a jamais fait, pas en ces termes du moins. Mais Théodoret, comme
Nestorius, nie la divinité de celui qui, en Jésus-Christ, a lutté contre le diable,
o< palai/wn. Or, c’est précisement sous cette forme subtile, très différente des
simplifications de Cassien, que le nestorianisme a été condamné au concile
d’Éphèse. L’anathème – et quel anathème! – a porté sur l’introduction
implicite et subreptice de deux sujets d’attribution dans un Christ, un Fils, un
Seigneur Jésus-Christ. Par une confusion fatale, Théodoret, comme Nestorius
encore, englobe dans une même reprobation la folie d’Apollinaire et de dogme
d’Éphèse. Et si le R. P. [Jean Daniélou] me reprochait de ne pas être sensible à
la beauté d’un texte où l’on trouve déjà une ‘psychologie humaine du Christ’
formellement esquissée, je réponds que cet avantage est payé trop cher, son
prix étant l’union hypostatique et le sens même du mystère.317
Clayton shares this opinion and does not see any evolution within Theodoret’s
Christology until the end of his life and depicts him as an inconvertible crypto-Nestorian.
Despite the fact that Diepen’s argument concerning the condemnation of Nestorianism in
Ephesus in its ‘subtle form’ is difficult to accept when one considers the atmosphere and
the hurry in which the first sessions of Cyril’s council were conducted, and despite his
reference to Cyril’s fourth anathema, which was flatly contradicted by the Formula of
Reunion signed by Cyril himself, and despite the fact that the Cyrilline anathemas cannot
be regarded as being the commonly agreed theological standard of the EphesianChalcedonian period (since Chalcedon did not formally approve them),318 we should still
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admit that the French scholar raises a real Christological concern regarding the unity of
subject in the above text.
Although agreeing about the heterodoxy of the quoted passage, Paul Parvis argues that a
later development in Theodoret’s thinking and terminology did in fact occur:
‘Only do not fight on the side of the wrestler.’ [...] This is meant to exclude
Apollinarianism, but it excludes much else as well. Cyril would undoubtedly
have thought that the admonition mo/non mh\ summaxh/sh|j palai/onti was a
piece of truly diabolic theology, and it must be presumed that the Theodoret of
the Commentary, who is careful to make the subject of the saving acts the
Incarnate and not simply the assumed nature, would not himself have endorsed
the devil’s speech in such glowing terms as he did in De incarnatione.319
Finally, we have to mention Marcel Richard, Jean Daniélou, Marijan Mandac and Günter
Koch as some of those representing the view that Theodoret’s exposé can be interpreted
in an orthodox manner, despite its dramatic internal tensions. Koch emphasises the one
subject, whilst admitting the prominence of the human nature:
Subjekt der Aussagen ist der eine Christus, das eine Prosopon der Mensch
gewordenen Logos, aber in diesem einen wird nun gerade die menschliche
Wirklichkeit, das menschliche Wirken herausgestellt.320
In opposition to Diepen, Jean Daniélou argues that both Theodoret and Cyril were
equally orthodox and both of them used some formulae, which later appeared to be
equally insufficient. In his answer to Diepen’s above quoted comment, Daniélou defends
Theodoret’s orthodoxy.321
I think that it is almost impossible to reconcile the various views (and we have quoted
only a few of the most representative ones) concerning Theodoret’s exposé above.
Therefore, instead of repeating the already enumerated arguments by modern scholars, I
would rather admit that concerning certain issues one has to accept to be in disagreement
with someone else and still respect and assess positively the position and contribution of
the other party. The approaches of Diepen and Daniélou are relevant up till the present
day in describing the fundamental differences between the two major positions. Daniélou
defends Theodoret’s orthodoxy exactly on a basis of a rather difficult passage, which –
and I agree here with the judgement of Paul Parvis – Cyril might have easily labelled as
‘diabolic theology’, and shows how it can be interpreted in orthodox sense.
Therefore let us return to this very representative passage and try to define its subject of
predication. It is obvious that the text is aimed against the Arian-Apollinarian
Christological model, yet another aspect has to be restated: the soteriological starting
Orientales: Ep. 39 in PG 77, 173-81 – ‘Let the heavens rejoice…’). Loofs, who himself gave up his former opinion
that the synodica was implicitly acknowledged at Chalcedon, presents his evidence in Fr. Loofs, Nestorius and His
Place in the History of Christian Doctrine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914), 98. This is the reason
why I did not quote the anathemas concerning the issue of communicatio idiomatum, since although they were
composed in the same period, their theological validity was first attested in 553.
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point of the passage is decisive. The same nature which disobeyed God’s command has
to show obedience. As the devil says, he defeated God’s creature and not God Himself –
by deceit and not by force. In the battle he demands to face human resistance and not
divine might. For some theologians it may not be a question of theodicy for God to
deceive Satan – it is for Theodoret, who was eager to evince that God treated even sin
with righteousness, throwing it out of power only after having proved its injustice. What
the devil in fact offers God here is nothing else than a bargain: he is ready to accept
God’s power over everything if God were to acknowledge his [i.e. Satan’s] unchallenged
rule over the fallen humankind. Of course, this would mean the handing over of God’s
most precious creation to the devil. This is by no means possible for the Creator who
loves His creation. Nevertheless, He loves His justice also. In order not to play off God’s
love for humankind (which would dictate a divine shattering of the devil)322 against His
impeccable justice (which demands the just punishment of the disobedient human
nature), Theodoret sees no other way than to bring the humanity of Christ – referred here
in concrete terms as o< palai/wn – into the battlefield to take back the dominion of the
Evil One over the entire fallen humanity. The Word’s impassibility does not seem to be
the primary concern in this case (I shall examine those examples below).
Thus, God – who is righteous even towards Satan – accepts the challenge. The obedience
is shown by the humanity of Christ, permitted by the Word to feel hunger and to be
tempted. Theodoret’s ominous sentence mo/non mh\ summaxh/sh|j palai/onti is thus the
very cornerstone of this argument in his attempt to find the equitable balance between
God’s justice, His almighty power and ineffable philanthropy. Does this result in a
necessary division of the one subject of predication within his Christological model? If
the humanity were abandoned by the Word for the time of the fight, yes. Hence, as far as
Theodoret’s soteriology is concerned, in his mind there is a substantial difference
between the Word ‘not fighting’ together with the wrestler and ‘abandoning’ the human
nature altogether. The Word has clearly not abandoned the perfect human nature He
assumed, since the union is indivisible (see Ch. 29), but rather permitted for the rational
soul to make a moral choice in the name of all humankind and for its redemption, that the
devil might know that his rule over the nature of humanity has come to an end. In fact,
the choice was the same as if it were taken by the divine Word, showing that the perfect
human nature – as God’s restored image – can be in accordance with God’s will.323
The answer to the above question, however, may still depend on whether one considers o<
Swth\r Xristo/j in the quoted passage as the single subject of predication to whom the
work of deliverance is ultimately ascribed on account of the real union – the properties of
each nature being thus preserved – or regards the title ‘the Saviour Christ’ a mere epithet
for the commonly shared pro/swpon or outward countenance. Considering the
ontological importance of ‘naming’ outlined above it is my understanding that our author
may be credited with the first option. Nevertheless, I also admit that the opposite view
322

This solution would harm God’s justice in Theodoret’s view. That is why he addresses thus to Apollinaris: ‘the
God-Word would not need the body either, for He was not in want! He could have accomplished our salvation
[simply] by His mere command! But He wanted us to be partakers in [His] success: that is why He took on the sinful
nature’ (Ch. 18, col. 1448C).
323
See the further examples below.

Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione 155

has its own quite justified Christological arguments, although they are based as we have
said on a similarly valid but different soteriological premise. The concluding passage
shows our author’s main concern:
If there was no human intellect [nou~j a>ncrw/pinoj] in Him,324 God replacing
the mind and taking over the work of the intellect, then God hungered with the
body, God thirsted, suffered, slept, grieved, was afraid 325 and endured all the
other human torments also. Hence, if God had fought and won, then I have
been deprived of victory, [because] God fulfilled all righteousness, since the
God-Word would not have received it [i.e. the mind], as the followers of the
niggling of Apollinaris are upholding, on the grounds that it was impossible to
fulfil the laws of righteousness with a human mind (col. 1444C).
It is interesting that here the issue of divine impassibility has a far lesser weight than
God’s justice. The ultimate question is the level of ‘my participation’ in the victory of
Christ. Since for Theodoret the common link between Christ and us is His human nature,
His victory over the devil can be ascribed to us only if it had been carried out by His
human obedience. Thus, the victory over the devil of Christ’s human nature is
simultaneously ascribed to the Word on account of the union without confusion and to us
on account of the same nature. I think this is the most plausible explanation of
Theodoret’s theological reasons, yet this does not necessarily mean that all the obscure or
defective points of his system can or should be explained away.
In order to reflect on this issue more fully, I have chosen a few more passages of this
kind, which already involve a related question, namely, the author’s way of appropriating
the human experiences to the Word. This particularly concerns divine impassibility and
the preservation of the natures’ properties. For Theodoret the Arian concept is certainly
not a lesser danger than the Apollinarian one:
We believe the Lord Himself, who said: ‘My soul is exceeding sorrowful,
even unto death.’ For the rational [soul] [to\ logiko/n] in us accepts the
sensation of sorrow, but if the God-Word replaced the mind and accepted the
passions of the intellect [ta\ tou~ nou~ katede/xeto pa/ch], then [the Word]
Himself did grieve, was afraid, was ignorant, agonised, and was strengthened
by angelic aid [a>ggelikh~| summaxi/a| r<wscei/j] (col. 1453A).
We have seen that the Word’s impassibility does not mean at all His inability to
commiserate with us. At this point it may not be inappropriate to reflect briefly upon the
so-called Arian syllogism mentioned in the analysis of De Trinitate.326 Arius also denied
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the human soul of Christ like Apollinaris did. It follows that in the lack of any other
option he necessarily ascribed ontologically all the human experiences to the Word only.
From Chapters 9 and 10 of De incarnatione it becomes clear that Theodoret’s reaction to
the Arian syllogism was not merely the denial of its major premise, as Clayton often
seems to suggest,327 but the rejection of the Lo/goj-sa/rq model as a whole, which is
behind the whole syllogism itself. As a representative of the so-called Lo/goj-a]ncrwpoj
Christology, Theodoret in fact cannot be said to have reacted to it in any plausible way,
since for him the very foundations of the system were invalid. Thus, assessing his
Christology by the rules of the Arian syllogism does not seem to grant us a very
promising insight.
Since the Alexandrians operated with the same model, they could be said to have refined
the syllogism to fit their concept. That is why Athanasius, Cyril and the others were
indeed orthodox teachers of the Church. Nonetheless, the orthodox branch of the Lo/goja]ncrwpoj Christology cannot be interpreted in terms of the Arian syllogism, because the
model behind its reasoning was from the very outset unacceptable for these
theologians.328
Therefore, without entering now into the details of the Word grieving, being afraid and
ignorant qua Logos, i.e. in His divine essence, let us focus on the last point in the above
passage, i.e. the a>ggelikh\ summaxi/a. If the Word could be said to have been
strengthened by the angel, it means that He was in need of angelic help, i.e. He was of
lower rank than angels, and consequently, a creature. Theodoret seeks to avoid this Arian
pitfall by necessarily distinguishing between what is proper to the divine Word incarnate
ontologically and attributively. This is not a mere denial of the famous major premise of
the Arian syllogism: the point is that whilst on one hand the Word accepted our
sufferings, on the other hand He was not subjected to them. Of course, neither the Arian
lowered Godhead and diminished manhood nor the Apollinarian full Godhead and
diminished manhood were adequate for the Bishop of Cyrus. That is why he considered
both heretical parties similarly xristoma/xoi:
So if the heirs [klhrono/moi] of Apollinaris’ idle talking proclaim these things
also, they should be ranked together with Arius and Eunomius among the
enemies of Christ. For it is right, that those [who teach] the same blasphemy
should belong to one bunch (col. 1453AB).329
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Ch. 21 is the most important one which deals in more detail with the subject of
predication. Whilst commenting Hebrews 2:9, Theodoret writes:
This [verse] demonstrates best of all the perfection of the assumed man [tou~
a>nalhfce/ntoj a>ncrw/pou to\ te/leion]. For he says: ‘What is man that You
are mindful of him?’ He does not say ‘what is flesh that You are mindful of it’
or ‘what is the body that You are mindful of it’, but rather ‘what is man’,
including [perilabw/n] similarly the entire nature also.330 On one hand he
names the indwelling [to\n e>noikh/santa] God-Word Lord, who,
remembering His own image manifested ineffable philanthropy; on the other
hand, he names the temple assumed from us ‘man’, which He visited by His
arrival [parousi/a], conjoined it with Himself [e<autw~| sunh~ye] and by the
union [th~| e<nw/sei] He accomplished [the work of] salvation (col. 1457A).
The passage starts with a concrete designation of the assumed man deriving from the
biblical text. It then becomes a label for the entire human nature, in which the Word was
dwelling as a Person. The work of salvation is then ultimately ascribed to the Word on
account of the union. This is the typical and reappearing manner in which Theodoret
differentiates between the natures’ properties pertaining to their essence and the works
carried out by one of the natures, yet ascribed to the Person on account of the union. As
R. V. Sellers explains, ‘from Eustathius onwards, these teachers refer to "the man"
(which is their term for "manhood") as the suum of the Logos [...] the classical
Antiochenes can say that the Logos "allowed" the manhood to experience what belongs
to it’.331 He argues that whenever the Antiochenes attribute something to the Logos and
something else to the man, ‘they are but "recognising the difference", and [...] it is
certain, that those many statements of theirs which at first sight seem to indicate that they
are teaching "two Sons", must be viewed in such a context if we are not to do them no
small injustice’ (Ibid., 180). The typical statement ‘the seed of Abraham is different from
the One who assumed it’ at the end of Ch. 21 carries this fundamental difference between
the essences and natures of Creator and creature, which precedes the ascription of the
atonement to the Word.
Perhaps the most eloquent example is the passage which reminds us Theodoret’s counterstatement against the fourth Cyrilline anathema:
Who [ti/j] was it then who prayed, offering up pleas and supplications with
strong crying and tears? Who lived in reverence [in order] to persuade by this
the One he implored? Who learned the obedience from what he suffered,
accepting the trial as teacher, and not having known this [i.e. obedience]
Arianism is not yet a guarantee of orthodoxy, since the Apollinarian thought is not less dangerous. That is why both
are ranked together. Moreover, Cyril and those present at his council cannot ‘turn out to be’ the Apollinarists of De
incarnatione, if the work preceded the council, save for the case if they were indeed Apollinarians, which I would
certainly refuse. In addition, Theodoret himself became convinced that Cyril did not hold the extreme views of his
anathemas after having signed the Formula of Reunion.
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before the testing? Who did receive perfection gradually [o< labw\n kata\
me/roj th\n teleio/thta]? Not the God-Word, the perfect, the One who had
known all [things] before their genesis, but [who] does not learn by
experiencing; who is venerated by all, but adulates none; who wipes all tears
away from every face, but is not constrained by suffering to weep. Who is
impassible and immortal, yet has no fear of death, and does not beseech with
crying to be delivered from death. For these are indeed the properties [i]dia] of
the assumed humanity, which feared death and persisted in praying, the
indwelling Godhead making room for the fear in order that through the
sufferings the nature of that which was assumed might be displayed (col.
1457CD).
The whole passage sharpened so tenaciously onto the recurrent ‘who?’ is focused upon
the i]dia of the Word and of the assumed man or manhood respectively. It almost gives
the impression that the author in fact exaggerates on purpose in order to evince the faulty
points of the Arian-Apollinarian model. The moments of praying, receiving perfection
gradually and fearing death are probably some of the most difficult to explain in Christ’s
earthly life without actually making His human soul a ‘theological factor’, since these
cannot be predicated of the Word qua Logos. If He is God, He cannot pray to Himself,332
being perfect He cannot receive perfection gradually and being Life Himself cannot be
said to have feared death. Theodoret indeed does not see any other way than to ascribe
these manifestations to the assumed nature as its proper i]dion for which the Word made
room. Nevertheless, he is not alone by proceeding so. Ambrose, to whom our author
refers as to Damasus with appreciation in HE, wrote:
ei] tij ei]ph| o[ti e>n tw~| pa/cei tou~ staurou~ th\n o>du/nhn u<pe/meinen o<
Ui<o\j tou~ $eou~ $eo/j, kai\ ou>xi\ h< sa/rq su\n th~| yuxh~| h[nper e>nedu/sato
morfh\n dou/lou h[nper e<autw~| a>ne/laben, w<j ei]rhken h< a<gi/a grafh/,
a>na/cema e]stw (GCS 44, 300).

Another solution is of course simultaneously developed – paradoxically, based on the
very same biblical passage that our author quotes so frequently and to which Ambrose
refers above. Theodoret obviously did not elaborate a so-called ‘kenotic’ Christology
which emerging from a different soteriological assumption would result in a less
dramatic solution. It seems to me that whilst both Antioch and Alexandria used and
applied Philippians 2:6-7 in their Christology, Antioch focused on the two ‘forms’ at the
beginning and at the end of the biblical passage, whereas Alexandria concentrated on the
middle section concerning the ‘self-emptying’ of the Word. The results are notably
different: the kenotic language removes the tension but may become suspected of
Monophysite theopaschism; the non-kenotic one preserves the drama, yet it is vulnerable
to the charge of ‘two subjects’.
The Word made room for the fear in the same fashion as He allowed hunger to occur, yet
the reappearing emphasis is always the same: not the separation of the subject but the
332
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acknowledgement of the properties. Without the i]dia, the entire reality of the natures is
at peril for our author. In one of his later works, De providentia oratio X, written between
433 and 437,333 Theodoret explains this more carefully saying in an epigrammatic
manner that Jesus did not exceed the measure of fasting ‘in order that [His] humanity
might be trusted’ [i[na pisteuch~| to\ a>ncrw/pinon] (PG 83, 752C).
The concrete designations used for the manhood
Whilst analysing the concrete terms applied to the assumed man or manhood in De
incarnatione we ought to remember that this practice was by no means an exclusively
Antiochene peculiarity. As shown by M. Richard, even Severus had to admit that
concrete designations for the human nature of Christ were tolerated until after the
Council of Ephesus:
Pour trouver en cette première moitié du VIe siècle une réprobation formelle
de ‘l’homme assumé’, il faut chercher dans le camp monophysite. Sévère
d’Antioche s’est déclaré avec plus d’intransigeance encore que saint Cyrille
contre cette manière de parler. Un jour pourtant, pressé par le diophysite Jean
de Césarée, il dut reconnaître que saint Athanase, saint Basile et bien d’autres
Pères qu’il vénérait, y compris saint Cyrille, avaient usé de semblables
formules. Il s’en tira en déclarant que jusqu’à l’hérésie de Nestorius ce langage
pouvait été toléré, mais qu’il fallait, depuis le concile d’Éphèse, le laisser aux
Nestoriens.334
I consider that before focusing on Theodoret’s use of these terms a brief overview of
some representative examples in the wider theological heritage of his era would be
needed. The list is far from being exhaustive, nevertheless, I tried to follow a
chronological sequence of the main occurrences.
In his Confession written most probably before the Nicene Creed, Athanasius gives a
concrete designation of the human being assumed by the Word of God:
[o< Ui<o\j] e>k th~j a>xra/ntou parce/nou Mari/aj to\n h<me/teron a>nei/lhfen
a]ncrwpon, Xristo\n >Ihsou~n, o%n u<pe\r h<mw~n pacei~n pare/dwken i>di/a|
proaire/sei […] e>n w{| a>ncrw/pw| staurwcei\j kai\ a>pocanw\n u<pe\r h<mw~n
a>ne/sth e>k nekrw~n kai\ a>nelh/fch ei>j ou>ranou/j […] a]nodo/n te ei>j
ou>ranou/j, o[pou pro/dromoj ei>sh~lcen u<pe\r h<mw~n o< kuriako\j
a]ncrwpoj, e>n w{| me/llei kri/nein zw~ntaj kai\ nekrou/j (Hahn, Bibliothek,
265).
The text shows that even such a representative Alexandrian figure like Athanasius could
speak quite comfortably in concrete terms about ‘the assumed man’, whom he even
names ‘Jesus Christ’, which is a step further than Theodoret’s own practice of ‘naming’.
As quoted earlier, a century after Athanasius’ confession, the Bishop of Cyrus was keen
to emphasise that ‘the bare form of the servant stripped of the Godhead was never called
333
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Marcel Richard, ‘Notes sur l’ évolution doctrinale de Théodoret’, RSPT, 25 (1936), 459-81 (p. 477).
M. Richard, ‘Notes sur Théodoret’, 481.
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so [i.e. Christ] by the teachers of piety’. Nevertheless, for Athanasius the
Word/Wisdom/Son (since all three appear in the text before the above passage) is not
only crucified ‘within the man’ but He shall even come to judge the living and the dead
‘in the lordly man’. The least we can say about the passage is that the practice of
ascribing important moments of salvation history to the manhood addressed in concrete
terms cannot be limited to the Antiochene school.
The so-called Formula of Sardica of 342 probably drawn up by Hosius of Cordoba and
Protogenes of Sardica states:
o<mologou~men Monogenh~ kai\ prwto/tokon, a>lla\ Monogenh~ to\n Lo/gon,
o%j pa/ntote h}n kai\ e]stin e>n tw~| Patri/, to/* prwto/tokoj de\ tw~| a>ncrw/pw|.
[…] kai\ tou~to pisteu/omen pemfce/n. Kai\ tou~to ou> pe/poncen, a>ll' o<
a]ncrwpoj, o%n e>nedu/sato, o%n a>ne/laben e>k Mari/aj th~j parce/nou, to\n
a]ncrwpon to\n pacei~n duna/menon. o[ti a]ncrwpoj cnhto/j, $eo\j de\
a>ca/natoj. Pisteu/omen o[ti th~| tri/th| h<me/ra| a>ne/sth ou>x o< $eo\j e>n tw~|
a>ncrw/pw|, a>ll' o< a]ncrwpoj e>n tw~| $ew~| a>ne/sth (Hahn, Bibliothek, 189).

As we see the issue of divine impassibility335 and the resulting emphasis upon the role of
‘the assumed man’ was provably germane to Christian thinking almost a century before
our author. The picture drawn here about the death and resurrection of Christ will return
in Theodoret’s mode of presenting the destruction and redemption of the assumed temple
(see below). Theodoret was familiar with the formula and quoted it – including the above
passage – in his Church history.336
The longer version of the Palestinian Symbol presented by Epiphanius in 374 qualifies
what is to be confessed under the expression ‘became man’:
e>nancrwph/santa, toute/sti te/leion a]ncrwpon labo/nta, yuxh\n kai\
sw/ma kai\ nou~n kai\ pa/nta, ei] ti e>sti\n a]ncrwpoj, xwri\j a<marti/aj
(Hahn, Bibliothek, 136).337

This is very much the same picture of the ‘becoming human’ of the Word as understood
by Theodoret: the assumption of the soul, body and mind (not leaving room for
Apollinarianism) and in fact of everything that the human being is – except sin. This is
what the Palestinian Symbol calls te/leioj a]ncrwpoj which despite its rather concrete
form seems to be an established technical (perhaps anti-Apollinarian) term for the ‘full
and perfect manhood’ well before Theodoret’s own time. On one occasion even
Theodoret provides us with a patristic example. In his reply to the fifth Cyrilline
anathema, he invokes the authority of St. Basil:
We do not object [ou> paraitou/meca] to [the term] man bearing God [to\n
$eofo/ron a]ncrwpon], as applied by many of the holy Fathers, one of whom
335

It is interesting to observe that the council spoke of the Spirit not having suffered because of being clothed with
the man. This may derive from Christ’s conception by the Spirit. Nevertheless, the idea of divine impassibility is
emphatically present in this confession.
336
See Theodoret, HE II, 8 (cf. GCS 44, 117).
337
The longer Mass-Creed of the Armenian Church in Asia Minor, which resembles very much the Palestinian
Symbol by Epiphanius preserves almost the same wording of the second part of the above text (Hahn, Bibliothek,
152).
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is the great Basil, who uses this name [tou/tw| xrhsa/menoj tw~| o>no/mati] in
his work [addressed] to Amphilochius about the Holy Spirit,338 and in his
explanation of Psalm fifty-nine.339 But we call Him man bearing God
[$eofo/ron a]ncrwpon], not because He received some share of the divine
grace [ou>x w<j merikh/n tina cei/an xa/rin deqa/menon], but as possessing
all the Godhead of the Son united [a>ll' w<j pa~san h<nwme/nhn e]xonta tou~
Ui<ou~ th\n ceo/thta] (ACO I, 1, 6, 126).
As it could be expected, Theodore of Mopsuestia also uses the expression in his
confession: o< despo/thj $eo\j Lo/goj a]ncrwpon ei]lhfe te/leion (Hahn, Bibliothek,
302). Nevertheless, it is clear that this was not his – and perhaps not even an Antiochene
invention.
In an explanation of the Nicaeanum initially ascribed to Basil the Great,340 yet which was
composed between 428 and 450, thus already after the outbreak of the Nestorian
controversy by an Alexandrian author the expression reappears:
peri\ de\ th~j e>k parce/nou sarkw/sewj tou~ Ui<ou~ ou[twj pisteu/omen* o[ti
a>ne/laben a]ncrwpon te/leion e>k th~j ceoto/kou Mari/aj dia\ Pneu/matoj
a<gi/ou, sw~ma te kai\ yuxh/n, a>lhcinw~j kai\ ou> dokh/sei* ou[twj ga\r
h}lcen teleiw~sai to\n a]ncrwpon, o%n a>ne/laben […] e>ka/cisen e>k deqiw~n
tou~ Patro/j, a>pocew/saj to\n a]ncrwpon, o%n a>ne/laben (Hahn, Bibliothek,
310).

This last example is noteworthy especially because it comes from Theodoret’s own time,
moreover, from the pen of an Alexandrian author.341 If such concrete terms could be used
even during the time of Cyril’s ferocious clash with Nestorius, it would appear that the
validity of such language was not seriously questioned or suspect in those years and
indeed during the preceding century. Thus, instead of lengthening this historical
overview, let us proceed to Theodoret.342
Most of the concrete designations for the assumed perfect manhood are biblical terms
turned into technical ones, yet not exclusively within the Antiochene school. We have
already met the ‘form of the servant’ deriving from Philippians 2:5-7:
As the shepherd, when seeing [His] sheep dispersed chooses one of them and
brings it to the pasture he prefers, by that one attracting the rest towards
himself; in the same fashion the God-Word when He saw that humankind had
gone astray, He assumed the form of the servant, conjoined it with Himself
[tou~ dou/lou labw\n th\n morfh\n, kai\ tau/thn suna/yaj e<autw~|] and by
338

Cf. e>k tou~ a>ncrwpei/ou fura/matoj h< $eofo/roj sa\rq sunepa/gh (Basil, De Spiritu Sancto 5,12 in SC 17).
The term ‘God-bearing flesh’ returns in Basil’s Homilies on the Psalms, yet I did not encounter the term ‘Godbearing man’.
339
See e.g. St. Basil, Homiliae super Psalmos: Ta/xa th\n sa/rka le/gei th\n $eofo/ron, a<giascei~san dia\ th~j
pro\j to\n $eo\n sunafei/aj (PG 29, 424B). Cf. u<po/dhma de\ th~j ceo/thtoj h< sa/rq h< $eofo/roj di' h{j e>pe/bh
toi~j a>ncrw/poij (PG 29, 468A).
340
Expositio fidei Nicaenae.
341
Hahn, Bibliothek, 309.
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For further arguments see Mandac, ‘L’ union christologique’, 79, note 92.
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that [form] He turned back towards Himself the entire nature of humankind
[e>pe/streye pa~san th\n tw~n a>ncrw/pwn fu/sin], leading the degraded and
by wolves threatened [flock] onto the divine meadow. That is why our Saviour
took on our nature (col. 1468BC).
In Theodoret’s interpretation ‘the form of the servant’ – representing the ou>si/a and
fu/sij of the assumed manhood – is the instrument of the Word by which the One
Incarnate can establish contact with humankind and truly become one of us. Further, the
form of the servant is indispensable for the carrying out of the work of salvation. As the
author says, the Word turned back the entire nature, race or species of humankind by
assuming it and uniting it with Himself. Another possible interpretation is: ‘He turned
back or renewed the entire human nature’ (i.e. the nature that is commonly shared by all
human beings and which is contaminated by the original sin). This latter explanation is
somewhat supported by the context also.
Although other terms are used occasionally to denote the manhood like ‘the man’, ‘the
visible man’ (col. 1433CD: o<rw/menoj a]ncrwpoj), ‘the wrestler’, ‘the one assumed’,
‘the seed of David’ etc., nevertheless, Theodoret’s most typical term – deriving partly
from his own Antiochene heritage – remains ‘the temple’ [o< nao/j].343 The question
whether the temple should be regarded as a separate person from the Word is partly
answered by its actual use, since Theodoret states repeatedly that it is the nao/j of the
Word or assumed by the Word he is talking about (see e.g. col. 1452B, 1453A, 1460D,
1472B). The biblical source of this term is John 2:19, which Theodoret comments on at
the end of Ch. 18:
Hence, the temple is different [e[teroj] from the [one, who] in the sense of
nature [kata\ to\n lo/gon th~j fu/sewj] dwells [o< katoikh/saj] [in it]. That is
why He also told the Jews, ‘Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise
it up’ [John 2:19]. The destruction of the temple is the separation [dia/zeuqij]
of the soul from the body, since death is the division [a>naxw/rhsij] of the
soul from the body. Therefore, the separation of the soul causes the destruction
of the temple. Then, if the Jews destroyed the temple, giving it to crucifixion
and death – the destruction of the temple [meaning] the separation of the
conjoined things [tw~n sunhmme/nwn o< xwrismo/j] – and the God-Word
redeemed this destroyed [temple], then I think it is evident to the reasonable,
that the God-Word did not assume a soulless and irrational [body], but a
perfect man [te/leion a]ncrwpon]. If the God-Word had replaced the
immortal soul in the assumed body, He would have said to the Jews: ‘Destroy
me, and in three days I shall rise again’. Yet, He teaches here both the
mortality of the temple then [tou~ naou~ to\ thnikau~ta to\ cnhto/n] and the
power of the indwelling Godhead. ‘Destroy this temple’, He says, ‘and in
three days I shall raise it up’. For He did not say: ‘you shall destroy me’, but
‘[you shall destroy] the temple I have assumed’ [o< lhfcei\j u<p' e>mou~ nao/j].’
(col. 1452AB).

343

The term nao/j occurs 20 times within De incarnatione.
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If we compare this passage with the second part of the Formula of Sardica quoted above
it becomes evident that the same concerns are to be found in both cases: the properties of
the natures are present within the uniting parties and the concrete terms are used to evince
this difference. Athanasius’s a]ncrwpoj means substantially the same: it is the
unavoidable theological recognition of this ontological difference. It ought to be observed
that although the passage speaks of the Word and of His temple as e[teroj and e[teroj,
the author means it from the very outset strictly kata\ to\n lo/gon th~j fu/sewj. This
careful distinction must not be overlooked, since the fu/sij is the exclusive bearer of the
i]dion within the Person of Christ. The same thing is valid again for te/leioj a]ncrwpoj,
since as we have seen in the Palestinian Symbol, the full humanity is conceived as a
union of body and rational soul labelled as ‘perfect man’.344 The differentiation between
what is proper to the Word and to the assumed perfect nature is necessary in order to
safeguard divine immortality and incorruptibility. This is why Theodoret paraphrases
John 2:19 saying that He did not ask the Jews to destroy Him (i.e. qua Logos), but the
temple (i.e. to\n te/leion a]ncrwpon) He assumed.345 Concerning this passage Grillmeier
wrote:
It is also clear from Theodoret’s often repeated distinction in the exegesis of
John 2:19, ‘Destroy this temple’, that he was not wholly successful in
distinguishing the ‘personal unity’ from a ‘natural unity’ and making the
hypostasis of the Word visible as the only subject of the metaphysical ‘I’ in
Christ. [...] We should not, however, read a duality of persons out of the
repudiation of this ‘me’. Here Theodoret’s sole concern is not to permit the
destruction of the Godhead as such and to exclude the Apollinarian Logossarx framework. Here, of course, he clearly lacks the right insight into the
nature of the church’s praedicatio idiomatum.346
I would substantially agree that the distinction of natures is the necessary step for
Theodoret to uphold a union without confusion or detriment affecting either the Word or
the humanity. Nevertheless, the communicatio idiomatum is not yet a valid theological
standard at the time of the composition of De incarnatione, moreover, it will not yet
become a valid standard for quite a long time, strictly speaking, not until 553 (and even
then without an express statement). Even Cyril would not have admitted that the
Godhead might have been destroyed, since he makes a distinction as it were, within the
Word Himself, i.e. between His ou>si/a and His u<po/stasij. Perhaps that is one of the
reasons why Grillmeier reproaches Theodoret for not having the right insight into the
praedicatio idiomatum. In my opinion, though, this often seems to be an open debate
with unconvincing results, since one has to admit that on both sides a certain distinction
has to be made: either on the level of the uniting two natures or at the level of the Word
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The Formula of Reunion contains the term also, labelling ‘our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten Son of God’
$eo\n te/leion kai\ a]ncrwpon te/leion e>k yuxh~j logikh~j kai\ sw/matoj (ACO I, 1, 4, 17; cf. Hahn,
Bibliothek, 215-16).
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It is noteworthy that in opposition to the gospel’s prologue, John 2:21 mentions the temple of Jesus’s body
(e]legen peri\ tou~ naou~ tou~ sw/matoj au>tou~) and not of His flesh. Similarly, throughout the entire story of His
burial and redemption the term ‘body’ is used (see John 19:38-40; 20:12).
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Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, 494.
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Himself. Both approaches have their advantages and disadvantages: distinguishing on the
level of the uniting natures as Theodoret, the Antiochenes and Pope Leo347 were doing, is
a practical and more obvious way – and therefore more vulnerable – since it sets a clear
limit between the created and the uncreated ou>si/ai within Christ. This approach, as it
has perhaps too often been stated, has the disadvantage of weakening the personal unity
of Christ as being the Word Incarnate. The other distinction is the more obscure one, i.e.
between the Word’s own ou>si/a and His u<po/stasij. It has the advantage of maintaining
an undisturbed, tension-free and total union within Christ, yet it clearly fails to respond to
the challenges of the biblical narrative concerning His human manifestations, thus
threatening to ignore or at least diminish the very nature He came to save. One might
even say that in a certain sense the former is a Christological, the latter a soteriological
danger. We have a more or less set pattern to measure Christological orthodoxy: we do
not have one to assess the soteriological one, because the history of doctrine gradually
moved away from the ‘why’ towards the ‘who’ and ‘how’, with the Fathers often
forgetting that whatever we say in fact about these issues according to the best of our
knowledge and good faith, we are still using a very imperfect analogous language, which
on the ultimate level is simply incapable of expressing or even hinting to the realities we
are talking about. Since it might take a whole PhD thesis in itself, I shall not try to define
which mode of distinction has more substantial biblical support, but I reckon that the
answer is far from being an obvious one. Paradoxically, this might well again depend on
one’s own reading of Scripture.
Although no real communicatio idiomatum is to be found in Theodoret’s Christology, a
peculiarly interesting manner of speech, however, is present within the sentence ‘He
teaches here both the mortality of the temple then’. The use of to\ thnikau~ta gives the
strong impression that this is not the final state and condition of the temple, which after
the resurrection undergoes a change indeed, thus receiving some of the properties of the
divine Word, just like o< kuriako\j a]ncrwpoj of Athanasius:348
And this was destroyed, [in order] to enjoy an [even] greater resurrection: in
order that the mortal nature might be put down; in order to take off
corruptibility and put on incorruptibility; in order to dissolve the might
[kra/toj] of death, [and] to be the [very] first among those fallen asleep; in
order that by relieving the labour-pains of corruption to appear as the firstborn
from the dead, and by His own resurrection to proclaim the gospel of
resurrection of all humankind (col. 1452BC).349
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The acceptance of Leo’s Tome in Chalcedon took place as a result of the explanation that he wrote the same what
Cyril taught. Nonetheless, Leo’s doctrinal authority over against the majority of the bishops present in Chalcedon
(who voted for exactly the opposite doctrine two years before) cannot be held secondary. See also section 1.3
Between Ephesus and Chalcedon in Ch. 1 of the present work.
348
Cf. with Sellers’ observation: ‘Thus if the Alexandrians lay stress on the Incarnation, and [...] the Westerns on the
Cross, the Antiochenes lay stress on the Resurrection of Jesus Christ’. Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, 168, note
4.
349
Cf. with Theodoret’s little tract That after the incarnation our Lord Jesus Christ is one Son written in 448: ‘As
God He raised His own flesh which had died; since He says, "Destroy this temple, and in three days I shall raise it
up." And as man, until [the time of] the passion, He was nonetheless passible and mortal. Since, after the
resurrection, even as man He possesses the impassibility, immortality, and incorruptibility’ (PG 83, 1433D).
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This change of the temple after resurrection is therefore a kind of communication of
properties, nevertheless, this change is fully consonant with Scripture (e. g. 1 Corinthians
15:42-43, 51-54). It is highly likely that Theodoret, who is first an exegete and then a
dogmatician, professes this on primarily biblical grounds. The phrase th~j fcora~j ta\j
w>di~naj could well be understood here as the labour-pains of the world whilst waiting for
its Redeemer. The entire soteriological and moral emphasis upon the human side of
salvation converges to this central idea: the temple has to be destroyed in order to be
resurrected gloriously and thus to bring redemption to all humankind of the same nature.
This idea is present at the end of Ch. 19, where the human side is rendered in impersonal
terms, yet the meaning is exactly the same:
Yet we should listen to the Lord who said [John 10:18]. Since from these
words we can learn that different is the one who lays down [the soul], and
different is what is laid down [e[teroj me\n o< ticei/j, e[teron de\ to\
tice/menon]. On one hand, God is who lays down and takes on [o< ticei\j kai\
lamba/nwn]; on the other hand, the soul is that which is laid down and taken
up [h< ticeme/nh kai\ lambanome/nh]: and God is the One having the power
[e>qousi/a], whereas the soul is subjected to that power (col. 1453B).
Theodoret once again speaks in a manner which enables the distinction, but does not
disturb the unity of the Person. The Christological model in this instance is asymmetric:
the One who lays down is a ‘who’, the one laid down is a ‘what’. God is the exclusive
possessor of the e>qousi/a, as we have seen it in Ch. 11, and the humanity – represented
here by its most valuable element – is submitted to it. The difference lies in the fact that
this submission in Theodoret’s mind involves a voluntary act from the human side, the
union being not only of necessity, but of will also. Moreover, one has to admit that on
one hand Theodoret’s ‘what’ is ‘physically’ more than the ‘what’ of Arius and
Apollinaris, because it contains the rational human soul. Further, it is ‘theologically’
more than the ‘what’ of Cyril, since it is given a soteriological role and significance.
Whilst the recognition of this ‘difference’ is indispensable, it is still the Lord and God in
the above passage who lays down and takes on, just is the same fashion as in Ch. 28 ‘the
Master Christ’ is the One, who ‘removed that ancient and long-lasting tyranny and
promised incorruptibility to those being in the fetters of corruption. By rebuilding and
resurrecting the destroyed temple He presented for both the dead and for those awaiting
His resurrection true and secure promises’ (col. 1468CD). Therefore, the ascription of the
work of salvation to the Word is not in jeopardy, although the author seeks to emphasise
that ‘the descendant of David’ is not ‘God by himself’ but rather it was ‘the temple of the
God over all’ in full union with the divinity as we have quoted above from Ch. 30 (col.
1472B). A very condense illustration of this whole question comes in the very short Ch.
31:
That there are two natures, but one person of Christ [o[ti du/o me\n ei>si\
fu/seij, e%n de\ to\ pro/swpon tou~ Xristou~]. […] [Hebrews 13:8]. For we
neither divide the dispensation into two persons [pro/swpa], nor do we preach
or teach [khru/ttome/n te kai\ dogmati/zomen] two sons instead of the Onlybegotten, but we have been taught and teach that there are two natures.
Because different [e[teron] is the Godhead and different [e[teron] is the
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manhood. Different is the existing, and different that which came into
existence. The form of God is different [a]llo] from the form of man; the
assuming is different from the assumed; the destroyed temple is different
[e[teron o< lucei\j nao/j] from the God who raised it up [e[teron o< luce/nta
tou~ton a>nasth/saj $eo/j] (col. 1472C).
Despite the impersonal terms used for both natures the message remains identical: there
is a distinction between what is proper to the manhood or to the Godhead ontologically or
attributively. The use of a]llo for both natures is not done without the authority of the
earlier fathers. Gregory Nazianzen in his Letter 101 ad Cledonium (PG 37, 180) solved
the problem of Christology for his time by writing ‘not somebody and somebody else’
[ou>k a]lloj de\ kai\ a]lloj], ‘but something and something else’ [le/gw de\ a]llo kai\
a]llo] are united in the one Person of Christ. Theodoret seems to have gone further,
considering the Word of God as the Person within the union, whilst ascribing some deeds
and sayings to the Word directly (i.e. ontologically) and some on account of the union
(i.e. attributively). The legitimacy of such practice in the fifth century constitutes the next
subject of our investigation.350

4.5.4 The attributive ascription of different deeds and its legitimacy
The closure of the otherwise terminologically clarifying Ch. 32 discusses the problem of
attribution of different deeds and utterances to the Word and to the manhood respectively,
confronting us with the question: to what extent could Theodoret’s practice be justified in
his own time? I quote the relevant passage first:
Let us avoid that blasphemy [i.e. the confusion of the natures] and abandoning
the mixture, let us apply consistently the terms of union, of connection and of
togetherness, teaching a distinction of nature, and the unity of the person. Thus
we refute the blasphemy of Arius and Eunomius, applying [prosa/ptontej] on
one hand the humbly uttered and performed [words and deeds] [ta\ me\n
tapeinw~j ei>rhme/na kai\ pepragme/na] by the Saviour Christ to the form of
the servant, whereas the sublime, God-worthy and great ones [ta\ de\ u<yhla\
kai\ ceopreph~ kai\ mega/la] we attribute to the sublime and great divinity,
which surpasses every mind [pa/nta nou~n u<perbainou/sh| a>natice/ntej
ceo/thti] (col. 1473B).
The idea of ‘unmingled union’ will be analysed in the terminological section. At this
point we are interested in the second part of this quotation. The refutation of Arius and
Eunomius is again not a mere denial of the major premise of the Arian syllogism but
rather the ultimate defence of the Word’s incorruptible and immutable divinity. In
Theodoret’s mind the ontological attribution of the human sufferings to the Word’s
ou>si/a, i.e. to Him qua Logos (because there is no attribution to His u<po/stasij, since the
term is missing from Theodoret’s Christological vocabulary) would mean an
unacceptable confusion of the natures. Therefore he distinguishes between the two ways
350

The use of the term ‘temple’ is approved by the Formula of Reunion: e>q au>th~j th~j sullh/yewj e<nw~sai
e<autw~| to\n e>q au>th~j [Mari/aj] lhfce/nta nao/n (Hahn, Bibliothek, 216).

Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione 167

of predication of the same ‘Saviour Christ’: some of His deeds and words are connected
to the form of the servant, others to the Godhead, yet He, i.e. o< Swth\r Xristo/j is the
final addressee of all these ontologically different yet personally united attributions.
Theodoret expresses the same in his answer to Cyril’s fourth anathema, from which I
quote the most representative passages:
By assuming that there was a mixture [w<j kra/sewj gegenhme/nhj], he [Cyril]
means that there is no difference of terms as used both in the holy Gospels and
in the apostolic writings. And he [writes] these whilst bragging that he fights
at once with Arius and Eunomius and the rest of the heresiarchs. Let then this
exact teacher of the divine doctrines tell us how he would refute the
blasphemy of the heretics, while applying [prosa/ptwn] to God the Word
what is uttered [in the state of] humiliation [tapeinw~j] and appropriately by
the form of the servant. Since when doing so, those [heretics] indeed teach that
the Son of God is inferior, a creature, made, and a servant.351 […] Not then to
God the Word does the ignorance belong, but to the form of the servant who at
that time knew as much as the indwelling Godhead [h< e>noikou~sa ceo/thj]
revealed [a>peka/luyen]. The same thing may be said about other similar cases
also. How for instance could it be reasonable for God the Word to say to the
Father, ‘Father if it were possible let this cup pass from me, nevertheless not
as I will but as You will’? The absurdities [ta\ a]topa] which necessarily
follow are numerous. First, [it follows] that the Father and the Son are not of
the same mind, and that the Father wishes one thing and the Son another. […]
Therefore these words are not the words of the God-Word, but of the form of
the servant, afraid of death because death was not yet destroyed. Surely God
the Word permitted [sunexw/rhsen] the utterance of these [statements]
allowing room [xw/ran dedwkw/j] for fear, that the nature of the receiver may
be shown [i[na fanh|~ tou~ dexce/ntoj h< fu/sij], and to prevent us supposing
that which was [taken] of Abraham and David was an appearance [do/khsij]
or phantasm. The assemblage of the impious heretics has given birth to this
blasphemy through these sentiments. We shall therefore apply what is Godworthily [ceoprepw~j] spoken and done to the God-Word; on the other hand
what is said and done in humility [ta\ de\ tapeinw~j ei>rhme/na kai\
pepragme/na] we shall connect [prosarmo/somen] with the form of a servant,
lest we be infected with the blasphemy of Arius and Eunomius.352
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Cf. with the following passage of his Letter to the Eastern monks during the winter of 431-32: e>n de\ tw~|
teta/rtw| kefalai/w| a>pagoreu/ei tw~n eu>aggelikw~n kai\ a>postolikw~n fwnw~n th\n diai/resin, kai\ ou>k
e>a~| kata\ ta\j tw~n o>rcodo/qwn pate/rwn didaskali/aj ta\j me\n $eoprepei~j fwna\j peri\ th~j cei/aj
e>klamba/nescai fu/sewj, ta\j de\ tapeina\j kai\ a>ncrwpi/nwj ei>rhme/naj th|~ a>nalhfcei/sh| prosa/ptein
a>ncrwpo/thti etc. (SC 429, 100).
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ACO I, 1, 6, 121-22. Cf. NPNF III, 27-28. It is also interesting to note that both in the anathema and in its
apology Cyril speaks repeatedly of the attribution to a single pro/swpon instead of two pro/swpa. Theodoret, who
never spoke of two pro/swpa, seems to be in substantial accordance with Cyril’s apology, yet this question is
beyond the limits of our investigation.

168 Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione

All the already encountered themes and arguments return here. If we read the whole
statement carefully (I did not quote it in its entirety because of its length), it becomes
clear that the Godhead reveals the knowledge to the form of the servant, the Word gives
room for fear and to the relevant utterances in Gethsemane in the same manner as we
have seen it in the Temptation-story. The divine immutability and the reality of the
manhood are defended against both Adoptionist and Docetist heresies in this reply, which
even shows the author to be well ahead of his own time – at least concerning the real
presence of ‘the two wills’ in Christ rediscovered and defended by Maximus the
Confessor in the seventh century against Monotheletism and Monoenergism, the
subsequently refined later developments of Monophysitism.
Most of the expressions are the same concerning the ‘humble’ and ‘God-worthy’ deeds
and utterances both in Ch. 32 of De incarnatione and in the above reply to the fourth
Cyrilline anathema, showing their common origin. In order to assess the legitimacy of
this practice of attribution to the One Person on account of the union whilst maintaining
that some deeds and utterances are ontologically proper to one of the ou>si/ai, we need to
return to the theological standards of Theodoret’s time.
The Formula of Reunion, which Cyril signed in 433 and endorsed with approval in his
famous Laetentur caeli (I quote it from Cyril’s letter), concludes:
ta\j de\ eu>aggelika\j kai\ a>postolika\j peri\ tou~ Kuri/ou fwna\j i]smen
tou\j ceolo/gouj a]ndraj ta\j me\n koinopoiou~ntaj w<j e>f' e<no\j
prosw/pou, ta\j de\ diairou~ntaj w<j e>pi\ du/o fu/sewn, kai\ ta\j me\n
$eoprepei~j kata\ th\n $eo/thta tou~ Xristou~, ta\j de\ tapeina\j kata\ th\n
a>ncrwpo/thta au>tou~ paradido/ntaj (ACO I, 1, 4, 17).

It has to be observed that the text above indeed does not prescribe as it were the
obligatory practice of such attribution, nevertheless, it clearly approves its validity based
upon the authority tw~n ceolo/gwn a]ndrwn. If this manner of speech were not accepted
in 433, the Formula would undoubtedly refer to ‘the heretic blasphemers’ or the like
instead of oi< ceolo/goi a]ndrej. It is therefore clear that as far as the excommunication
of those who would use such language goes the Formula directly opposes Cyril’s fourth
anathema, validating Theodoret’s position expressed both in Ch. 32 of De incarnatione
and in his counter-statement concerning the ascription of some Scriptural assertions to
the Godhead and to the manhood of the one Christ respectively. The use of one
pro/swpon both by Theodoret and by the Formula constitutes the term of the union.
Another valid standard we may invoke here is again Leo’s Tome. One of its passages
objected to by the bishops from Illyria and Palestine as being ‘Nestorian’ reads:
Sicut enim Deus non mutatur miseratione, ita homo non consumitur dignitate.
Agit enim utraque forma cum alterius communione353 quod proprium est;
Verbo silicet operante quod Verbi est, et carne exequente quod carni est.
Unum horum coruscat miraculis, aliud succumbit injuriis (Tomus 4 in ACO II,
2, 1, 28).
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Cf. with Theodoret’s term oi>keio/w.
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We find here the same alternate predication of what belongs ontologically to the Word
and to the flesh (i.e. to the two Pauline ‘forms’) as in Theodoret, whilst Leo is also keen
to emphasise the union of subject354 to whom all these are attributed on account of the
union as our author. Another famous passage in Tomus 4 asserts:
Ita non eiusdem naturae est dicere: ‘Ego et Pater unum sumus’, et dicere:
‘Pater maior me est’. Quamvis enim in Domino Jesu Christo Dei et hominis
una persona sit, aliud tamen est unde in utroque communis est contumelia,
aliud unde communis est gloria (ACO II, 2, 1, 29).
This is perhaps one of the most eloquent examples of this manner of attribution. Leo
distinguishes between what is proper to both natures ontologically, yet asserts
simultaneously that whilst in the Lord Jesus Christ God and man is one person indeed,
nevertheless, the source of degradation shared by both, is one, and the source of the glory
– again shared by both – is another. It seems therefore that the manner of predication
practised by Theodoret in De incarnatione is validated at least by these two theological
standards of his time.
The assessment of the Chalcedonense, however, is more problematic. One of the
fundamental questions is whether the Definition ought to be interpreted exclusively in the
light of Constantinople 553 or not. The conclusions may differ accordingly whilst the
limits of the present work are totally inadequate even for a brief overview of the pros and
cons.
The issue at stake is the explanation of ‘the One and the same’: if it refers to ‘the Son, our
Lord Jesus Christ’ at the beginning of the Definition, on one hand it may be argued that
even the Chalcedonense does not speak against the manner of attribution we have seen in
Theodoret, in the Formula of Reunion and in Leo’s Tome. This would essentially mean
that the Chalcedonense is a colonnaded corridor, the two extremes of which are marked
by the four famous expressions (a>sugxu/twj, a>tre/ptwj, a>diaire/’twj, a>xwri/stwj) as
one row of columns on each side, beyond which one may not go, yet within the limits of
which both traditions may proceed side by side. Alexandria operated with the Lo/gojsa/rq model, Antioch with the Lo/goj-a]ncrwpoj model. Without being utterly exclusive,
Chalcedon creates perhaps for the first time in the history of doctrine a Lo/goja>ncrwpo/thj model, the human part of which is more than the occasional Alexandrian
‘what’ and less than the occasional Antiochene ‘who’.
On the other hand, if we interpret the Chalcedonense through Constantinople 553 this
corridor is necessarily cut in two in the middle and the path of Antioch – and beyond
doubt the one of Leo – is forbidden, the only valid option remaining Alexandria’s narrow
passageway instead of a simultaneously validated parallel course. Nevertheless, whatever
the judgement upon the Chalcedonense may be, it certainly cannot be claimed that it
explicitly rejects those who would use Theodoret’s and Leo’s manner of attribution, the
more so since it expressly states the preservation of the natures’ unmingled properties.355
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One of Leo’s terms for the union is ‘unam coeunte personam’ (Tomus 3 in ACO II, 2, 1, 27).
The Definition excludes categorically those who speak of two pro/swpa, yet that is not valid for Theodoret, who
– in opposition to the ambiguities of Nestorius – always condemned such utterances.
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Thus, without ignoring Chalcedon’s Cyrilline character, we may conclude that the
manner of predication using the attributive ascription of different deeds and utterances to
the One Lord was rather admitted than contradicted by the theological standards of
Theodoret’s time. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that during the years of his theological
maturation – which are outside our present focus – the Bishop of Cyrus gradually
abandons some practices, which made his early Christology vulnerable, including the
concrete designations for the human nature as well as the strongly professed ontological
attributions pertaining to it. It is time then to proceed to the analysis of the way he
conceived the ‘union’.

4.5.5 The union of worship – the ‘cultic prosopon’
As our investigation led us to conclude, the author conceives a union without any
confusion of the natures and without the diminishing of either. The next step is now to
express its mode, i.e. to uphold a real e[nwsij whilst preserving the te/leion of both
natures. The restored title of Ch. 21 (as quoted by Severus) contains three important
expressions: ‘distinction’ [diakri/sij], as opposed to division or separation, ‘union’
[e[nwsij], as opposed to confusion and Person [pro/swpon] (occurring for the first time in
De incarnatione) as opposed to pro/swpa. The ‘Demonstration of the distinction of
natures and the unity of the Person from the Epistle to the Hebrews’ is meant to serve this
purpose. As our author writes:
It can be seen more clearly from the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the divine
nature and the human are different one from another according to their
operations [tai~j e>nergei/aij me\n dih|rhme/naj], but are united in the person
[tw~| prosw/pw| de\ sunhmme/naj] and show the One Son [kai\ to\n e[na
u<podeiknu/saj Ui<o/n] (col. 1456A).
The difference between dih|rhme/naj and sunhmme/naj underlies this idea of unmingled
union: although the e>ne/rgeiai are different, the ‘being together’, i.e. the union is real,
since it happens on the level of the one pro/swpon. The author repeatedly uses ‘One Son’
to contradict a virtual union. The recurrent argument of ‘was’ and ‘became’ during the
analysis of the first verses of the Epistle to the Hebrews leads the author to express his
views on this e[nwsij again in a mainly asymmetrical manner, arriving at the assertion of
a single worship of the one Son:
But how can God, denominated with the article [o< $eo/j], whose throne stands
forever and ever, be anointed [xriscei/h] by God? How could He receive
kingdom by election [xeirotonhth/n], when He [already] owns the kingdom
by nature [fusikh\n e]xwn basilei/an]? [...] So then again we will
understand, that the One whose throne is for ever and ever is God, the eternal
One [to\n a>ei\ o]nta], whereas the latter [to\n de\ u[steron] being later anointed
for his hatred towards sin and his love for righteousness is what was assumed
from us [to\ e>q h<mw~n lhfce/n], which [to/] is of David and of Abraham,
which has fellows and exceeds them by anointment, possessing in itself [e>n
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e<autw~|]356 all the gifts of the most Holy Spirit. Hence, let us worship the one
Son in both natures [e>n e<kate/ra| de\ fu/sei to\n e[na Ui<o\n proskunh/swmen]
(col. 1456CD).

The last sentences of the passage are not easily translatable into English in order to reflect
Theodoret’s formulation accurately. In my understanding, the author speaks of the
assumed humanity taken on by the Word out of David and Abraham as ‘what’, granting it
the title of ‘person’, i.e. of ‘who’, only from the moment of its union with the Logos. The
pre-existence of a separate human person as opposed to the person of the Word preceding
the union does not seem to possess any substantial support within the treatise, although
Theodoret refers to the assumed manhood in concrete terms after the union has been
effected. As he himself will assert in Ch. 32:
We both recognise the nature of the God-Word and acknowledge the essence
of the form of the servant; nevertheless, we worship both natures as one Son
[e<kate/ran de\ fu/sin w<j e[na proskunou~men Ui<o/n] (col. 1472D).
The duality of persons is in both cases refuted by the unity of worship. This is what
during our private consultations Prof. L. Abramowski came to label as the Antiochene
‘liturgical’ or ‘cultic’ prosopon, or even the ‘one worship of the one prosopon’,
emphasising that the confession of a true personal union can be accepted as valid if it is
supported by a union of worship, since the liturgical act is one of the most fundamental
and the least changing features of any ecclesiastical tradition. To this I would like to add
the observation that in both the above cases Theodoret speaks of a worship belonging to
both natures [e>n e<kate/ra| de\ fu/sei] as to ‘the One Son’ [to\n e[na Ui<o/n], admitting, as
it were, the prevalence of the Word within the one veneration. I think that Theodoret is in
substantial agreement with Cyril’s eighth anathema despite his counter-statement which
is rather concerned to speak of the same One whilst preserving the properties of each
nature:
As I have often said, the doxology which we offer to the Master Christ is one
[mi/an [...] th\n doqologi/an prosfe/romen], and we confess the same [to\n
au>to/n] to be at once God and man, as the method of the union [o< th~j
e<nw/sewj lo/goj] has taught us; but we shall not shrink from speaking of the
properties [ta\j i>dio/thtaj] of the natures. For the God-Word did not accept a
change into flesh [th\n ei>j sa/rka troph/n], nor yet again did the man [o<
a]ncrwpoj] lose what [o[] he was and undergo transformation [meteblh/ch]
into the nature of God. Therefore, maintaining [le/gontej] the properties [ta\
i]dia] of each nature, we worship the Master Christ (ACO I, 1, 6, 132).
Theodoret recognised the Son as the divine Word and the Son of Man as being ‘one and
the same’ [ei{j kai\ o< au>to/j] after the union, without division [xwrismo/j] in his early
years already, since he writes in Ch. 12 of the Expositio rectae fidei:
Ou[twj e>pi\ tou~ a>lhcinou~ fwto/j, kai\ tou~ panagi/ou sw/matoj, ou>k a]n
tij ei]poi meta\ th\n e[nwsin, to\n me\n kexwrisme/nwj Ui<o\n to\n $ei~on
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Following the rationale of the preceding sentences I translated e>n e<autw~| with ‘in itself’.

172 Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione

Lo/gon, to\n de\ Ui<o\n to\n a]ncrwpon* a>ll' e[na kai\ to\n au>to\n e<ka/tera
noh/sei, w<j e%n fw~j kai\ e[na h[lion, to/ te dexce\n fw~j, to/ te deqa/menon
sw~ma. Pa/lin w<j e%n me\n fw~j, kai\ ei{j h[lioj, fu/seij de\ du/o* h< me\n
fwto/j, h< de\ sw/matoj h<liakou~* ou[tw ka>ntau~ca, ei{j me\n o< Ui<o/j, kai\
Ku/rioj, kai\ Xristo\j, kai\ Monogenh/j* fu/seij de\ du/o* h< me\n u<pe\r h<ma~j,
h< de\ h<mete/ra (PG 6, 1229D-1232A, cf. de Otto, Iustini Opera, 48).

One ought not make Theodoret automatically ‘a Chalcedonian before Chalcedon’ based
on the above e[na kai\ to\n au>to\n, yet it has to be admitted that the writing of the
Expositio preceded the entire Nestorian controversy.357 The basic picture did not change,
only the times did since the writing of the ‘Exposition of the right faith’, so certain issues
had to be readdressed from different angles. It may therefore not be an error to interpret
both passages from Ch. 21 and 32 of De incarnatione as well as the counter-statement to
the eighth anathema in the light of what their author had expressed some years before,
when he was not writing under the influence of any theological or church-political
confrontation. Clayton seems to do the opposite, for he comments on Theodoret’s eighth
counter-statement in the following way:
Again Theodoret chooses to ignore the challenge to his two subject
Christological model and answering with phrases which would sound
Chalcedonian if one did not have the De incarnatione to interpret what lies
behind them. [...] ‘Christ’ is the name for the prosopon shared by the
hypostasis of the human physis, whose it properly is, and also by the
hypostasis of the Word, perfect from before time. This method of union is not
the same as Cyril’s e[nwsij fusikh/ or the hypostatic union of Chalcedon
(Clayton, ‘Theodoret’, 275-76).
The author presupposes here a two-hypostases model underlying Theodoret’s
Christology, which does not seem to have any substantial evidence in the text of De
incarnatione.358 Moreover, the passage from the Expositio, which also precedes the
counter-statements, seems in fact to suggest the opposite. The two-fu/seij model is
nonetheless present and with the insistence upon the unity of the person, it was validated
by Chalcedon. Clayton is right in asserting that the method of union presented here by
Theodoret is not the same as Cyril’s e[nwsij fusikh/. It cannot be, since the famous
Cyrilline term was admitted neither by the Formula of Reunion nor by the
Chalcedonense. It is Clayton’s right to assume that Theodoret’s method of union is not
the hypostatic union of Chalcedon either. Nevertheless, Cyril’s e[nwsij fusikh/ as we
find it in his third anathema is equally at variance with Chalcedon’s hypostatic union.359
The ever-recurrent mistake of Clayton is that he measures Theodoret continuously
against Cyril’s twelve anathemas, which most emphatically were not a recognised
357

Richard, ‘L’activité littéraire de Théodoret’, 103.
Clayton writes that ‘for the Bishop of Cyrus hypostasis is still a function of physis’ (Ibid., 265). Hence, it was not
the Bishop of Cyrus who equated these two terms in solemn anathemas. See section 4.5.6 Terminology at the end of
this chapter.
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In my reading of Chalcedon Cyril’s e[nwsij fusikh/ as it appears in the third anathema of the great Alexandrian
is not Chalcedon’s hypostatic union understood, as it were, e>n du/o fu/sesin. Clayton, however, does not discuss
this in his analysis of Cyril’s Christology (see his note 7 on 258-262).
358
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theological standard of the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period, having been validated
ecclesiastically more than a century after their composition. Moreover, many statements
within these anathemas were flatly contradicted by the recognised theological standards
of the period (i.e. by the Formula of Reunion, by the Tome of Leo and by the
Chalcedonense) as we have seen above.
Let us return then to the analysis of Theodoret’s ‘union of worship’ of the one
pro/swpon. Its importance cannot be ignored, the more so since the idea is present in four
of his replies to Cyril’s anathemas. The first three occurrences are noteworthy also
because they appear before the reply to the eighth anathema, which is the only one related
indeed to the question of worship.360 Whilst being concerned with the Cyrilline
‘hypostatic union’ in Anathema 2, Theodoret concludes:
Therefore the union according to hypostasis, which I think they put before us
instead of mixture [a>nti\ kra/sewj], is superfluous. It is quite sufficient to
declare the union [th\n e[nwsin], which both shows [dei/knusin] the properties
of the natures [ta\j tw~n fu/sewn i>dio/thtaj] and teaches [us] to worship the
one Christ [kai\ to\n e[na proskunei~n dida/skei Xristo/n] (ACO I, 1, 6,
115).
The emphasis upon this ‘union of worship’ due to the One Christ is not an empty or
negligible formula, but rather the counterpart of the equal worship given to the three
u<posta/seij of the Trinity.361 As we have seen at the end of Ch. 8 of De Trinitate, the
Word receives the same worship with the Father from the believers: th\n meta\ Patro\j
para\ tw~n eu>gnwmo/nwn prosku/nhsin de/xetai (col. 1157B).362 This is one of
Theodoret’s ways to show that the Word a>ei\ tw~| Patri\ su/nesti (col. 1157B).363 The
union of worship as a picture of the unity within the Triad is expressed also by the
repeated use of the formula ‘we, the worshippers of the Triad’ in Ch. 4 and Ch. 15 of De
Trinitate.364
Similarly, the worship (the least changing aspect of church life) concerning Jesus Christ
is not a simple liturgical but also a Christological issue. That is why Theodoret
emphasises the ‘union of worship’ against what he thinks involves a mixture in Cyril’s
fifth anathema. The Son is the Person and the manhood is the object:

360

Apart from the reply to Anathema 8, the idea of the single worship returns in the answer to the first, second and
fifth anathema. See below.
361
Cf. with the Confession of Athanasius: pisteu/omen ei>j e[na Monogenh~ Lo/gon, sofi/an, Ui<o\n […] th\n
a>lhcinh\n ei>ko/na tou~ Patro\j i>so/timon kai\ i>so/doqon (Hahn, Bibliothek, 265). See also Gregory
Nazianzen’s Oratio 41 on Pentecost: Pneu~ma ui<ocesi/aj […] di' ou{ Path\r ginw/sketai, kai\ Ui<o\j
doqa/zetai, kai\ par' w{n mo/nwn ginw/sketai, mi/a su/ntaqij, latrei/a mi/a, prosku/nhsij, du/namij,
teleio/thj, a<giasmo/j (PG 36, 441C).
362
Cf. with Gregory of Nyssa’s following statement: dia\ tou~to kai\ par' h<mw~n mi/a prosku/nhsij kai\
doqologi/a toi~j trisi\n w<j e<ni\ $ew~| (De creatione hominis sermo primus in Gregorii Nysseni opera, 9 vols +
Suppl. (Leiden: Brill, 1952-96), Suppl., 8a.
363
Theodoret’s answer to the first anathema contains the very same idea: [o< $eo\j Lo/goj] tw~| Patri\ sunw\n kai\
meta\ tou~ Patro\j gnwrizo/meno/j te kai\ proskunou/menoj (ACO I, 1, 6, 109).
364
Cf. with his Letter 126 to Aphtonius etc.: oi< th~j a>id
# i/ou Tria/doj proskunhtai/ (SC 111, 98).
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Thus, while we use the label ‘sharing’ [tw~| th~j koinwni/aj o>no/mati
xrw/menoi] we worship both Him that took and that which was taken as one
Son [w<j e[na me\n Ui<o\n proskunou~men to\n labo/nta kai\ to\ lhfce/n].
Nevertheless, we acknowledge [gnwri/zomen] the distinction [th\n diafora/n]
of the natures (ACO I, 1, 6, 126).
It may be argued that this single worship of the One Son in both natures is one of the
most decisive factors in Theodoret’s mind as to determine who is teaching ‘two Sons’.
The idea reappears both in his works and in his correspondence. His little tract entitled
That after the Incarnation our Lord Jesus Christ is one Son was written in 448, shortly
after the Eranistes.365 It contains Theodoret’s apology against the charge of teaching ‘two
Sons’. At its very beginning we read:
Those who gather slanders against us claim that we divide our one Lord Jesus
Christ into two sons. Nevertheless, we are so far from conceiving such things
that we charge with impiety [all] those who even dare to say so.366 Since we
have been taught by the divine Scripture to worship one Son [e[na Ui<o\n
proskunei~n], our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten Son of God, the GodWord made human (PG 83, 1433AB).
In fact the entire defence of the author’s orthodoxy in this tract is based upon this
recurrent idea of the union of worship, which a little later he combines with the natures’
perfection as well as with the ontological naming analysed above:
We therefore worship the Son, but we contemplate in Him each nature in its
perfection [e<kate/ran de\ fu/sin telei/an e>n au>tw~| cewrou~men], both that
which took on and that which was taken; the one of God and the other of
David. For this reason He is named [o>noma/zetai] both Son of the living God
and Son of David, thus either nature receiving its proper title [e<kate/raj
fu/sewj th\n a<rmo/ttousan e<lkou/shj proshgori/an] (PG 83, 1436AB).
It is superfluous to repeat the issues already discussed. Nevertheless, a very
representative occurrence in the same tract ought to be observed, since there the author
connects his concept of Christological union with specific acts of worship:
The slanderers who assert that we venerate [presbeu/ein] two sons [are refuted
by] the flagrant testimony of the facts [boa~| tw~n pragma/twn h< marturi/a].
Since for all those who come to the all-holy Baptism we teach the faith laid
forth at Nicaea. And when we celebrate the mystery of rebirth [to\ th~j
paliggenesi/aj e>pitelou~ntej musth/rion] we baptise those who believe in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, pronouncing
each name by itself [e<nikw~j e<ka/sthn proshgori/an prosfe/rontej]. And
365

o[ti kai\ meta\ th\n e>nancrw/phsin ei{j Ui<o\j o< Ku/rioj h<mw~n >Ihsou~j Xristo/j – published as an
appendix to Letter 151 to the monks of the East (which was written in 431-32) in PG 83, 1433-1440. M. Richard
proved that the tract is a later composition, subsequent to the Eranistes. See M. Richard, ‘Un écrit de Théodoret sur
l’unité du Christ après l’Incarnation’, RSPT, 24 (1935), 34-61.
366
Anathema 6 of Ambrose quoted with approval by Theodoret (as written by Damasus) in HE reads:
a>nacemati/zomen kai\ tou\j du/o Ui<ou\j ei}nai diisxurizome/nouj, e[na pro\ tw~n ai>w/nwn kai\ a]llon meta\
th\n th~j sarko\j e>k th~j Mari/aj a>na/lhyin (GCS 44, 298).
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when we are performing divine service in the churches it is our custom to
glorify the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit: not sons, but Son. If then
we proclaim two sons, which [of the two] is glorified by us and which one
remains unhonoured [a>ge/rastoj]? For we have not quite reached such [a
level of] insanity as to assert two sons, yet not to honour one of them with any
respect. It is clear from this, therefore, that the slander is [slander], since we
worship one Only-begotten Son, the God-Word made man (PG 83,
1437AB).367
Thus, we can conclude that the issue at stake for the Bishop of Cyrus concerning a true
confession of the One Christ as the single subject of ultimate attributions is the
unambiguous single worship. He invokes this argument repeatedly in his correspondence,
often bound together with the idea of the reality of both natures and the communicatio
onomaton we have analysed before. I shall quote some of the most relevant ones
mentioning their time of composition, yet without adding further comments and letting
the passages speak for themselves:368
In this way [i.e. because of the unmingled union] I declare that the same
Master Christ both suffers and destroys suffering; on one hand, He suffers
according to the visible [kata\ to\ o<rw/menon],369 and destroys suffering as
touching the ineffably indwelling Godhead. This is proved clearly also by the
narrative of the holy gospels, from where we learn that whilst lying in a
manger and wrapped in swaddling clothes, He was announced by a star,
worshipped [prosekunei~to] by magi and hymned [u<mnei~to] by angels.370
[…] For He who was born of her [i.e. Mary] is not revered on her account [di'
au>th\n seba/smioj], but rather she is honoured [kallu/netai] with the
greatest titles on account of Him Who was born of her (Letter 151 written in
431-32 – SC 429, 114-16 and 122).
Although you have not yet met me, I think that your excellency is aware of the
open calumnies that have been published against me, for you have often heard
me preaching in church, when I have proclaimed the One Lord Jesus, and have
pointed out both the properties [i]dia] of the Godhead and of the manhood; for
we do not divide [diairou~men] the One Son into two, but, worshipping the
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The same liturgical defence of Theodoret’s orthodoxy returns almost word by word in his Letter 146 to the monks
of Constantinople written in the first half of 451. See SC 111, 178.
368
I have largely followed the translations of B. Jackson in NPNF III.
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Cf. Theodoret’s Comm. on Romans 8:29 written in 436-38: e>peidh\ ga\r a>o/ratoj h< cei/a fu/sij, to\ de\ sw~ma
o<rato/n, w<j e>n ei>ko/ni tini\ dia\ tou~ sw/matoj proskunei~tai (PG 82, 141B).
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See his Commentary on Hebrews 1:6: pw~j de\ Prwto/tokoj o< Monogenh/j; ei> de\ kai\ meta\ th\n
e>nancrw/phsin au>to\n oi< a]ggeloi proseku/nhsan, pro\ th~j e>nancrwph/sewj tau/thn au>tw~| timh\n ou>
prose/feron; […] a>lla\ kai\ e>n tw~| ko/smw| h}n w<j $eo/j, kai\ h}lcen w<j a]ncrwpoj. ou[tw kai\ Monogenh/j
e>stin w<j $eo/j, kai\ Prwto/tokoj w<j a]ncrwpoj e>n polloi~j a>delfoi~j. ou[twj a>ei\ to\ se/baj para\ tw~n
a>gge/lwn e>de/xeto* h}n ga\r a>ei\ $eo/j* proseku/nhsan de\ au>to\n kai\ w<j a]ncrwpon (PG 82, 685BC).
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Only-begotten, point out the distinction [to\ dia/foron] between flesh and
Godhead (Letter 99 to Claudianus written in Nov. 448 – SC 111, 16).371
Know then, O holy and godly sir that no one has ever at any time heard us
preaching two sons; in fact this doctrine seems to me abominable and impious,
for there is one Lord Jesus Christ through whom all things are. Him I
acknowledge both as eternal God and as man in the end of days, and I give
Him one worship as Only-begotten. I was taught, however, the distinction [to\
dia/foron] between flesh and Godhead, for the union is unmingled
[a>su/gxutoj ga\r h< e[nwsij]. […] For, even after the incarnation, we worship
one Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, and call as impious all who hold
otherwise (Letter 104 to Flavianus written in Dec. 448 – SC 111, 24-26 and
28).
And though the distinction [to\ dia/foron] of the natures is equally
recognised, the One Son ought to be worshipped, and the same ought to be
recognised as Son of God and Son of man, form of God and form of the
servant, Son of David and Lord of David, seed of Abraham and creator of
Abraham. The union [e[nwsij] causes the names to be common [koina\ poiei~
ta\ o>no/mata], but the community of the names does not confound [ou>
sugxei~] the natures.372 Since it is clear for the sound-minded that some
[names] are appropriate as to God and others as to man. In this way both the
passible and the impassible are befitting [a<rmo/ttei] for the Master Christ,
since on one hand He suffered according to the humanity [kata\ to\
a>ncrw/peion], whilst on the other hand He remained impassible as God [w<j
$eo/j] (Letter 131 to Bishop Timotheus written in mid-450 – SC 111, 116-18).
Once for all, fighting against each heresy, we command [parregguw~men] [all]
to worship the One Son. […] If, according to these calumnies, we venerate
two sons, which one do we glorify and which one do we leave unworshipped?
Since it were the most extreme insanity to believe that there are two sons, yet
to give the doxology to one alone [e<ni\ de\ mo/nw|] (Letter 146 to the monks of
Constantinople written in the first half of 451 – SC 111, 178)
It is said that […] after certain presbyters had offered prayer, and concluded it
in the wonted manner, while some said ‘For to You belongs glory and to Your
Christ and to the Holy Spirit’ and others ‘Through grace and loving kindness
of Your Christ, with whom belongs glory to You with Your Holy Spirit,’ the
very wise archdeacon prohibited the use of the expression, ‘the Christ’ and
said that the ‘Only-begotten’ ought to be glorified. If this is true it were
impossible to exceed the impiety. For he either divides the one Lord Jesus
371

e[na me\n Ui<o\n tou~ $eou~ kai\ oi}da kai\ proskunw~ to\n Ku/rion h<mw~n >Ihsou~n Xristo/n* th~j de\
ceo/thtoj kai\ th~j a>ncrwpo/thtoj th\n diafora\n e>dida/xchn (Eranistes, 135).
372
See Theodoret’s Commentary on Ephesians 1:20-22: to\ de\ th\n lhfcei~san e>q h<mw~n fu/sin th~j au>th~j tw~|
labo/nti mete/xein timh~j, w[ste mhdemi/an fai/nescai diafora\n proskunh/sewj, a>lla\ dia\ th~j
o<rwme/nhj fu/sewj th\n a>o/raton proskunei~scai ceo/thta, tou~to panto\j e>pe/keina cau/matoj (PG 82,
517A).
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Christ into two sons and regards the only begotten Son as lawful and natural,
but the Christ as adopted and spurious, and consequently unworthy for being
honoured in doxology; or else he is endeavouring to support the heresy which
has now burst in on us with the riot of wild revelry. […] Copious additional
evidence may be found whereby it may be learnt without difficulty that our
Lord Jesus Christ is no other person than the Son who completes the Trinity.
[…] Let no one then foolishly suppose that the Christ is any other than the
only begotten Son. […] One point, however, I cannot endure to omit. He is
alleged to have said that there are many Christs but one Son. Into this error I
suppose he fell through ignorance. For if he had read the divine Scripture, he
would have known that the title of the Son has also been bestowed by our
bountiful Lord on many. […] If then, because the name [to\ o]noma] of the
Christ is common, we neither should glorify the Christ as God, nor worship
Him as Son, since this name has also been bestowed upon many. And why do
I say the Son? The very name [proshgori/a] of God itself has been received
by many as given [to them] by God. […] ‘I have said you are gods’373 […] But
this common use of titles [to\ tw~n o>noma/twn o<mw/numon] does not offend
those who are instructed in piety. […] Thus, though many are named fathers,
we worship One Father, the Father before the ages, the One who gave this title
[th\n e>pi/klhsin] to men, according to the words of the Apostle [Ephesians
3:14-15]. Let us not then, because others are called christs, rob ourselves of
the worship of our Lord Jesus Christ.374 For just as though many are called
gods and fathers, there is One God over all and Father before the ages; and
though many are called sons, there is One true and natural Son [ei{j o<
a>lhcino\j kai\ fu/sei Ui<o/j]; and though many are labelled spirits there is
One All-Holy Spirit; in the same fashion, though many are called christs there
is One Lord Jesus Christ by Whom all things are. And very properly does the
Church cling to this name [e>qh/rthtai tou~ o>no/matoj]; for she has heard
Paul, escorter of the Bride [tou~ numfosto/lou], exclaiming ‘I have espoused
you to one husband that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ’ (Letter
147 to John the oeconomus written in 451 – SC 111, 201-20).
The evidence gathered here at some length is quite conclusive. In Theodoret’s
understanding (from the time of De incarnatione until the months leading to Chalcedon)
one’s Christological orthodoxy is measurable by the question ‘whom do you worship?’
Although to\ dia/foron of the natures cannot be ignored, this does not impair by any
means the a>su/gxutoj e[nwsij within the e[n pro/swpon, who is the One and the same
Son, Word and Master Christ and who should be worshipped with a single veneration. In
order to determine whether this approach was an exclusive peculiarity of the Bishop of
Cyrus in the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period or was used by other former or contemporary
theologians also, we need to take a glance at the issue within a wider perspective.
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Psalm 82:6.
Cf. with Ch. 24 of De incarnatione: u<po\ tou~ Sumew\n proskunei~tai, kai\ Swth\r o<mou~ kai\ Despo/thj
prosagoreu/etai (PG 75, 1461C).
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One of the earlier testimonies concerning the matter is the Creed ascribed to either a
Nicene or Antiochene council against Paul of Samosata (preserved in the Ephesian Acts
of 431), which confesses ‘our Lord Jesus Christ’ in the following manner:
ou[twj o[lon proskunhto\n kai\ meta\ tou~ sw/matoj, a>ll' ou>xi\ kata\ to\
sw~ma proskunhto/n, o[lon proskunou~nta kai\ meta\ th~j ceo/thtoj, a>ll'
ou>xi\ kata\ th\n ceo/thta proskunou~nta.375

Although the Antiochene provenience of this creed is not entirely proven (some suspect
that it may have come from the school of Apollinaris,376 yet I have some doubts
concerning this, since the keyword for the humanity is sw~ma and not sa/rq as we shall
see below by Apollinaris), nevertheless, this is a further hint that the union of worship
may have been a major issue for the Alexandrian party also. Here is what Athanasius
writes in his Commentary on Psalm 99:5 (LXX: Ps. 98:5):
o< u<yhlo\j w<j $eo\j kai\ u<po\ po/daj e]xwn pa~san th\n kti/sin ge/gonen
a>tre/ptwj a]ncrwpoj. Tou~ton ou}n, fhsi/, to\n geno/menon a>tre/ptwj
a]ncrwpon u<you~te, proskunou~ntej au>to\n mia~| proskunh/sei meta\ th~j
i>di/aj sarko/j (PG 27, 421C).

Apart from the double emphasis upon the ‘unchanged’ manner of God’s becoming man,
we encounter here a recurrent Alexandrian expression concerning the single worship ‘of
the Word together with His own flesh’.377 Apollinaris’ famous confession peri\ th~j
sarkw/sewj tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou – held by Cyril as coming from Athanasius – apart from
the phrase of ‘one incarnate nature’ adopted by Cyril reads:
ou> du/o fu/seij to\n e[na Ui<o/n, mi/an proskunhth\n kai\ mi/an
a>proskunhth/n, a>lla\ mi/an fu/sin tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou sesarkwme/nhn kai\
proskunoume/nhn meta\ th~j sarko\j au>tou~ mia~| proskunh/sei […] h& ei]
tij […] a>proskunhth\n [le/gei] th\n tou~ Kuri/ou h<mw~n sa/rka w<j
a>ncrw/pou, kai\ mh\ proskunhth\n w<j Kuri/ou kai\ $eou~ sa/rka, tou~ton
a>nacemati/zei h< kacolikh\ e>kklhsi/a (Hahn, Bibliothek, 267-68).378

It appears that the ‘one worship’ belonging to the One Christ was not of secondary
importance for Alexandrian theologians, although Apollinaris introduces a ‘natural
union’ deriving from this union of worship, which the other party – and the whole church
indeed – did not approve, whilst still maintaining the one veneration. Apollinaris
endorses it emphatically in his Confession in h< kata\ me/roj pi/stij asserting of the Son
of God made man:
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Hahn, Bibliothek, 182; cf. ACO I, 1, 5, 6.
See Hahn, Bibliothek, 182, note 42.
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Cf. with the Confession of the Apollinarian Bishop Jobius: proskunou/menon de\ kai\ doqazo/menon meta\ th~j
i>di/aj sarko/j (Hahn, Bibliothek, 285).
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Caspari proved the authorship of Apollinaris in C. P. Caspari, Alte und Neue Quellen zur Geschichte des
Taufsymbols und der Glaubensregel, 3 vols (Malling: Christiania, 1879), I, 119. In his Prosfwnhtiko\j tai~j
eu>sebesta/taij despoi/naij, Cyril quotes almost the entire text of Apollinaris’s above Confession introducing it
with the following formula: e]fh toi/nun o< trismaka/rioj a>lhcw~j kai\ diabo/htoj ei>j eu>se/beian
A
> cana/sioj etc. (ACO I, 1, 5, 65).
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e%n pro/swpon, kai\ mi/an th\n prosku/nhsin tou~ Lo/gou kai\ th~j sarko/j,
h%n a>ne/laben* kai\ a>nacemati/zomen tou\j diafo/rouj proskunh/seij
poiou~ntaj, mi/an $ei#kh\n kai\ mi/an a>ncrwpi/nhn, kai\ proskunou~ntaj
to\n e>k Mari/aj a]ncrwpon w<j e[teron o]nta para\ to\n e>k $eou~ $eo/n […]
geno/menon de\ au>to\n a]ncrwpon dia\ th\n h<mete/ran swthri/an
proskunou~men, ou>x w<j i]son e>n i]sw| geno/menon tw~| sw/mati […] ou>de\
ga\r tessa/ra proskunei~n le/gomen, $eo\n kai\ Ui<o\n $eou~ kai\ a]ncrwpon
kai\ Pneu~ma a[gion. Dio\ kai\ a>nacemati/zomen tou\j ou[twj a>sebou~ntaj,
tou\j a]ncrwpon e>n th~| $ei/a| doqologi/a tice/ntaj.379

This is arguably one of the main sources of the eighth Cyrilline anathema and constitutes
the very charge Theodoret continued to fight against. Maintaining to\ dia/foron of the
natures (which Apollinaris did not admit of course, yet that is why he was heterodox), he
simultaneously refused any dia/foron in the worship. We shall return to the Alexandrian
party contemporary to Theodoret, yet before that let us take a glance at his own tradition.
In his Confession Theodore of Mopsuestia (perhaps reacting to some extent to the
allegations of Apollinaris) writes about the ‘perfect human being’ assumed by ‘the
Master God-Word’:
para\ pa/shj th~j kti/sewj de/xetai prosku/nhsin, w<j a>xw/riston pro\j
th\n cei\an fu/sin e]xwn th\n suna/feian, a>nafora~| $eou~ kai\ e>nnoi/a|
pa/shj au>tw~| th~j kti/sewj th\n prosku/nhsin a>ponemou~shj. Kai\ ou]te
du/o fame\n ui<ou\j ou]te du/o kuri/ouj, e>peidh\ ei{j $eo\j kat' ou>si/an o<
$eo\j Lo/goj, o< Monogenh\j Ui<o\j tou~ Patro\j, w{|per ou{toj sunhmme/noj te
kai\ mete/xwn ceo/thtoj koinwnei~ th~j Ui<ou~ proshgori/aj te kai\ timh~j
[…] u<pe\r w{n dh\ kai\ th\n prosku/nhsin kai\ a>nafora\n $eou~ para\
pa/shj de/xetai th~j kti/sewj (Hahn, Bibliothek, 303).

A more distilled yet less technical expression of the same concept is found in John
Chrysostom’s treatise De sancta Trinitate, in which the famous Antiochene preacher
brings the idea of the single worship closer to the Athanasian emphasis quoted above. As
Chrysostom writes,
o<ra~te musth/rion. e>peidh\ h]melle xwri\j a<marti/aj th\n h<mete/ran sa/rka
e<nou~n e<autw~| ei>j mi/an prosku/nhsin, h< de\ sa/rq h<mw~n e>k tou~ >Ada/m, e>k
th~j gh~j* kata\ tou~to le/gei, Kai\ proskunei~te tw~| u<popodi/w| tw~n podw~n
au>tou~. h<mei~j th~| gh~| ou> proskunou~men, a>lla\ tw~| $ew~| Lo/gw| tw~| e<nw/santi
e<autw~| xwri\j a<marti/aj th\n e>k th~j gh~j plascei~san tou~ >Ada\m sa/rka
(PG 48, 1096A).

It is therefore fair to assume that in both traditions the idea of the single worship of the
One Son incarnate was by no means of secondary importance regarding the
Christological personal union also. In fact, Cyril is one of the most vigorous defenders of
379

Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tübingen: Mohr, 1904), 177-79. Cf. with the
homily of Paul, Bishop of Emesa preserved in the Acts of the Council of Ephesus (uttered in Alexandria in the
presence of Cyril): dia\ tou~to Tria/da, ou> tetra/da proskunou~men, Pate/ra kai\ e[na Ui<o\n kai\ Pneu~ma
a[gion, a>nacemati/zomen de\ tou\j le/gontaj du/o ui<ou\j kai\ tw~n i<erw~n th~j e>kklhsi/aj e>kba/llomen
peribo/lwn (ACO I, 1, 4, 10).
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this idea, which reappears in his letter to Nestorius and in his eighth anathema, notably
bound in both cases to the union of the person:
ou[tw Xristo\n e[na kai\ Ku/rion o<mologh/somen, ou>x w<j a]ncrwpon
sumproskunou~ntej tw~| Lo/gw|, i[na mh\ timh~j fantasi/a pareiskri/nhtai
dia\ tou~ le/gein to\ su/n* a>ll' w<j e[na kai\ to\n au>to\n proskunou~ntej […]
w<j e<no\j kac' e[nwsin, meta\ th~j i>di/aj sarko/j (Ep. dogm. in Hahn,
Bibliothek, 312; cf. ACO I, 1, 1, 28).

Thus, a duality of subjects is refuted by the denial of a divided worship or a ‘common
worship’. We shall reflect upon Cyril’s overall suspicion concerning the preposition su/n
in the terminological section. At this point, however, it ought to be observed how much
weight he lays upon the one worship as the proof of a true confession of the unity in
Christ in his eighth anathema:
ei] tij tolma~| le/gein to\n a>nalhfce/nta a]ncrwpon sumproskunei~scai
dei~n tw~| $ew~| Lo/gw| kai\ sundoqa/zescai kai\ sugxrhmati/zein $eo\n w<j
e[teron [Hahn adds: e>n] e<te/rw| (to\ ga\r su\n a>ei\ prostice/menon tou~to
noei~n a>nagka/zei), kai\ ou>xi\ dh\ ma~llon mia~| proskunh/sei tima~| to\n
>Emmanouh\l kai\ mi/an au>tw~| th\n doqologi/an a>na/ptei [Hahn: a>nape/mpei],
kaco\ ge/gone sa/rq o< Lo/goj, a>. e]. (ACO I, 1, 6, 131; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek,
314).

As shown by the evidence, although he did not share Cyril’s worries concerning the
‘su/n’, Theodoret emphasised the ‘one worship’ as prosku/nhsij rather than
sumprosku/nhsij. In his short reply to Anathema 8 he asserts mi/an th\n doqologi/an
prosfe/romen explaining that this does not remove the natures’ properties, which in their
turn do not impair the union. Leo touches the issue briefly:
Similis est rudimentis hominum, quem Herodes impie molitur occidere; sed
Dominus est omnium, quem Magi gaudent suppliciter adorare […] Quem
itaque sicut hominem diabolica tentat astutia, eidem sicut Deo angelica
famulantur officia (Tomus 4 in ACO II, 2, 1, 28-29).380
Without lengthening the gathering of evidence any further,381 I would like to refer to one
of the most interesting climaxes concerning the avowal of a single worship bound
together with the confession concerning the existence of both natures. This is the case of
Basil of Seleucia, who according to the Acts of Chalcedon, asserted:
proskunw~ to\n e[na Ku/rion h<mw~n >Ihsou~n Xristo\n to\n Ui<o\n tou~ $eou~
to\n Monogenh~, to\n $eo\n Lo/gon meta\ th\n sa/rkwsin kai\ th\n
e>nancrw/phsin e>n du/o fu/sesin gnwrizo/menon (ACO II, 1, 1, 92-93).

According to the minutes of the council a huge uproar followed this sentence from the
side of the Egyptian and Eastern bishops, who repeatedly protested against ‘the
380
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separation of the indivisible’: to\n a>me/riston mhdei\j xwrize/tw. Although Basil
defended the union, he did not shrink to speak of the natures’ properties and said:
a>na/cema tw~| meri/zonti, a>na/cema tw~| diairou~nti ta\j fu/seij meta\ th\n
e[nwsin* a>na/cema de\ kai\ tw~| mh\ gnwri/zonti to\ i>di/azon tw~n fu/sewn
(ACO II, 1, 1, 93).

It was an almost impossible situation, since the Egyptians labelled the ‘two natures’
formula as Nestorian. I do not intend to follow the story further, since that would divert
us from our theme, nevertheless, the fact that Basil’s above assertion became ultimately
the key phrase of the Definition is argued positively by modern scholarship. According to
Sellers, the famous ‘in two natures’ of the Chalcedonense may well have had its origin in
Basil’s earlier comment on the Formula of Reunion:
proskunou~men to\n e[na Ku/rion h<mw~n >Ihsou~n Xristo\n e>n du/o fu/sesi
gnwrizo/menon (ACO II, I, 1, 117).

André de Halleux, who is the author of probably the best analytic article so far on the
Chalcedonense, also reaches the same substantial conclusion concerning the source of ‘la
formule basilienne’.382 Basil had asserted this at the home synod at Constantinople in
November 448, he was forced to retract it at the Latrocinium, only to revert to this
statement again in Chalcedon.383
If one were to compare the above with Theodoret’s assertion in Ch. 21 of De
incarnatione, the resemblance is obvious, especially concerning the union of worship: e>n
e<kate/ra| de\ fu/sei to\n e[na Ui<o\n proskunh/swmen (col. 1456D). In fact he restated it
in a somewhat similar fashion in Chalcedon, which together with the anathema upon
those teaching ‘two sons’ and the confession of worshipping the One Son met the
approval of the Eastern bishops also:
Ceodw/rhtoj o< eu>labe/statoj e>pi/skopoj ei}pen* a>na/cema tw~| le/gonti
du/o ui<ou/j* e[na ga\r Ui<o\n proskunou~men, to\n Ku/rion h<mw~n >Ihsou~n
Xristo\n to\n Monogenh~ (ACO II, 1, 1, 111).384

The alternative to this position was asserted previously by Bishop Logginos and
Presbyter John respectively in the following manner:
ei>dw\j meta\ th\n e>nancrw/phsin th\n e>k du/o fu/sewn proskunei~scai
$eo/thta tou~ Monogenou~j Ui<ou~ tou~ $eou~ kai\ swth~roj h<mw~n >Ihsou~
Xristou~ (ACO II, 1, 1, 120).
meta\ de\ th\n e>nancrw/phsin tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou, toute/stin meta\ th\n
ge/nnhsin tou~ Kuri/ou h<mw~n >Ihsou~ Xristou~ mi/an fu/sin proskunei~n
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kai\ tau/thn $eou~ sarkwce/ntoj kai\ e>nancrwph/santoj (ACO II, 1, 1,
124; cf. 159 and 161).385

One ought to observe the manner of reference to the ‘worship’ within these statements in
order to see how important this seemingly liturgical point became in the Christological
debates during and after the Nestorian controversy. If we compare these with Basil’s
recantation386 at the Latrocinium, it becomes obvious that concerning the worship
belonging to the One Son of God Incarnate the issue at stake was whether this had to
determine also the number of natures having to be confessed after the union. As far as the
testimony of the Chalcedonense goes, it was decided that the mi/a prosku/nhsij – which
remained totally unchallenged through the entire period – is not bound to the mi/a fu/sij
formula, but belongs to the One Person (pro/swpon and u<po/stasij) of Christ,
recognised ‘in two natures’ after the union. Based on the available evidence it may be
said that Theodoret’s De incarnatione and his later position were in substantial
agreement with this ecumenical conclusion.

4.5.6 Terminology
In this last section I shall try to summarise the most important terminological issues
concerning Theodoret’s early Christology. I shall start with the four basic expressions
concerning the notions of ‘essence’, ‘nature’ and ‘person’ (ou>si/a, fu/sij, u<po/stasij
and pro/swpon), and continue with the terms defining the union (e[nwsij, suna/feia,
koinwni/a, e>noi/khsij). I shall refer also to the terms Theodoret considered as being
inappropriate for the union (su/gxusij, troph/, kra~sij, metabolh/) as well as to his
image of soul and body describing the oikonomia.
‘Essence’, ‘nature’ and ‘person’
The terms ou>si/a and fu/sij are practically synonyms in Theodoret’s both Trinitarian and
Christological vocabulary. This determines partly his attitude towards u<po/stasij in
Christology also. I quote only one relevant passage from each tract:
mi/an th~j Tria/doj th\n fu/sin ei}nai pisteu/omen, mi/an ou>si/an e>n trisi\n
i>dio/thsin gnwrizome/nhn (De Trinitate Ch. 28, col. 1188B).
ou>si/a de\ dou/lou, toute/stin a>ncrw/pou […] pa~sa tou~ a>ncrw/pou h<
fu/sij […] neno/mistai (De incarnatione Ch. 10, col. 1432B).

The author uses both terms in the two tracts, but nevertheless, the occurrence of fu/sij is
notably higher in both than that of ou>si/a, which suggests the author’s intention to
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Note again the resemblance with the Apollinarian line of thought: ‘one worship’ => ‘one nature’.
See ACO II, 1, 1, 179: kai\ a>nagnwce/ntwn tw~n u<pomnhma/twn Basi/leioj e>pi/skopoj Seleukei/aj
>Isauri/aj ei}pen* sumfe/romai th~| pi/stei tw~n a<gi/wn pate/rwn […] proskunw~ th\n mi/an fu/sin th~j
$eo/thtoj tou~ Monogenou~j e>nancrwph/santoj kai\ sesarkwme/nou.
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provide a solid ground for his ‘two natures’ Christology.387 Although the meaning of the
two terms in relation to each other is virtually the same,388 their Trinitarian function is the
opposite of the Christological. On one hand they represent the common essence and
nature of the Triad; on the other hand, they carry the specific attributes of the uniting
Godhead and manhood respectively within the Person of Christ. Nonetheless, they are
also used consistently in both contexts, since they denote the divine nature/essence both
in the ceologi/a and in the oi>konomi/a.
Without lengthening the discussion concerning the fairly evident meaning of ou>si/a and
fu/sij, I shall proceed to the analysis of their relationship with probably the most
problematic term of the period and to some extent of Theodoret, i.e. u<po/stasij.
Concerning the term’s doctrinal history I refer the reader to the excellent scholarship of J.
H. Newman, G. L. Prestige and Marcel Richard.389
The term in itself is a correlative substantive of the verb u<fi/sthmi, i.e. to stand, set or
place under. As Prestige argues,
Broadly speaking, it may be said that the purport of the term is derived in one
group of usages from the middle voice of the verb u<fi/sthmi, and in another
from the active voice. Thus it may mean either that which underlies, or that
which gives support (God in Patristic Thought, 163).
In classical Greek in the material sense it means ‘foundation’, ‘sediment’, ‘groundwork’
or even substantial nature. It also means ‘substance’, ‘reality’, something ‘underlying’ a
specific phenomenon or essence.
In the New Testament it occurs three times in the sense of ‘confidence’,390 once in the
sense of ‘reality’ or ‘assurance’391 and only once with a meaning which the Church more
or less began to assign to it.392 Its application in theology is therefore caused largely by
Hebrews 1:3 and at first it becomes the synonym of ou>si/a in Epiphanius and his
contemporary anti-Arian theologians. As opposed to ou>si/a, in which the emphasis is laid
upon the single object disclosed by means of internal analysis, the term hypostasis draws
attention to the externally concrete independence, i.e. the relation to other objects. The
primary theological sense of the word was also subject to continuous development.
The phrase ‘hypostasis of ousia’ (Hebrews 11:1) – according to Prestige – may be
translated ‘substantial objectivity’. The term hypostasis soon gathered the sense of
‘genuineness’, or ‘reality’, i.e. positive, ‘concrete and distinct existence, first of all in the
abstract and later in the particular individual’ (Ibid., 174). Its use becomes more and more
387

The term ou>si/a occurs 14 times in De Trinitate and 16 times in De incarnatione, whilst fu/sij appears 36 times
in De Trinitate and 84 times in De incarnatione.
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The limits of the present work do not allow a longer discussion of this issue. Although a total identification of the
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common by the time of the Cappadocians, meaning largely ‘objective individual
existence’. Hypostasis gradually gains the meaning of ‘individual’ in Clement, Origen,
Athanasius and Basil (Ibid., pp.176-77). As our author concludes,
Instances could be multiplied, but those which have been quoted are sufficient
to show what the word hypostasis really means when it comes to be applied to
the prosopa of the triad. It implies that the three presentations possess a
concrete and independent objectivity, in confutation both of the Sabellian type
of heresy, which regarded them all merely as different names, and of the
unitarian type of heresy, which regarded the second and third of them as
abstract qualities possessed by the first or impersonal influences exerted by
His volition (177-78).
Before entering the Eastern debate concerning the interpretation of u<po/stasij, I would
like to draw attention to another linguistic issue, namely the Latin translation of the term.
In the text of De Trinitate I have chosen to translate the Greek o<moou/sioj with
‘coessential’ instead of ‘consubstantial’ partly because the Greek ou>si/a would be rather
the equivalent of essentia than of substantia. One of my main concerns was that whilst
trying to address the issue of Theodoret’s terminology, I could not ignore that
etymologically the Latin substantia (sub-stantia) was much closer to the Greek
u<po/stasij (u<po/-stasij) than to ou>si/a. It is beyond doubt that the Western usage of
the term consubstantialis made it the equivalent of Nicaea’s homoousios. The translation
of ou>si/a with substantia occurred already after Nicaea in Latin theology. In his De fide
ad Gratianum (CSEL 78, I, 19, 128) Ambrose uses substantia only in this sense:
Er [i.e. Ambrosius] stellt jedoch klar, daß er substantia nur im Sinne von
ou>si/a benutzt, I, 19, 128: ‘quia nos in Deo aut usian graece aut latine
substantiam dicimus’ (L. Abramowski, ‘Suna/feia’, 89).
Further, the application and usage of substantia to denote ou>si/a in the Early Western
Church is legitimate as far as Nicaea is concerned, since the Nicene Creed did not
distinguish between ou>si/a and u<po/stasij. This was probably a reaction to Arius’s
distinction between the three u<posta/seij in order to express a difference between the
ou>si/a of the Father and of the Son. As Arius said,
[o< Ui<o\j] to\ zh~n kai\ to\ ei}nai para\ tou~ Patro\j ei>lhfo/ta kai\ ta\j
do/qaj, sunuposth/santoj au>tw|~ tou~ Patro/j. Ou> ga\r o< Path\r dou\j
au>tw~| pa/ntwn th\n klhronomi/an e>ste/rhsen e<auto\n w{n a>gennh/twj e]xei
e>n e<autw|~* phgh\ ga/r e>sti pa/ntwn. w[ste trei~j ei>sin u<posta/seij (Opitz,
Urkunde 5, 13).
Thus, the usage of consubstantialis to translate o<moou/sioj – at least until the distinctions
introduced by the Cappadocians – is fully Nicene and rightful. Nevertheless, in the fifth
century the Western practice of translating only ou>si/a with substantia was not
unanimous, thus causing occasional problems.393
393

We find e.g. Marius Mercator translating u<po/stasij with substantia. By the time the more refined Neo-Nicene
terminology of the Cappadocians emerged, it was not possible to revert to a translation of o<moou/sioj with
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Socrates Scholasticus provides useful information about the debates concerning ou>si/a
and u<po/stasij. According to him the two terms were allowed in the absence of more
fitting ones in order to exclude Sabellianism. He also mentions that the Greek
philosophers provided various definitions of ou>si/a, yet they did not notice u<po/stasij,
concluding that although the ancient ones rarely mentioned this term, the more modern
thinkers have frequently used it instead of ou>si/a.394
Whilst the philosophical meaning of u<po/stasij is more or less inconclusive as to what
extent it could denote a concrete individual reality or a universal essence,395 its
ecclesiastical application is even more complicated. The term certainly enters Trinitarian
doctrine first – a long time before being accepted in Christology. The arguably Origenian
picture of one ou>si/a and three u<posta/seij in the Trinity is challenged by Arius, who
operated with three u<posta/seij in order to attack the doctrine of o<moousi/a. This is
partly why the anathema at the end of the Nicaeanum did not distinguish between the two
terms. The same is valid for the subsequent Creed of Sardica (347), which states that ‘the
u<po/stasij, which the heretics call ou>si/a of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit is
one’.396 The Roman Council held under Damasus in 371 asserts that the Three Persons
are of the same hypostasis and usia.397 The Council of Alexandria in 362 led by
Athanasius and Eusebius of Vercelli decided to leave both the sense and the use of the
term open, thus to enable the different traditions and schools to speak either of one
hypostasis or of three.398 On the other hand, as Rowan Williams observes,
Both Arius himself and the later critics of Nicaea insist on the catholic and
scriptural nature of their language, and see themselves as guardians of
centrally important formulae - God is the sole anarchos, He begets the Son
‘not in appearance but in truth’, there is a triad of distinct hupostaseis, and so

coessentialis. There was, of course, no reason to do that, since in the West the meanings of these terms were hardly
under question compared to the intensity of the Eastern terminological disputes. Moreover, most of the Latin writers
had already found another comfortable equivalent for u<po/stasij by translating it with subsistentia (although not all
of them were consistent in doing this). The issue arose again in the East in the terminological debates of the fifth
century, until the two Greek terms (ou>si/a and u<po/stasij) were adequately distinguished by Chalcedon in the
passage referring to the Person of Jesus Christ, whom the Chalcedonense confesses as being du/o fu/seij, but mi/a
u<po/stasij. By this time it was indeed too late for the West to address the entire issue again and possibly to replace
a term (i.e. consubstantialis) for no urgent reason, a term, which by then had been used for more than 120 years.
This revision of the Latin Trinitarian and Christological terminology thus did not take place in the West for the
aforementioned reasons. Its effect can be traced through the entire history of Western theological scholarship to the
extent that even in the nineteenth century the editor of Theodoret’s two treatises, Angelo Mai, still continued to
translate both ou>si/a and u<po/stasij with substantia, although from a theological viewpoint – also for Theodoret –
the two terms denote different concepts. In trying to be as close to Theodoret’s terminology as possible, I did not
carry all the way through my translation this inherited shift of paradigm.
394
oi< th\n <Ellhnikh\n par' [Ellhsi sofi/an e>kce/menoi th\n me\n ou>si/an pollaxw~j w<ri/santo*
u<posta/sewj de\ ou>d' h<ntinaou~n mnh/mhn pepoi/hntai […] oi< palaioi\ filo/sofoi th\n le/qin pare/lipon,
a>ll' o[mwj oi< new/teroi tw~n filoso/fwn sunexw~j a>nti\ th~j ou>si/aj th~| le/qei th~j u<posta/sewj
a>pexrh/santo. See Socrates, HE III, 7 in William Bright, ed., Socrates’ Ecclesiastical History, 2nd edn (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1893).
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forth. But Arius was suspect in the eyes of the Lucianists and their neo-Arian
successors because of his logical development of the traditional language in a
direction that threatened the reality and integrity of God’s revelation in the
Son; hence the attempts in the credal statements of conservative synods in the
350s to bracket the whole Nicene discussion by refusing to allow ousia-terms
of any kind into professions of faith.’399
Further, if the above picture were not already puzzling, we have to acknowledge that the
use of the two terms may not be entirely clear within the oeuvre of a number of
individual theologians either. Athanasius, for example, tried to apply the term both
against the Arians (thus equating it with ou>si/a) and to use it for the three divine Persons.
On one hand, in his Epistula ad Afros episcopos, he wrote:
h< de\ u<po/stasij ou>si/a e>sti/, kai\ ou>de\n a]llo shmaino/menon e]xei h&
au>to\ to\ o]n (PG 26, 1036B).

On the other hand, the same author in another work asserts:
to\ ga\r tri/ton ta\ ti/mia zw~a tau~ta prosfe/rein th\n doqologi/an a[gioj,
a[gioj, a[gioj le/gonta, ta\j trei~j u<posta/seij telei/aj deiknu/nta e>sti/n,
w<j kai\ e>n tw~| le/gein to/, Ku/rioj, th\n mi/an ou>si/an dhlou~sin (In illud:
Omnia mihi tradita sunt in PG 25, 220A).

As it may be argued, the common Origenian heritage was developed on one hand by
Arius in the sense of Trinitarian subordination, whilst on the other hand by Athanasius in
the direction of coessentiality. The meaning of u<po/stasij varied accordingly. We should
emphasise again: this happened exclusively within the limits of Trinitarian doctrine. No
application of the term u<po/stasij in Christology is to be found in the Nicene and NeoNicene fathers.
The unique journey of the term u<po/stasij in Christian theology, however, was far from
being over. Without its gauntlet-run in Trinitarian doctrine being entirely finished, the
expression received a second blow from the zealous Bishop of Laodicea. Apollinaris was
the first and remained the only theologian before Cyril of Alexandria who applied the
term in Christology. According to the research of M. Richard, only Apollinaris (and
Theodore of Mopsuestia, as Richard thought in 1945) could be shown to have used the
term u<po/stasij in Christology before Cyril.
Apollinaris uses the term ‘one hypostasis’ three times in his De fide et incarnatione:
e%n pro/swpon, mi/a u<po/stasij, o[loj a]ncrwpoj, o[loj $eo/j.400
>Ioudai~oi to\ sw~ma staurw/santej to\n $eo\n e>stau/rwsan, kai\ ou>demi/a
diai/resij tou~ Lo/gou kai\ th~j sarko\j au>tou~ […] a>ll' e]sti mi/a fu/sij,
mi/a u<po/stasij, mi/a e>ne/rgeia, e%n pro/swpon.401
399
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Menschensohn aber wurde er genannt, göttliche Herrschaft aber wie Gott
zeigte er, und durch das blut seiner Hypostase erlöste er die ganze
Schöpfung.402
As M. Richard points out, the fourth occurrence of ‘one hypostasis’ – in Apollinaris’s h<
kata\ me/roj pi/stij (which Cyril held as written by Athanasius) – was contested.
Nevertheless, based on the further evidence available to him, Richard corrected
Lietzmann’s critical text. The genuine version therefore is:
mi/an u<po/stasin kai\ e%n pro/swpon kai\ mi/an th\n prosku/nhsin tou~
Lo/gou kai\ th~j sarko/j.403

Hereby we have first-hand evidence concerning the provenience of ‘one hypostasis’ in
Cyril’s Christology. M. Richard attempted to prove that no other ancient writer used the
term in Christology before Cyril – save for Theodore.404 He argued that from among the
two surviving versions of a Syriac fragment of Theodore (Brit. Lib. add. 12156 and
14669 respectively) the latter was the genuine one, containing ‘one hypostasis’ instead of
‘one prosopon’.405 As a result, this is the way the two fragments are listed in the 1974
edition of CPG (No. 3856).
Luise Abramowski, however, corrected this conclusion. According to the decisive
evidence furnished in 1995 by the German scholar the former fragment (in BL 12156)
containing ‘one prosopon’ is the authentic one, thus their order in CPG 3856 ought to be
inverted.406
This latter correction of Prof. Abramowski bears an enormous significance upon my
subsequent argument concerning the validity of ‘one hypostasis’ in Christology around
Ephesus, since according to this very recent evidence, the only theologian who had
indeed used u<po/stasij in Christology before Cyril was Apollinaris. Apart from the
correction concerning Theodore, the conclusion of M. Richard after having analysed a
whole series of pseudepigraphic texts, remains fully authoritative:
Ce florilège de texte pseudépigraphiques pourrait sans doute être allongé, mais
sans grand profit. Tel quel il met déjà suffisamment en relief l’impossibilité
dans laquelle se sont trouvés les théologiens du VIe et VIIe siècle de justifier
par une tradition historique l’introduction du mot hypostase dans la définition
de Chalcédoine.407
Thus, the famous Apollinarian formula mi/a fu/sij, mi/a u<po/stasij, mi/a e>ne/rgeia, e%n
pro/swpon of the Incarnate Word did not have any other ecclesiastical authority behind
itself apart from the Laodicean heresiarch. Although Cyril of Alexandria held the phrase
402
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as coming from his venerated master Athanasius, whom he sought to follow in every
theological respect, the term indeed was alien to orthodox Christology in the entire fourth
century.408
We have arrived at Theodoret and the issue of u<po/stasij within the Christological
debates of his time. What we know only since 1995 (thanks to Prof. Abramowski) – and
Cyril did not know at the time – Theodoret knew at the outbreak of the Nestorian
controversy already: the term mi/a u<po/stasij as referring to the Incarnation and
specifically denoting the union ‘according to u<po/stasij’ in Christ, as it appears in
Cyril’s Anathemas, was most emphatically not used by any of the orthodox fathers, who
reserved this term exclusively for the i]dia of the divine Persons.409 One may even be
entitled to reformulate one of the basic scholarly assumptions concerning the
authoritativeness of hypostatic union before 431. It was not part of the tradition,
nonetheless, Cyril’s recurrent emphatic references to his pseudo-Athanasian sources
almost ‘created a history’, as it were, for this phrase – and perhaps not only in the minds
of some theologians living in the fifth century. This largely unchallenged assumption
filtered itself through the centuries into the modern scholarship, becoming part of our
doctrinal subconscious. That is why the findings of M. Richard and L. Abramowski are
so important. I cannot and do not intend to rewrite this chapter of the history of doctrine,
nonetheless, I find it necessary to make a clear distinction here between what can be
considered as genuine tradition and subsequent general assumption.
It is this perspective from which I intend to assess the reaction of Theodoret, who, upon
encountering the term u<po/stasij in Cyril’s anathemas, writes both in his reply and in his
Letter to the Eastern monks:
In obedience to the divine teaching of the apostles we confess one Christ; and
through the union [dia\ th\n e[nwsin], we name the same One both God and
man. But we are wholly ignorant [panta/pasin a>gnoou~men] of the union
according to hypostasis as being strange and alien [w<j qe/nhn kai\
a>llo/fulon] to the divine Scriptures and to the Fathers who have interpreted
them (ACO I, 1, 6, 114).410
e>n de\ tw~| deute/rw| kai\ tri/tw| kefalai/w| […] th\n kac' u<po/stasin e[nwsin
ei>sa/gei kai\ su/nodon kac' e[nwsin fusikh/n, kra~si/n tina kai\ su/gxusin

408

In Latin theology the term ‘one nature’ was expressly banned e.g. by the 13th Anathema of the first council of
Toledo in the year 400: ‘si quis dixerit vel crediderit, deitatis et carnis unam esse in Christo naturam, anathema sit’
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made it the equivalent of his ‘union according to nature’. See below.
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dia\ tou/twn tw~n o>noma/twn gegenh~scai dida/skwn th~j te cei/aj fu/sewj
kai\ th~j tou~ dou/lou morfh~j. Tou~to th~j ai<retikh~j >Apollinari/ou
kainotomi/aj e>sti\ ku/hma (SC 429, 100).

As I have repeatedly stated, Cyril’s orthodoxy – as well as the Chalcedonian validity of
hypostatic union – is not in question within the present thesis, since we are concerned
with the interpretation of Theodoret. Nevertheless, two important observations have to be
made. First, the only occasion where Theodoret could be claimed to admit two
u<posta/seij in Christ in his entire theological career is his answer to the third Cyrilline
anathema.411 He never challenges the expression again. Secondly, in the context of
scholarly evidence, he was justified in saying that the term was alien to the fathers’
vocabulary of the oi>konomi/a, being prima facie ‘the fetus of Apollinaris’s heretic
innovation’. Thus, without denying the theological virtue of Cyril’s positive application
of the term and his subsequent contribution by which it became unanimously accepted
two decades later, one ought to see that the moment and the way it re-entered the
theology of the Incarnation412 after more than four decades of absence,413 the term
u<po/stasij was more than suspicious – and not merely for the Antiochene theologians. It
was an innovation, although it proved to be a positive one.
Theodoret’s reaction is not motivated by ignorance but rather by a commonly general
concern about any compromised term in any period of the history of doctrine. To give
only one example: the expression ‘man-bearer’ connected inseparably with ‘God-bearer’
could have become an orthodox statement as a legitimate confession of the true humanity
and divinity of Christ414 – if it had not been bound to the ill-fated name of Nestorius.
Similarly, the phrase e[nwsij kac' u<po/stasin as referring to Christ – despite the
indisputable virtue conferred later on it by Cyril – cannot indeed be claimed to have had
any sort of authority but rather a bad reputation in the context of the oikonomia at the
time of the outbreak of the Nestorian controversy. Consequently, Theodoret could not be
expected to embrace a phrase used by the most ferocious opponent of his two teachers
(Diodore and Theodore) – an opponent condemned by the first canon of Constantinople
381 (which was presided over for a while by Diodore himself) and regarded by the whole
411

I think Marcel Richard has given the adequate explanation concerning the lack of the term u<po/stasij from
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add that u<po/stasij was not part of anyone else’s Christological vocabulary in 430 either – save for Cyril of
Alexandria.
412
I.e. being included in a solemn anathema to be subscribed by Nestorius as proof of his orthodoxy.
413
Apollinaris died in 392, being in open war with the orthodox side since 376.
414
Strictly speaking, the juxtaposition would logically describe Christ as very God and very man. Mary is ‘Godbearer’ since the Word was born into human life through her, yet also ‘man-bearer’ since Who is born of her is very
man also. The doctrinally motivated refusal of the latter compromised term paradoxically denies Mary a quality,
which is by nature due to every human mother.

190 Chapter 4: The Christology of Theodoret’s De incarnatione

church as having died in his heresy – and accept it as the very criterion of Christological
orthodoxy. It necessarily took some years of theological evolution – including Cyril’s
necessary subsequent clarifications – until the content of the expression could be
regarded and accepted as orthodox. The Bishop of Cyrus cannot be reproached justifiably
for not having made it his key term of Christological union, save for the case if one were
to argue from the perspective of the ‘assumption’, which I have distinguished above from
the ‘tradition’. Evidently, such a charge is anachronistic. Moreover, apart from
Theodoret’s remarkable reluctance to attack the Cyrilline formula ever again after 431 it
ought to be observed that one of the very obstacles in the way of his acceptance was
Cyril’s rather unfortunate and often ambiguous equation between u<po/stasij and fu/sij,
subsequently corrected by Chalcedon.415
Thus, how did Theodoret interpret u<po/stasij? In De incarnatione (apart from the
recurrent quotation of Hebrews 1:3) we have only one occurrence of the term and even
that is taken in a Trinitarian sense:
This is a powerful refutation showing immediately the very impiety of Arius
and Eunomius and it shows also the blasphemy of Sabellius, Marcellus and
Photeinos, who deny the three hypostases [oi< ta\j trei~j u<posta/seij
a>rnou/menoi] and confuse the attributes of the Godhead [kai\ ta\j th~j
ceo/thtoj sugxe/ontej i>dio/thtaj]. Because according to the hypostasis the
one being in the form of God [i.e. the Word] is different from the other [i.e.
God the Father] in whose form [He] is [e[teroj ga\r kata\ th\n u<po/stasin o<
e>n morfh~| $eou~ u<pa/rxwn, kai\ e[teroj e>kei~noj ou{ e>n morfh~| u<pa/rxei].
Again, the one [i.e. the Word] who thought it no robbery to be equal with God
is different from the other [i.e. God the Father] with whom He is equal;
nevertheless, He did not snatch the equality for Himself (col. 1429D-1432A).
The above text shows the author’s use of hypostasis as being a summary or bearer of the
i>dio/thj of a Trinitarian Person, as we have seen it in De Trinitate. Theodoret does not
seem to find a place for this term in his pre-Ephesian Christology, although after
Chalcedon he manifests a tendency to identify it with pro/swpon.416 Before drawing the
final conclusions we have to assess another important occurrence and explanation of the
term u<po/stasij in the first dialogue of the Eranistes.417 After the agreed acceptance of
the one ou>si/a of the Trinity, and the interpolated question of Orthodoxos, i.e. whether
one has to reckon hypostasis to signify anything else than ou>si/a, or to take it as another
name of ou>si/a, the ‘beggar’ asks the following:
Eranistes: e]xei tina\ diafora\n h< ou>si/a pro\j th\n u<po/stasin;
Orthodoxos: kata\ me\n th\n cu/racen sofi/an ou>k e]xei. h[ te ga\r ou>si/a
415

I do not intend to enter the discussion whether Cyril might have used u<po/stasij still in its old Nicene sense (as
sometimes Athanasius did), whilst Theodoret interpreted it in the Neo-Nicene manner of the Cappadocians. Instead I
would apply Newman’s valid conclusion as vindicating both Cyril and Theodoret concerning their attitude towards
the term: ‘The outcome of this investigation is this: – that we need not by an officious piety arbitrarily force the
language of separate Fathers into a sense which it cannot bear; nor by an unjust and narrow criticism accuse them of
error; nor impose upon an early age a distinction of terms belonging to a later’ (The Arians, 444).
416
See Marcel Richard, ‘La lettre de Théodoret à Jean d’Égées’, SPT, 2 (1941-42), 415-23.
417
The occurrences in the Expositio will be analysed in connection with pro/swpon. See below.
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to\ o&n shmai/nei, kai\ to\ u<festo\j h< u<po/stasij. Kata\ de\ ge th\n tw~n
pate/rwn didaskali/an, h%n e]xei diafora\n to\ koino\n pro\j to\ i]dion, h&
to\ ge/noj pro\j to\ ei}doj h& to\ a]tomon, tau/thn h< ou>si/a pro\j th\n
u<po/stasin e]xei (Eranistes, 64).418

The above answer of Orthodoxos shows on one hand Theodoret’s familiarity with
philosophical literature, i.e. with ‘the wisdom outside’ Christendom. His judgement is
generally consonant with the other contemporary church historian, Socrates419: for the
philosophers ou>si/a signifies to\ o]n, i.e. that which ‘is’ or ‘exists’, whilst u<po/stasij
represents to\ u<festo/j, i.e. that which ‘gives support’ or ‘subsists’.420 On the other hand,
the Bishop of Cyrus shows himself aware of the Neo-Nicene refinements of the
Cappadocians, since he writes that according to the teaching of the fathers the difference
between ou>si/a and u<po/stasij is the same as between to\ koino/n (that which is
common) and to\ i]dion (that which is particular) or to\ ge/noj (the race, genus) as
opposed to to\ ei}doj (that which is seen, the species) and to\ a]tomon (the indivisible, the
individual).421 This could explain to some extent his reluctance to accept u<po/stasij in
Christology, since as it appears in Cyril, the term may be equated with fu/sij,422 yet this
latter expression is the synonym of ou>si/a for Theodoret (as we have seen above), which
in its turn is different from u<po/stasij423 ‘according to the teaching of the fathers’.
Mutatis mutandis, in the understanding of our author, u<po/stasij – if accepted – can be
introduced in Christology only as a synonym for pro/swpon but not for fu/sij, which is
what he finds at first sight in Cyril’s anathemas. Finally, in evaluating Theodoret’s
general terminology including his use of u<po/stasij, we have to consider also that the
only valid theological standard of the 430s (and indeed the terminological milestone
between Ephesus and Chalcedon), i.e. the Formula of Reunion, does not contain the term.
It states the double o<moousi/a of Christ (i.e. with God the Father and with us), it affirms
the unmingled union of two fu/seij, confesses the one pro/swpon, sanctions the use of
nao/j in the same manner Theodoret did in De incarnatione, yet it does not even mention
u<po/stasij. The first ecumenically accepted Christological use of the term is validated
by the Chalcedonense in 451, in an environment which leaves little doubt about the fact

418

Cf. with the explanation of Socrates Scholasticus mentioned above.
I could not establish whether Theodoret was dependent on Socrates or whether both of them were using a
common source.
420
Following Prestige’s analysis Theodoret seems to interpret u<po/stasij here in the sense of ‘giving support’ – at
least according to the active form of to\ u<festo/j (Act. Part. Perf. Neut. Nom. Sg).
421
This is how the Trinitarian terms exercise their influence upon Theodoret’s Christological thinking: all that was
‘one’ in the Trinity (ou>si/a and fu/sij) becomes ‘two’ in Christ, whereas the ‘three’ in the Trinity become ‘one’ in
Christology (three pro/swpa => one pro/swpon). This also means that whilst in the Trinity the carrier of the
specific i>diw/mata of the divine Persons was the u<po/stasij, here in Christology, the bearers of the i>diw/mata of
the two uniting divine and human elements will necessarily be the fu/seij and ou>si/ai.
422
I am aware of Cyril’s use of the term fu/sij both in the sense of ‘nature’ and ‘person’ as well as of its
explanation. Nevertheless, apart from the fact that this does not constitute the subject of my investigation, I intend to
explain why Theodoret might have been puzzled by this ambivalent usage.
423
Cf. with Expositio: kai\ tau~ta me\n a>rkei~ pro\j a>po/deiqin tou~ mh\ th\n ou>si/an au>th\n dhlou~n to\
a>ge/nnhton kai\ gennhto\n kai\ e>kporeuto/n, a>foristika\ de\ tw~n u<posta/sewn ei}nai, pro\j tw~| kai\ to\n
tro/pon th~j u<pa/rqewj diashmai/nein (PG 6, 1212B).
419
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that in reference to the Incarnation it should be taken as a synonym for pro/swpon rather
than for ou>si/a or fu/sij:424
e>n du/o fu/sesin a>sugxu/twj, a>tre/ptwj, a>diaire/’twj, a>xwri/stwj
gnwrizo/menon […] kai\ ei>j e%n pro/swpon kai\ mi/an u<po/stasin
suntrexou/shj (Denz. 302; cf. Hahn, Bibliothek, 166-67).

We have arrived at the fourth term, pro/swpon, which is used by our author to describe
the union in Christ and denote the One Person. Prestige shows that pro/swpon originally
meant simply ‘face’, but adds that it ‘is sometimes expressly opposed to the sense of
"mask", as when Clement (Paed. 3. 2, II. 2) inveighs against those women who by
painting their countenances made their prosopa into prosopeia.’425 The term was
introduced both into the doctrine on the Trinity and into the theology of the Incarnation
with the meaning of ‘person’ although not in a fully equivalent sense of our present
understanding of the English word. After the Sabellian challenge it becomes sharply
contrasted with proswpei~on, thus to denote that the pro/swpa are not merely the
outward countenances of the one and the same Ui<opath/r, who in the manner of a Greek
actor changes his masks on the scene. Its accepted presence in Christology precedes by
long decades – if not centuries – the introduction of u<po/stasij and as Prestige argues,
‘there does not seem to be any evidence whatever for the view that the term prosopon
was ever discredited in orthodox circles at any period of theological development’ (Ibid.,
162).
Regarding the interaction between Theodoret’s Trinitarian and Christological vocabulary,
Montalverne concludes that Theodoret’s Christological use of the term pro/swpon did
not derive from his Trinitarian doctrine, but rather from his Antiochene Christological
heritage.426 Mandac disproves this conclusion, showing that Theodoret uses the term
pro/swpon in his Curatio to denote the divine Persons when commenting on God’s
utterance in Genesis 1: 26-27. Moreover, he repeats the distinction tw~n prosw/pwn as
referring to the Trinity in the same work.427 To this one might add that the term occurs
three times in De Trinitate in the sense of ‘person’. On two occasions it distinguishes the
Son from the Father and once it is used to show the divinity of the Holy Spirit.428 Finally,

424

I do not intend to suggest that u<po/stasij is merely a synonym for pro/swpon in the Chalcedonense. Its function
is also to evince Cyril’s emphasis and his positive contribution to the strengthening of the concept of union in Christ.
What I wanted to emphasise was that Chalcedon accepted Cyril’s positive contribution (i.e. the union according to
hypostasis) in a manner which excluded the (by then) ambiguous formula ‘union according to nature’. This was
most effectively achieved by ranking u<po/stasij with pro/swpon and not with fu/sij or with ou>si/a. That is also
why the Monophysites could never accept Chalcedon, since it implicitly rejected the famous ‘one incarnate nature of
God the Word’ to the letter of which the Eutychian party was clinging.
425
Prestige, God in Patristic Thought, 157.
426
‘Recte suspicari potest usum christologicum vocis prosopon apud Theodoretum minime a theologia trinitaria
desumptum esse, sed potius ad placita scholae antiochenae in eius christologia simpliciter occurrere ob paradigma
hominis, qui et ipse unum prosopon est ex duabus videlicet substantiis consistens.’ See P. Joseph Montalverne,
Theodoreti Cyrensis doctrina antiquior de verbo ‘inhumanato’ (a circiter 423-435), Studia Antoniana, 1 (Rome:
Pontificium Athenaeum Antonianum, 1948), 78.
427
See SC 57, 156: i[na dei/qh| to\ tw~n prosw/pwn dia/foron. Cf. SC 57, 386.
428
See De Trinitate Ch. 12, col. 1164D; Ch. 16, col. 1173A and Ch. 22, col. 1180C.
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it comes up again in Expositio rectae fidei,429 bound also with the term u<po/stasij, as is
customary to Theodoret’s Trinitarian language:
w[ste to\ a>ge/nnhton kai\ to\ gennhto\n kai\ to\ e>kporeuto\n ou>k ou>si/aj
dhlwtika/, shmantika\ de\ tw~n u<posta/sew/n e>stin* i<kana\ ga\r h<mi~n
diakri/nein ta\ pro/swpa kai\ th\n Patro\j kai\ Ui<ou~ kai\ a<gi/ou
Pneu/matoj i>diazo/ntwj deiknu/ein u<po/stasin. Kaca/per […] tou~
Pneu/matoj pro/swpon paideuo/meca. (PG 6, 1212AB).

The Neo-Nicene distinction of ou>si/a and u<po/stasij is present in the theological
thinking of the young Theodoret. Further, as he argues, one may distinguish the three
pro/swpa based on the three divine names. This leads Mandac to conclude:
De tous ces textes, croyons-nous, une conclusion s’impose: Théodoret
employait le vocable pro/swpon pour désigner ce que nous appellons les trois
Personnes divines. Il est bien évident que l’évêque de Cyr n’a pas inventé cette
signification trinitaire de pro/swpon, mais il l’a reprise à ses devanciers. (‘L’
union christologique’, 73).
Concerning the Christological meaning of pro/swpon for Theodoret there is one passage
commonly cited from his Commentary on Ezekiel based on which it has been claimed
that for him the term retained its notion of 'countenance'. Speaking of the Saviour's
fleshly ascension from the Mount of Olives, Theodoret writes:
ei>ko/twj toi/nun kai\ thnikau~ta e>n a>ncrwpei/w| fanei\j sxh/mati, kai\ ta\j
du/o fu/seij e<ni\ dei/qaj prosw/pw| (PG 81, 901CD).

The suggestion that fanei\j and dei/qaj might represent a remnant of the meaning
concerning the outward appearance as 'shown' or 'manifested' by Christ rather than
'proving' to be the pro/swpon Himself can be answered by other passages from
Theodoret's commentaries. In the same Commentary on Ezekiel we read:
e>gw\ Ku/rioj, fhsi/, lela/lhka. i<kanh\ ga\r h< tou~ prosw/pou dh/lwsij th\n
a>lh/ceian dei~qai (PG 81, 868BC).

If dei~qai were to be taken as mere ‘showing’ or ‘displaying’ rather than ‘making
manifest’ in the sense of ‘confirming’, then the whole rationale above would lose its
emphasis upon h< tou~ prosw/pou dh/lwsij th\n a>lh/ceian. To this we might add the
frequent references to ‘the Master Christ’ on account of whom or referring to the Person
of whom [e>k prosw/pou au>tou~~] Isaiah, Ezekiel, David and others were speaking [boa~|]
in the same manner as they spoke in the Person [e>k prosw/pou] or on account of God the
Father.430 Further, commenting Isaiah 45:14 Theodoret writes:
o<ra/twsan >Ioudai~oi dua/da prosw/pwn khruttome/nhn e>n e<ni/* e]sti ga\r
e>n soi\ $eo\j kai\ su\ $eo\j kai\ ou>k e]sti $eo\j plh\n sou~. e>le/gxei de\
tau~ta kai\ th\n >Arei/ou kai\ Eu>nomi/ou mani/an* ei> ga\r ou>k e]sti plh\n
429

ta\ tria\ sunhmme/nwj h<mi~n suneisa/gei pro/swpa (PG 6, 1216B); cf. col. 1216C, 1217B.
See PG 81, 1161AB, cf. PG 81,1248B (on Ezekiel). Cf. tau~ta e>k prosw/pou ei]rhtai tou~ Despo/tou
Xristou~, o[j e>sti spe/rma tou~ >Abraa\m kata\ sa/rka (Commentary on Isaiah in SC 315, 72, cf. SC 315, 76
etc).
430
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au>tou~, o< e>n au>tw~| $eo\j pw~j a&n ei]h $eo/j; […] [John 14:10, 10:30] […]
h]legqe toi/nun o< profhtiko\j lo/goj kai\ >Ioudai/ouj ei>j e%n pro/swpon
th\n ceo/thta perigra/fontaj kai\ ]Areion kai\ Eu>no/mion e<te/ran fu/sin
ceo/thtoj ei>sagagei~n e>pixeirou~ntaj (SC 315, 32).

Thus, if the pro/swpon of o< Ku/rioj to whom the assertions in John’s gospel are
attributed is only an outward countenance, the entire argument against the Jews who
‘limit the divinity to a single pro/swpon’ (i.e. of JHWH) is invalidated. The identification
of the second pro/swpon of the Trinity with the one of Christ is evident in many passages
of Theodoret’s commentaries. One last quotation from his Commentary on Isaiah 45:23 is
noteworthy, especially because the author uses a version of the manuscript of Romans
14:10, which contains Xristou~ instead of $eou~. Theodoret asserts here that what Isaiah
had said about the pro/swpon of the Father Paul attributed to the pro/swpon of the Son,
who is ‘Christ’ in the version used by Theodoret (consequently, equated with the
pro/swpon of the Son):
a% ga\r e>ntau~ca w<j e>k prosw/pou tou~ Patro\j o< profh/thj ei]rhke, tau~ta
o< cei~oj a>po/stoloj tw~| tou~ Ui<ou~ prosw/pw| prosh/rmosen, le/gei de\
ou[twj* pa/ntej parasthso/meca tw~| bh/mati tou~ Xristou~ (SC 315, 40; cf.
ibid., note 1).

Finally, both the verb dei/knumi and fai/nw in the quoted passage from the Commentary
on Ezekiel appear in Expositio with a clear meaning of ‘being manifested’ or ‘proven’
rather than ‘appearing’ as referring to the pro/swpa:
[Ephesians 3:14-17] i>dou~ ga\r pa/lin e>noikh/sewj cei/aj mnhmoneu/wn o<
Pau~loj, kai\ Pate/ra, kai\ Ui<o/n, kai\ Pneu~ma a[gion sumperilamba/nwn
dei/knutai* kai\ pantaxou~ de\ th~j didaskali/aj sunta/ttwn ta\ tri/a
fai/netai pro/swpa (PG 6, 1216).
I think that a further lengthening of the evidence is superfluous. Theodoret’s concept of
pro/swpon as it appears both in his doctrinal treatises and in his commentaries is indeed
far from being a mere proswpei~on and thus is a valid equivalent of the Latin persona.
There is no substantial evidence in his writings to prove the contrary. That is why it is a
fitting term for the Christological union in De incarnatione, where the One Son is not
merely ‘shown up’ but ‘manifested’:
It can be seen more clearly from the Epistle to the Hebrews, that the divine
nature and the human are different one from another according to their
operations [tai~j e>nergei/aij], but are united [sunhmme/naj] in the person [tw~|
prosw/pw|] and indicate the one Son [kai\ to\n e[na u<podeiknu/saj Ui<o/n] (Ch.
21, col. 1456A).431
It is therefore this one pro/swpon of the One Son, i.e. of Christ in whom the natures are
united without confusion:

431

Cf. with the beginning of Ch. 22: [Paul] ta/j te tw~n fu/sewn i>dio/thtaj, kai\ tou~ prosw/pou khru/ttei th\n
e[nwsin (col. 1460A).
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ou>de\ ga\r e[teron h<mi~n e>pidei/knusi pro/swpon, a>ll' au>to\n to\n
Monogenh~ th\n h<mete/ran perikei/menon fu/sin (SC 111, 198).

The author repeatedly refuses the charge of teaching two pro/swpa (PG 75, 1472C), yet
he maintains the two fu/seij within the one pro/swpon.432 I shall now proceed to the
analysis of the terms describing this ‘prosopic’ union in Christ.
Terms describing the union
In the present section we take a closer look at the terms describing the Christological
union in both tracts. In order to make the overall assessment easier, I begin with a little
statistic.
The most frequent technical term for ‘assuming’ is [sun][ana]lamba/nw and its
derivatives (occurring for more than 50 times throughout both tracts). The other is
suna/ptw. Both verbs represent an action always ascribed to the Word. The expressions
suna/feia, sunh~ye, sunh~fcai, suna/yaj occur 8 times in De incarnatione. The term is
mostly bound with e[nwsij (col. 1457A, 1469D, 1473A, 1473B).433 Its verbal forms (e.g.
suna/yaj) always refer to o< $eo\j Lo/goj, who ‘conjoins’ the human nature (or the
temple) with Himself (col. 1460D, col. 1468C) as opposed to a transmutation
(metabalw/n) of the divine nature into human (col. 1425D). On one occasion the term
sunafcei~san refers to the human soul of Christ rejoined with His flesh after
resurrection (col. 1453A) and it is also used (together with h<nw~scai, oi>kei~n and
e>nergei~n) to describe the human soul’s relationship with the body (col. 1473A). This
term shall be discussed together with e[nwsij.
Another frequent occurrence is oi>konomi/a (4 times in De Trinitate, 16 times in De
incarnatione), which is often the replacement for e>nancrw/phsij (occurring once in De
Trinitate and 3 times in De incarnatione). As mentioned above in Ch. 3, it is becoming a
technical term to denote something we would call Christology and soteriology, but does
not need further discussion. The emphasis upon Christ being ‘One’ [ei{j] (i.e. the One
Son, One Christ, one pro/swpon) appears 10 times in De incarnatione either as the
author’s own statement or by biblical quotations introduced by explanatory passages
concerning the ‘oneness’ or the ‘union’.434
It is noteworthy that one of Theodore’s favourite expressions, i.e. sumplokh/, does not
appear at all in either tract – in fact, it never had a Christological function in Theodoret’s
whole career.
The verb su/neimi (and its Part. Pass. sunhmme/noj) appears 5 times in De Trinitate
describing the Son being together with the Father, and only 3 times in De incarnatione in
a Christological sense: once preceded by e[nwsij (col. 1472B), once bound with
a>xwri/stwj (col. 1469B) and once concerning the union in the pro/swpon quoted above
432

This is of course in contrast with Apollinaris, who in h< kata\ me/roj pi/stij writes: ou> du/o pro/swpa ou>de\
du/o fu/seij (Lietzmann, Apollinaris, 179).
433
In the title of Ch. 30 suna/feia is by itself, yet in the preceding line (at the end of Ch. 29) it is attached to
e[nwsij (col. 1469D).
434
See col. 1436CD (three times), 1456A, 1456D, 1460A, 1460B (twice), 1472A, 1472D.
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(col. 1456A). A detailed discussion of the term does not seem to be necessary – due to its
notably few occurrences.
The terms koino/n and koinwni/a occur 10 times in De Trinitate, but never in a
Christological sense; similarly, they appear 12 times in De incarnatione but only once in
the sense of Christological union and even then in an enumeration preceded by e[nwsij
and suna/feia (col. 1473B). Thus, koinwni/a does not qualify to be a major technical
term either.
The most frequently used term is e[nwsij together with its derivatives (h<nw~scai etc.),
which is the author’s key term for Christological union. It occurs 15 times in De
incarnatione: 8 times by itself435 and 8 times bound with one of the other expressions,
often preceding them.436 I shall analyse it together with suna/feia.
The term e>noi/khsij appears 3 times in De Trinitate, but not in a Christological sense,437
yet it describes the union 8 times in De incarnatione: 4 times bound with e[nwsij,438 and
4 times on its own.439 This expression [e>noi/khsij] deserves some attention, not
particularly because of the number of its occurrences, but rather because of its
interpolation in the 11th Cyrilline anathema. The expression became suspicious for Cyril
as he sensed in it a danger of Adoptionism from the side of Nestorius. The term itself was
rather widely used not only to describe the ‘indwelling’ of the Holy Spirit in believers
(see 1 Corinthians 3:16-17) but referring to Christ as well. Interestingly, this latter
practice was not discredited even after the challenge of Paul of Samosata. I have selected
three examples for illustration:
Amphilochius of Iconium on the statement ‘the Father is greater than I’ wrote:
dia\ tou~to ga\r ph~| me\n a>nhgme/nouj, ph~| de\ tapeinou\j fce/ggomai lo/gouj,
i[na dia\ me\n tw~n u<yhlw~n tou~ e>noikou~ntoj Lo/gou dei/qw th\n eu>ge/neian,
dia\ de\ tw~n tapeinw~n th~j tapeinh~j sarko\j gnwri/sw th\n a>sce/neian
(Fragment 2).440

Athanasius uses the term on several occasions in his De incarnatione Verbi:
au>to\j ga\r dunato\j w&n kai\ dhmiourgo\j tw~n o[lwn, e>n th~| parce/nw|
kataskeua/zei e<autw~| nao\n to\ sw~ma, kai\ i>diopoiei~tai tou~to w[sper
o]rganon, e>n au>tw~| gnwrizo/menoj kai\ e>noikw~n.441

Finally, Chrysostom on the story of Transfiguration (Matthew 17:2) writes:
parh/noiqe, fhsi/n, o>li/gon th~j
e>noikou~nta $eo/n (PG 52, 404D).
435

$eo/thtoj,

e]deiqen

au>toi~j

to\n

Col. 1456A (title of Ch. 21), 1456B, 1460A, 1469C, 1472B, 1472C (title of Ch. 31), 1473B, 1477A.
Col. 1433A, 1457A, 1450D, 1469D, 1472B, 1473A (union of soul and body), 1473B.
437
It appears twice in connection with 1 Corinthians 3:16-17 (col. 1181C).
438
Col. 1433A, 1457A: followed by sunh~ye and e[nwsij, col. 1468D and 1473A.
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It is once ascribed to Apollinaris in col. 1444A, whilst on its own in col. 1452AB and col. 1457D.
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C. Datema, ed., Amphilochii Iconiensis Opera (Turnhout: Brepols, 1978), 228.
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Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De incarnatione, ed. and trans. by Robert W. Thomson (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1971), 152; cf. Ch. 9 (154), Ch. 20 (184), Ch. 26 (198). See also Orationes tres contra Arianos (PG 26,
265C).
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For Theodoret the term e>noikh/sij describes the ‘indwelling’ of the Word within the
assumed temple. It functions normally as a qualifying term for e[nwsij – with which it is
often coupled – and is used in order to uphold a union together with maintaining the
natures’ properties. It plays a role occasionally in the clarifying statements of the author
concerning the manner of attribution as we have seen. Based on its use within De
incarnatione, any idea of Adoptionism or ‘two sons’ is excluded. The author employs the
term in much the same manner as it had been used by earlier fathers.
In order to avoid repetitions and to represent the thought of the author more faithfully, I
shall discuss the two crucial terms (i.e. e[nwsij and suna/feia) together. Whilst e[nwsij
is generally accepted as being the crucial term of Christological union for Theodoret,442
suna/feia was widely regarded with suspicion since the time of the outbreak of the
Nestorian controversy.
Cyril’s express refusal of the term in his third anathema443 shows that he cannot interpret
it otherwise than of a loose connection ‘according to rank’ [kata\ th\n a>qi/an] or perhaps
honour between two separate hypostases, thus excluding any real union. The best and
most exhaustive analysis of the term was furnished by Luise Abramowski in her excellent
study ‘Suna/feia und a>su/gxutoj e[nwsij als Bezeichnung für trinitarische und
christologische Einheit’. Starting from the earliest philosophical foundations and
continuing with an impressive list of patristic arguments the author shows conclusively
how suna/feia (sunafh/) was a valid synonym for a>su/gxutoj e[nwsij not only in
Christology but in the Trinitarian doctrine also from the time of Tertullian through Basil,
Gregory Nazianzen, Ambrose, Augustine, Novatian and others.444 In lack of space I
cannot expose the full rationale of this quite thoroughgoing study.445
Cyril’s reluctance to accept ‘unmingled union’ as the valid meaning of suna/feia446 is to
a large extent answered by his eighth anathema, where he expresses his general concern
about the preposition su/n. It almost appears that any word containing this particle was
suspicious for him when referred to the Person of Christ: to\ ga\r "su\n" a>ei\
prostice/menon tou~to noei~n a>nagka/zei.447 As Cyril cannot be proven to have been
442

‘Les termes les plus utilisés par notre auteur pour désigner la relation du Verbe et de la nature humaine sont e<no/w
et le substantif e[nwsij.’ See Mandac, ‘L’ union christologique’, 85-86.
443
See Hahn, Bibliothek, 313; cf. ACO I, 1, 6, 116.
444
Tertullian applies ‘coniungere’ and ‘cohaerere’ as equivalents for suna/ptein referring both to the Trinitarian
and to the Christological union. He seems to be the earliest Christian theologian by whom suna/ptw is a synonym
for e<no/w. See Abramowski, ‘Suna/feia’, 80-81. For Ambrose see Ibid., 89-93; for Augustine and Novatian see
Ibid., 95-98.
445
‘Auch in der Trinitätslehre dient suna/ptw etc. zur Bezeichnung von Einheit, suna/ptw und e<no/w werden
synonym gebraucht.’ Abramowski, ‘Suna/feia’, 71. The conclusions of this study necessarily correct the
assumptions concerning the term suna/feia in the article of P. T. R. Gray, ‘Theodoret on the One Hypostasis’
(written in 1975, i.e. six years before Abramowski’s study) as well as of Kevin McNamara, ‘Theodoret of Cyrus and
the Unity of Person in Christ’ (written in 1955). Significantly, however, Clayton did not seem to be acquainted with
this study either (he does not list it in his bibliography), although it was published four years before the submission
of his thesis (1985).
446
In order to assess the validity of this claim, one ought to read through the study of Prof. Abramowski, which
disperses quite a few false assumptions.
447
Hahn, Bibliothek, 314; ACO I, 1, 6, 131. Cf. with his following remark in Epistola dogmatica: i[na mh\ timh~j
fantasi/a pareiskri/nhtai dia\ tou~ le/gein to\ su/n* (Hahn, Bibliothek, 312).
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familiar with the philosophical background of suna/feia often used by the
Antiochenes,448 he seems to manifest a preconceived negative judgement about any term
beginning with su/n, since this preposition in his mind cannot introduce or describe
anything which is truly one, but only something composite, the elements of which are
merely in a quite vague conjunction with each other. According to the evidence provided
by L. Abramowski, this was not the case at all with suna/feia in the sense in which the
earlier fathers and indeed Theodoret had used it, nevertheless, their usage of the term was
based on a philosophical tradition virtually unknown to the Bishop of Alexandria. As
Abramowski concludes,
Wenn Kyrill der suna/feia die su/nodoj der zwei Hypostasen entgegensetze,
so sei das gar nichts anderes als die suna/feia, was jedoch in höchstem Grade
anfechtbar sei, sei die e[nwsij fusikh/, denn das Adjektiv bringe ein Element
des Unbewußten, biologisch Zwangshaften hinein, welches vom Logos
niemals gesagt werden dürfe.449
The above means that for our present investigation concerning Theodoret’s use of
suna/feia as describing a union without confusion Cyril’s authority cannot be held as
decisive. His third anathema cast a shadow of doubt upon a legitimate term used for more
than two centuries already with a meaning he would not grant it.450 Therefore, without
spending more time on this unfortunate terminological bias, I shall proceed to present a
few patristic examples as well as Theodoret’s understanding of suna/feia.
Basil, who uses the term quite frequently both in his Trinitarian doctrine and in
Christology, writes: ta/xa th\n sa/rka le/gei th\n $eofo/ron, a<giascei~san dia\ th~j
pro\j to\n $eo\n sunafei/aj (Homily on Psalm 46:5 (LXX: 45:5) PG 29, 424B). The use
of suna/feia in order to express the unmingled union between Father and Son as well as
between the humanity and divinity of Christ is commonplace enough in Gregory of
Nyssa’s Contra Eunomium. In his De perfectione Christiana ad Olympium monachum,
Gregory writes:
o< de\ mesi/thj $eou~ kai\ a>ncrw/pwn o< di' e<autou~ suna/ptwn tw~| $ew~| to\
a>ncrw/pinon e>kei~no suna/ptei mo/non, o[per a&n th~j pro\j to\n $eo\n
sumfui#/aj a]qion h{| […] ou[tw kai\ tou\j kac' e[kaston prosa/qei th~|
sunafei/a| th~j $eo/thtoj.451

Apart from the Trinitarian application in his anti-Arian polemic Athanasius often uses the
term in a Christological sense, showing that it does not denote a separation:
dia\ tou~to ga\r toiau/th ge/gonen h< sunafh/, i[na tw~| kata\ fu/sin th~j
$eo/thtoj suna/yh| to\n fu/sei a]ncrwpon, kai\ bebai/a ge/nhtai h< swthri/a
448

The article of E. R. Hardy, ‘The further education of Cyril of Alexandria’, SP 17 (1982), 116-22 does not provide
any substantial evidence concerning the extent of Cyril’s secular education. I have not yet encountered any modern
analysis proving satisfactorily his familiarity with the philosophical tradition of crucial terms employed both in the
Trinitarian and Christological theology.
449
Abramowski, ‘Suna/feia’, 95.
450
This is one of the reasons why during our private consultations in January 2001 in Tübingen Prof. Luise
Abramowski came to label the twelve Cyrilline anathemas as ‘Das größte Unglück der Dogmengeschichte’.
451
Gregorii Nysseni Opera VIII/1, 204-205.
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kai\ h< $eopoi/hsij au>tou~ (PG 26, 296B). ou{toj ou}n kai\ Ku/rioj kai\
$eo/j, dia\ to\ sunafch~nai th\n sa/rka tw~| Lo/gw|* kai\ ou> dih|rhme/nwj (PG
28, 464B).

Finally, based on the observation of Sellers,452 we find even Apollinaris using suna/feia
and sumplokh/ (!), although his chief concern was the closest possible Christological
union. The page numbers are given according to Lietzmann’s edition:
De unione, 187: mh/ tij a>rnh/shtai th\n tou~ sw/matoj a>po\ gh~j pro\j
ceo/thta sumplokh/n […] o[te plasto\j o< a]ktistoj o>noma/zetai th~|
sunafei/a| th|~ pro\j th\n tou~ dou/lou morfh\n kai\ pro\j to\ plasso/menon
sw~ma. Anacephalaeosis, 246: suna/feian h<mi~n di/dwsin ou{ e>sti sw~ma.
Fragm. 138, p. 240: h< pro\j to\ sw~ma suna/feia. Fragm. 144, p. 242: pw~j to\
tw|~ $ew~| kac' e<no/thta prosw/pou sunafce\n ou>xi\ $eo\j su\n au>tw~|; Fragm.
162 from a letter to Terentius, 254: o<mologou~ntej th\n pro\j to\ sw~ma
suna/feian.453
The term suna/feia was therefore a valid term for both the Trinitarian and the
Christological union. As shown by Prof. Abramowski, it had been the equivalent of
‘unmingled union’ for quite some time before the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period. It is
this concept of ‘unmingled union’ which Theodoret defends in his Letter to the Eastern
monks. The phrase is used exactly for the sake of terminological clarity:
$eo\n toi/nun a>lhcino\n kai\ a]ncrwpon a>lhcino\n to\n Ku/rion h<mw~n
>Ihsou~n Xristo\n o<mologou~men, ou>k ei>j du/o pro/swpa diairou~ntej to\n
e[na, a>lla\ du/o fu/seij a>sugxu/twj h<nw~scai pisteu/omen (SC 429, 110).454

This ‘unmingled union’ is the key term in the Formula of Reunion drawn up by the
Bishop of Cyrus five months before the above letter. The Virgin is named ‘God-bearer’
according to this very idea or notion [e]nnoia] of ‘unmingled union’ inherited through the
centuries from earlier theologians.455 A plausible reason why its valid synonym
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‘ But when Cyril criticises the use of the term "conjunction", as implying a conjunction like that of the Lord and
the believer who are "joined together" in one Spirit (cf. 1 Corinthians 6:17), or like that of the curtains of the
Tabernacle in the Wilderness (Exodus 26:6), which were "coupled together" with clasps (Apol. adv. Theod. X; Adv.
Nestor. II, 6), he does not take into account that it had its place in the common stock of theological words and
phrases. Apollinaris himself had used "conjunction" when referring to the union of God and flesh in Jesus Christ.’
See Sellers, The Council of Chalcedon, 169.
453
In reply to some charges brought against him, Apollinaris even writes in his h< kata\ me/roj pi/stij: ou> $eo\n
sarkwce/nta o<mologou~ntej au>to/n, a>lla\ a]ncrwpon $ew~| sunafce/nta (Hahn, Bibliothek, 279; Lietzmann,
Apollinaris, 178). This is remarkable the more so since the tract was known to Cyril (most likely under the name of
Gregory Thaumatourgos).
454
A typical example of suna/feia qualifying the manner of e[nwsij as ‘unmixed’ is in Letter 146 in SC 111, 196.
See the Confession against Paul of Samosata: ou>k ei>j diai/resin tou~ e<no\j prosw/pou tou~ a>diaire/tou, a>ll'
ei>j dh/lwsin tou~ a>sugxu/tou tw~n i>diwma/twn th~j sarko\j kai\ tou~ Lo/gou, ou[tw kai\ ta\ th~j a>diaire/tou
sunce/sewj presbeu/omen (Hahn, Bibliothek, 183).
455
Cf. with the e]kcesij makro/stixoj of the third Antiochene Synod of 345: a>ll' ou>de\ to\n Ui<o\n kac' e<auto\n
ei}nai, zh~n te kai\ u<pa/rxein o<moi/wJj tw~| Patri\ le/gontej, dia\ tou~to xwri/zomen au>to\n tou~ Patro/j,
to/pouj kai\ diasth/mata/ tina metaqu\ th~j sunafei/aj au>tw~n swmatikw~j e>pinoou~ntej* pepisteu/kamen
ga\r a>mesiteu/twj au>tou\j kai\ a>diasta/twj a>llh/loij e>pisunh~fcai kai\ a>xwri/stouj u<pa/rxein e<autw~n
(Hahn, Bibliothek, 195).
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suna/feia did not appear in the Formula is exactly Cyril’s misunderstanding as we have
seen above.456 Theodoret’s irenical purpose is remarkable exactly because upon seeing
that the other party was unaware of the traditional meaning of the term, he did not try to
impose it but rather used an equivalent which represented the same for all.

Nevertheless, it were a mistake to consider that this terminological concession is a result
of Theodoret having been persuaded of the ‘ambiguous meaning’ of suna/feia – since he
does not abandon the term entirely457 – yet during and after the Nestorian controversy he
applies it very sparingly and with qualifications. The chief term for ‘union’ remains
e[nwsij throughout his entire career, testifying the author’s openness for a true
terminological reconciliation with the other party. This aspect of Theodoret’s mainly
peaceful theological character – in the same fashion as his doctrinal ‘armistice’
concerning the Christological application of u<po/stasij after 431 – is noteworthy, and
perhaps not merely from the viewpoint of a positive terminological evolution.
Rejection of misleading terms and the ‘image’ of the oikonomia
Having assessed the traditional meaning of suna/feia, which qualifies the union in
Christ, we take now a glance at those terms which are unsuited to describe this union.
Theodoret enumerates them in Ch. 32 of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1472D-1473A):
Pious [teaching] is to speak not about mixture [kra~sin], but about unity/union
[a>ll' e[nwsin] in Christ. Therefore we neither confound [sugxe/omen] the
natures, nor teach a mixture [kra~sij] of Creator and creature, nor introduce
the [concept of] confusion [su/gxusij] by means of the word ‘mixture’, but we
both recognise the nature of the God-Word and acknowledge the essence of
the form of the servant. […] Those who speak about mixture, together with
mixture introduce confusion, and with confusion change [troph/]458 becomes
involved. Once change has appeared, neither God would remain in His own
nature, nor [the] man in his own. For that necessitates each [of them] leaving
the limits of the[ir] essence [a>na/gkh ga\r e>ksth~nai tw~n th~j ou>si/aj o[rwn
e<ka/teron], and neither God would be recognised as God, nor the man as man
anymore. This cannot be accepted even for the structure of the human being
by an accurate thinker. For we do not say that the soul is mixed [kekra~scai]
with the body, but rather that she is united [h<nw~scai] and conjoined
[sunh~fcai] [with it], dwells [oi>kei~n] and works inside [it] [e>nergei~n].
Nobody would say that the soul is mortal or the body immortal without being
entirely in foolish error. So while we distinguish each [nature], we
acknowledge one living being composed [sugkei/menon] out of these. We
name each nature with different names, [one is] the soul, [the other] the body,
however, the living being composed out of both we give a different name, for
456

The term suna/feia, however, remains the synonym for ‘unmingled union’ in Theodoret’s thinking.
The expression suna/feia reappears in Theodoret’s Commentaries, in the Eranistes and HFC also.
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Cf. with the Second formula of the Antiochene synod of 341 (Hahn, Bibliothek, 185). Even Apollinaris
anathematised those who taught trapei~san th\n ceo/thta ei>j sa/rka h& sugxucei~san h& a>lloiwcei~san* h&
pachth\n th\n tou~ Ui<ou~ ceo/thta (Hahn, Bibliothek, 268).
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we call that human. Perceiving this as an image of the dispensation [e>pi\ th~j
oi>konomi/aj th\n ei>ko/na labo/ntej], let us avoid that blasphemy, and
abandoning the mixture, let us apply consistently the terms of union [th~j
e<nw/sewj], of conjunction [sunafei/aj] and of togetherness [koinwni/aj],
teaching a distinction of nature, and the unity of the person [fu/sewn me\n
dia/krisin, prosw/pou de\ e[nwsin dogmati/zontej].
The rejection of the above terms as unsuited for the Incarnation is an important step
towards the evolving Chalcedonian terminology. The term kra~sij and its synonyms
occasionally used for Christological union were replaced by e[nwsij and suna/feia
during the fourth century already partly because of the Apollinarian danger.
In order to understand better Theodoret’s emphasis upon the terms ‘mixture’, ‘confusion’
and the like as being unsuited or ‘blasphemous’ for the oikonomia, I would like to focus
first on the ‘image of the dispensation’ as presented here through the relationship
between the human soul and body. This has a peculiar connection with Theodoret’s
earlier theological ideas, since in Ch. 11 of the Expositio – to which I made a reference
earlier in this chapter459 – he had already argued that in some ways the human soul-body
image is befitting the Incarnation and in some ways it is not (PG 6, 1225B-1228C). It is
adequate as far as we speak about the union of two different natures (i.e. of body and
soul) within one human being in the same fashion as the Incarnate Son of God has two
natures. Nevertheless, as Theodoret explains further, the human being is not two natures,
but out of two:
o< ga\r a]ncrwpoj, ei> kai\ ditta\j e>n e<autw|~ deiknu/ei fu/seij, ou> du/o
fu/seij e>sti/n, a>ll' e>k tw~n du/o (PG 6, 1225C).

Thus, consisting out of the connection [suna/feia] of soul and body, the human being is
a third entity:
w<j ei}nai to\n a]ncrwpon e>q au>th~j th~j sunafei/aj yuxh~j pro\j sw~ma,
tri/ton a>potelou/menon a]llo (PG 6, 1228B).

This is the aspect of the soul-body image which does not describe the Incarnation
faithfully, since – as our author argues – Christ is not a third entity (a tertium quid) out of
the divinity and humanity, but He is rather both, i.e. two natures and not one:
o< de\ Xristo\j ou>k e>k ceo/thtoj kai\ a>ncrwpo/thtoj a>petele/sch
Xristo/j, a]lloj w&n para\ ta\ du/o, a>lla\ kai\ $eo\j kai\ a]ncrwpoj
e<ka/tera tugxa/nei (PG 6, 1228B).

Whilst the human soul suffers [sumpa/sxei] the passions and torments of the body, the
divinity of Christ cannot be said to undergo the sufferings of the manhood (cf. PG 6,
1228C) – without involving a suffering qua Logos for our author – since, as we have
already seen, the properties of each nature are preserved in the One Christ, otherwise they
would cease to be two natures – at least for Theodoret.

459

See section 4.2.3 Theological reasons why Christ had to assume a human rational soul.
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In the above passage from De incarnatione the Bishop of Cyrus does not enter the
discussion of this aspect, yet his emphatic rejections of kra~sij, su/gxusij, troph/ and
their synonyms460 (like metabolh/ mentioned earlier) can be understood better within the
light of his Expositio. Nevertheless, in comparison with the quoted passage from the
earlier written Expositio, a passage which arguably exposes Theodoret’s weakness to
emphasise Christ’s oneness, the text of Ch. 32 of De incarnatione with its final emphasis
upon the union (fu/sewn me\n dia/krisin, prosw/pou de\ e[nwsin dogmati/zontej)
shows already a step forward in the course of his theological maturation, since he accepts
here a particularly Alexandrian model of conceiving the Christological union and makes
it his own.461 There is no communicatio idiomatum indeed in this Christological union,
nevertheless, its being a ‘union’ is not a merely verbal fact – arguably even from an
Alexandrian viewpoint.
Perhaps it is not an overstatement if I conclude that this aspect also strengthens the
validity of the judgement concerning the irenical character of the entire treatise, which
both terminologically and in some ways concerning the analogies begins to build the
bridgeheads upon the foundation of the common theological heritage for a prospective
reconciliation in Chalcedon, which from the time of composing of these tracts seemed far
from being achievable.
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Se also Leporius’s Confession: ‘non ut conversione aut mutabilitate aliqua coeperit esse’ (Hahn, Bibliothek, 299).
Theodoret’s Letter 146 to the monks of Constantinople written in the first half of 451 shows more clearly this
subsequent acceptance of the anthropological analogy: ‘But this bragging is unnecessary, for these men […] do not
even dare to assert that they have ever heard us say anything of the kind; but they affirm that I preach two sons
because I confess the two natures of our Master Christ. And they do not want to perceive that every human being
has both an immortal soul and a mortal body; yet no one has been found so far to call Paul two Pauls because he has
both soul and body, [any more] than Peter two Peters or Abraham or Adam. Everyone recognises the distinction [to\
dia/foron] of the natures, and does not call the one [Paul] two Pauls. In the very same fashion, when calling our
Lord Jesus Christ the Only-begotten Son of God, God the Word made human [e>nancrwph/santa], both Son of
God and Son of Man, as we have been taught by the divine Scripture, we do not assert two sons, but we do confess
the properties [ta\j i>dio/thtaj] of the Godhead and of the manhood. Those, however, who deny the nature assumed
of us are annoyed upon hearing these arguments’ (SC 111, 178-80). It is observable how Theodoret’s theological
thinking evolved since the writing of the Expositio, yet that is outside our present focus.
461

Conclusion
Theodoret’s Trinitarian and Christological thinking as he went up to Ephesus was deeply
rooted in the tradition of previously formulated theological ideas within and outside the
Antiochene school of thought. His doctrine on the Trinity represents the adoption and
further elaboration of the Neo-Nicene refinements of the Cappadocian Fathers. His
Christology presents us with a ‘two natures – One Person’ model within which both
elements (i.e. the natures and the Person) are important and should not be played off
against each other. It is an inherited rather than invented model of Christ with all its
positive and defective elements, motivated by a vivid soteriology permeated by an
authentic pastoral concern sharply focused upon God’s justice and mercy shown to us by
the fully divine and fully human Saviour’s life, teaching and sacrifice. The ascription of
His deeds on our behalf for the sake of our justification is carried out attributively, based
on His human nature which is the same as ours, sin excepted. He does not only save us
from damnation, but also strengthens our belief that, since He defeated sin, Satan and
death through His humanity, these are not ruling us anymore either. Our duty then is to
live our life accordingly following the ‘trodden path of the pious’.
The Holy Scripture testifies that our Saviour is very God and very man and the only
proper way for us to understand and fully acknowledge Him according to Theodoret is to
receive both the biblical teaching and the fathers’ doctrine concerning His unique Person,
who is at once Creator and creature, who suffers and is subjected to our passions as man,
yet is beyond them and can deliver us from these as God. In His assumed full humanity,
in the destroyed and resurrected temple, we may thus contemplate the archetype of our
redemption through the work of salvation achieved on our behalf by the One who on one
hand was the second Adam indeed, yet who dwelt among us as the Only-begotten of the
Father. His utterances and works are therefore both human and divine, whilst some would
seem more human than divine or vice versa. Nevertheless, although one may interpret
His divine manifestations as pertaining to His divinity whilst those uttered and performed
in the state of humiliation could be reckoned to be appropriate for the assumed temple, it
is the One Son who is contemplated and worshipped in both these natures. For the
unharmed integrity of His complete Person the two natures retained their properties
whilst He dwelt upon the earth, yet after resurrection the human nature received the
glory, impassibility and incorruptibility of the divine, thus to prefigure our own
glorification as a result of His achievement.
Thus, there is no worship of a separate human being over against the Only-begotten, but
of the One Son in both natures as He manifested Himself to humankind. Being the Onlybegotten Son of God, He made us His mercifully adopted children who have the same
human nature He assumed, a nature which was perfect and was inseparably,
unchangeably and unconfusedly united with the ‘indwelling’ Divinity. One is entitled to
call Him with different names as Scripture does, yet not as two persons or pro/swpa, but
only as referring to the natures, since some of these names are ontologically more
befitting to one nature than the other (i.e. the Son of Man to the manhood, the Son of God
to the Word). Nevertheless, all these names are proper to Him, the Incarnate Son, who is
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the pro/swpon of the inseparable union. Further, there are names which are suitable to
denote both his divinity and humanity at the same time. The name of Jesus Christ should
be given prevalence, since this is the name by which Scripture chiefly made Him known
to us as the Only-begotten of the Father and the Firstborn among many brethren. This is
the name to which His Church justly clings.
Concerning the Christological terminology which Theodoret presents us with around the
stormy year of 431, without trying to make him a Chalcedonian before Chalcedon, it still
can be admitted that, in addition to the concept of ‘two natures – One Person’, some
important Chalcedonian terms are anticipated in these two little tracts with virtually the
same meanings as they shall receive in 451.462 Nevertheless, these terms neither appear as
an innovation in Theodoret’s thought, thus constituting his ‘laudably original’
contribution, nor are motivated by sheer philosophical limitations. They are rather the
distilled expression of a centuries-long developed doctrinal tradition deriving from the
very meaning of unmingled and indivisible union of Father, Son and Spirit on the one
hand and from a union without confusion in the Incarnate Word, i.e. from a e[nwsij
qualified by suna/feia, on the other. Consequently, this is far from being an ‘originality’
on Theodoret’s part in introducing as it were new ‘philosophical’ and thus ‘alien’ ideas
into Christian doctrine (such as the ‘Stoic doctrine of being’ or ‘God’s philosophical
impassibility’ and the like) as is often suggested. On the contrary, it is his faithfulness to
an undeniably vast ecclesiastical tradition which already represented such ideas, yet on
primarily biblical grounds aided by expressions (in the absence of better ones) borrowed
from secular philosophy.
Theodoret’s ‘originality’ – if it could be claimed at all – resides perhaps within his
remarkable consistency by which he harmonised this tradition terminologically in a time
when a whole range of old orthodox terms were seriously questioned, facing the danger
of elimination, whilst others with ‘heretic flavour’ began to replace them, although
becoming filled with new meanings. In this attempt he may be easily shown to have
failed to profess a real, i.e. hypostatic union or a true communicatio idiomatum in Christ,
but nevertheless, it has to be said that such concepts in his time were the innovation – not
the tradition. They proved to be useful in the end and their validity is not under question
in this thesis. Nevertheless, to say the least, one of Theodoret’s most invaluable
contributions to the development of Christian theology is rather his consistency in the
usage and correction of terms. He was one of the very few figures in the history of
doctrine with an impressively wide-ranging knowledge of previous traditions from Asia
Minor to Rome or Syria. This is why his most difficult but indispensable work of
terminological clarification in the midst of a highly heated controversy (within which the
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Apart from the above quoted examples a]treptoj as a divine quality appears twice in De Trinitate (col. 1157C,
1188C) and twice in De incarnatione (col. 1432A: ou>x o< $eo\j Lo/goj o< a]treptoj, ei>j sarko\j fu/sin e>tra/ph.
Cf. col. 1449C: a]trepton ga\r to\ $ei~on, kai\ a>nalloi/wton – though not as an adverb as in the Chalcedonense,
nevertheless troph/ is rejected as unsuited for the union). Cf. PG 80, 1372C and 1373D. Similarly, a>xw/ristoj is
used in a Trinitarian sense in De Trinitate (col. 1132B) and in a Christological sense in De incarnatione (col.
1469B). Cf. Expositio 17: ou[twj e>n tw~| oi>kei/w| naw~| a>xw/riston le/gontej (PG 6, 1237C cf. 1217A) and
Theodoret’s Interpretatio in Psalmos: a>xw/riston ga\r h< cei/a fu/sij poihsame/nh th\n e[nwsin (PG 80,
1765B).
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same words did not bear the same meaning for different theologians) caused him so much
adversity which he carried with admirable honour. He is undoubtedly one of the most
terminologically consistent fathers of the entire Christian Church throughout his entire
career. On one hand he succeeded in working within an inherited tradition, bringing it to
its arguably highest peak of doctrinal evolution. At the same time, though, he is one of
the few who kept an open eye towards other schools also, building bridges and refining
common terms to bear common meanings.
Being a church historian as well as a philosophically trained apologist, he knew always
what he was talking about and from where a particular expression came. He was reluctant
to dismiss old orthodox terms – especially those attached to an ecclesiastical authority
(i.e. a synod’s decree) – yet corrected those which had proved to be unsuited for the
purpose for which some earlier fathers occasionally tried to use them. Without his
contribution our present Christological vocabulary would be considerably poorer.
Without his often blamed ‘stubbornness’ to defend some very old terms, filling them with
new meanings of his time, they could just as well have disappeared in the turmoil of the
fifth century, leaving us with a much more simplified picture of how our fathers once
spoke and thus how one may speak of our Lord Incarnate. His repeated admonition
concerning the Scriptural and patristic boundaries of our own theological capabilities at
the end of Ch. 34 of De incarnatione faces us with the very challenge that although
perhaps what we say about these issues ought to be said and may be right, we can never
forget that only the Word of God is perfect – and not our all-time theological thoughts,
since our knowledge will be complete only after meeting our Creator face to face and
having received the same qualities as the resurrected humanity of our Saviour:
Let us remain within the limits we inherited, not modifying the boundaries
fixed by our Fathers. Let us be content with the teaching provided by the
Spirit. We should not want to surpass the knowledge [gnw~sij] of Paul, who
said that both his knowledge and prophecy were imperfect and he saw the
truth in a mirror dimly. Let us wait for the enjoyment of the blessings hoped
for. Then we shall be taught [to perceive] perfection, when we shall not be
harmed by imposture, nor have fallen into boasting, but we shall live free from
passions. Therefore at present let us remain within the teaching of the Fathers,
in order that by seeking for more we do not fall [even] from the less, as our
forefather Adam suffered: he desired to become God and lost even to be the
image of God (col. 1476C-1477A).
During the years and decades following the famous Council of Chalcedon a series of
various interpretations arose concerning its doctrinal meaning. Without entering the
details of the so-called ‘Neo-Chalcedonian’ disputes and the Three Chapters controversy
(which is outside our present focus), we may assert that the Fifth Ecumenical Council of
553 changed the entire way of thinking about the Chalcedonian Definition. This council,
in its attempt to save what it deemed to be worthy of saving from the Chalcedonense,
unavoidably cut Chalcedon’s orthodox doctrinal corridor in two, accepting only the
Alexandrian-Cyrilline interpretation as legitimate. It raised Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas to
the level of universal theological standard and interpreted all the doctrinal issues
accordingly. This necessarily involved the condemnation of all those who either did not
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fully agree with Cyrilline orthodoxy or were unacceptable to the Monophysite party, the
group which Justinian intended to win back. This reunion was not achieved and in the
same fashion as the Henoticon and other attempts, it simply did not satisfy anybody.
From the Monophysite viewpoint it preserved too much from Chalcedon; on the other
hand, it sacrificed too much of the orthodox Antiochenes according to the Western
opinion. The schism deepened not only between the Eastern Monophysite and
Dyophysite groups themselves, but between Constantinople and Rome also.
During these unsettled years, which then became unsettled centuries with temporary
reconciliations and long-lasting tensions, the evaluation of Chalcedon remained
essentially twofold, although the model of Christ as being ‘One and the same’ was
universally proclaimed and accepted. One of the very interesting later developments was
constituted by the Sixth Council in 681, which was conducted in perhaps the most
relaxed spirit in comparison to the previous ones. Here – based on the teachings of
Maximus the Confessor – it was defined that there are not only two natures but also two
wills and two ‘operating forces’ [e>ne/rgeiai] in the One Person of Christ. This again
points back to the long forgotten orthodox Antiochene emphasis upon the ‘unmingled
union’ of the two natures.
It is indeed quite difficult to reconcile the statements of the fifth council with those of the
sixth, since the latter seems to have somewhat returned to a certain interpretation of
Chalcedon which the former had already banned. In order to do justice to both
theological traditions and to resist Monotheletism and Monoenergism effectively, one
unavoidably needs to look at Chalcedon also through that corridor which was blocked off
by the fathers gathered in 553 in Constantinople. The issue of the dramatic presence of
the ‘two wills’ in Christ in Theodoret’s treatment of the Temptation-story and in other
parts of De incarnatione, his emphases upon the will of the manhood and that of the
Godhead in Gethsemane and all the related biblical passages are far too obvious to be
ignored in connection with the Monothelite controversy. One might even say that the
virtue of his Christological approach could have been appreciated more fully in a time
when such an acceptance was already forbidden by a previous synodal decision.
Although this Theodoretian reading of Chalcedon and understanding of the Person of
Christ did not gain any major theological support in the East (despite the wide respect of
Theodoret as a churchman and despite the praising of his writings by Photius) – save
perhaps in the Catechism of Cyril Lukaris which was banned in the Eastern Church quite
soon after its publication – the legacy of Theodoret and of orthodox Antiochene theology
surfaces in later mediaeval and sixteenth-century Western theology.463 Without
introducing a new subject at the end of the thesis, I would like to quote Karl Barth’s
assessment of these similarities in order to illustrate how far in history these two – not
conflicting, but rather complementary parallel traditions have influenced and shaped the
doctrinal thinking of later theologians. In the volume of his magnum opus, dedicated to –
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This issue is outside the focus of this thesis. Nevertheless, for example, Anselm of Canterbury’s doctrine of
‘satisfactio’ and his model of Christ in Cur Deus homo shows a very interesting resemblance with Antiochene
Christology. The same goes for the Helvetic Reformers, especially Calvin and Bullinger, for the Confessio Helvetica
Posterior (1566) and for the Catechism of Heidelberg (1563).
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amongst others464 – my home Hungarian Reformed Theological Academy in
Kolozsvár,465 Barth writes:
Das es sich um relativ sich gegenüberstehende, nicht aber sich bestreitende
oder gar aufhebende Zeugnisse von einer Wirklichkeit handelte, das wird zu
bedenken sein bei der später notwendig werdenden Stellungnahme zu den in
der Kirchengeschichte jene Verschiedenheit wiederholenden Gegensätze
zwischen der alexandrinischen und der antiochenischen und dann noch
einmal: zwischen der lutherischen und der calvinischen Christologie. In der
Linie des johanneischen Typus haben wir ja offenbar das Christusverständnis
des Eutyches und später das Luthers zu suchen, in der Linie des synoptischen
Typus das des Nestorius und Calvins (Barth, Kirchliche Dogmatik I/2. p. 27).
According to Barth, the Christological understanding of the two ancient schools derives
from the tradition of John and of the synoptics respectively. This, of course, does not
mean a harsh distinction at all, implying as it were that both schools may have used only
one of the two available alternatives, since this is not true for any representative of either.
The final conclusion of this investigation therefore is that, although between the parallel
Christologies of the orthodox Alexandria and of the orthodox Antioch (together with
their late appearances in the Middle Ages, in the sixteenth century or arguably even in
our era) there are undeniable differences, nevertheless, these are at variance rather in
emphasis than in substance. If for the sake of orthodoxy there has to be a choice between
Theodoret and Nestorius, between Theodoret and Eutyches, between Cyril and Nestorius
as well as between Cyril and Eutyches, there need not be a choice between Cyril and
Theodoret lest we want to lose something truly valuable in terms of Christian teaching.
Unity in this sense does not necessarily mean uniformity, although most of the fathers
gathered in Constantinople in 553 probably held the contrary opinion, when upon failing
to find a common goal they sought and found a common enemy in the representatives of
the equally ancient parallel tradition. This choice did not effect the desired union: on the
contrary, it continued the division. Consequently, one may consider it unfortunate not
only from a doctrinal but from an ecumenical perspective also that, as a result of the
narrow-minded decision of the fifth ecumenical council, one ancient method of Christian
teaching about Jesus Christ is still surrounded by suspicion, and that this attitude clearly
impairs our commonly assumed and accepted Chalcedonian heritage.

464

The other three institutions to which Barth dedicated this volume in 1938 are: the Reformed Theological
Academy of Sárospatak (Hungary), the University of Utrecht and the University of St. Andrews.
465
Every Transylvanian town has three names traditionally, according to the three nations which have been living
there for centuries: Kolozsvár (in Hungarian) is called Klausenburg in German and Cluj in Romanian.

Bibliography
Primary sources
Manuscripts
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Monacensis gr. 473
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus gr. 841
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vaticanus gr. 1611
Bibliothèque Nationale de France, Parisinus gr. 208
Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vindobonensis theol. gr. 71

Editions and other primary sources
Amphilochius of Iconium, Opera ed. by C. Datema (Turnhout: Brepols, 1978)
A Nestorian Collection of Christological Texts, ed. by Luise Abramowski and Alan E. Goodman,
University of Cambridge Oriental Publications No. 18-19 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1972)
Athanasius, Contra Gentes and De incarnatione, ed. and trans. by Robert W. Thomson (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1971)
Athanasius, Szent Athanasziosz művei (The Works of St. Athanasius), ed. by László Vanyó,
Ókeresztény írók, 13 (Budapest: Szent István Társulat, 1991)
Athanasius, Werke, ed. by Hans-Georg Opitz, 3 vols (Berlin-Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1934)
Baluzius, Stephanus, ed., Nova Collectio Conciliorum seu Supplementum ad Collectionem Phil.
Labbei (Paris: 1707)
Basil the Great, Lettres, ed. by Y. Courtonne, 3 vols (Paris: Belles Lettres, 1957-66)
Bright, William, ed., The Canons of the First Four General Councils, with Notes (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1892)
Combefis, François, Bibliotheca Patrum Concionatoria (Paris: 1662)
Cyril of Alexandria, A Commentary upon the Gospel According to S. Luke by S. Cyril, Patriarch
of Alexandria, ed. and trans. by Payne R. Smith, 2 vols (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1859)
Cyril of Alexandria, Select Letters, ed. and trans. by Lionel R. Wickham (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1983)
Cyril of Alexandria, S. P. N. Cyrilli Alexandriae Archiepiscopi Opera in VI. Tomos Tributa, ed.
by Johannes Aubert (Paris: 1638)
Denzinger, Heinrich, Enchiridion symbolorum definitionum et declarationum de rebus fidei et
morum, ed. by Peter Hünermann, 37th edn (Freiburg: Herder, 1991)

Bibliography 209

Didymus the Blind, De trinitate, Buch 1, ed. by J. Hönscheid, Beiträge zur klassischen
Philologie, 44 (Meisenheim am Glan: Hain, 1975)
Diekamp, Franz, Doctrina Patrum de incarnatione Verbi (Münster: Aschendorffsche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1907)
Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia Dogmatica (containing fragments of Theodoret’s De
incarnatione under the name of Cyril), in PG 130, 925-928
Gallandius, Andreas, ed., Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum
Ecclesiasticorum Graeco-Latina, 14 vols (Venice: 1788)

Antiquorumque

Scriptorum

Gregory Nazianzen, Briefe, ed. by Paul Gallay (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1969)
Gregory of Nyssa, Opera, 9 vols + Suppl., ed. by F Müller, W. Jaeger et alii (Leiden: Brill,
1952-1996)
Geerard, Mauritius, ed., Clavis Patrum Graecorum, 5 vols + Supplementum (Turnhout: Brepols,
1974-1998)
Hahn, G. Ludwig, Bibliothek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der Alten Kirche, 3rd edn
(Breslau: E. Morgenstern, 1897)
Hardouin, Jean, ed., Johannis Garnerii Opera Posthuma (Francopoli: 1685)
Justin Martyr, Iustini Philosophi et Martyris Opera Quae Feruntur Omnia, ed. by I. C. Th. de
Otto, Corpus Apologetarum Christianorum Saeculi Secundi, 4, 3rd edn (Iena: Gust. Fischer,
1880)
Kristeller, Paul Oskar, Latin Manuscript Books Before 1600, A List of the Printed Catalogues
and Unpublished Inventories of Extant Collections, 4th edn, ed. by Sigrid Krämer, Monumenta
Germaniae Historica, Hilfsmittel 13 (München: Monumenta Germaniae Historica, 1993)
Mai, Angelo, ed., Nova Patrum Bibliotheca, 8 vols + Appendix (Rome: Sacr. Conc. Prop. Chr.
Nom., 1844-1871)
Mai, Angelo, ed., Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio (Rome: Sacr. Conc. Prop. Chr. Nom.,
1833)
Marius Mercator, Marii Mercatoris S. Augustino aequalis Opera quaecumque extant, Prodeunt
nunc primum studio Joannis Garnerii Societatis Jesu presbyteri (Paris: 1673)
Migne, Jacques Paul, ed., Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Latina, 221 vols (Paris: 18441864)
Migne, Jacques Paul, ed., Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, 161 vols (Paris: 18571887)
Nestorius, Nestoriana, Die Fragmente des Nestorius, ed. by Friedrich Loofs (Halle: Max
Niemeyer, 1905)
Nestorius, The Bazaar of Heracleides, ed. and trans. by G. R. Driver and L. Hodgson (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1925)
Photius, Bibliothèque, ed. by René Henry, Collection Byzantine, 8 vols (Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 1959-77)
Reuss, Joseph, ‘Matthäus-Kommentare aus der griechischen Kirche’, TU, 61 (1957)
Rouet de Journel, M. J., Enchiridion Patristicum (Freiburg: Herder, 1922)

210 Bibliography

Schaff, Philip, ed., The Creeds of Christendom, 3 vols (New York: Harper & Bros., 1877-1878)
Schwartz, Eduard, et alii ed., ACO (Berlin and Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1914-1971)
Severus of Antioch, Liber Contra Impium Grammaticum. Orationis Tertiae Pars Prior, ed. by
Joseph Lebon, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, Series 4, V - Syriac text (Paris: Reipublicae, 1929)
Severus of Antioch, Liber Contra Impium Grammaticum, Orationis Tertiae Pars Prior, ed. and
trans. by Joseph Lebon, CSCO, Scriptores Syri, Series 4, V - Latin translation (Louvain:
Marcel Istas, 1929)
Severus of Antioch, The Sixth Book of the Select Letters of Severus, Patriarch of Antioch, in the
Syriac Version of Athanasius of Nisibis, ed. and trans. by E. W. Brooks, 2 vols (LondonOxford: Williams & Norgate, 1902-1904)
Socrates Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical History, ed. by William Bright, 2nd edn (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1893)
Socrates Scholasticus, Kirchengeschichte, ed. by G. Chr. Hansen, GCS, N. F. 1 (Berlin:
Akademie Verlag, 1995)
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodori Episcopi Mopsuesteni in Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii, ed.
by H. B. Swete, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1880-1882)
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, A History of the Monks of Syria, trans. by R. M. Price, Cistercian Studies,
88 (Oxford: Mowbray, 1985)
Theodoret of Cyrus, Histoire des moines de Syrie: Histoire philothée, ed. by. P. Canivet, SC 234
(Paris: Cerf, 1977)
Theodoret of Cyrus, Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Opera Omnia in Quatuor Tomos Distributa,
ed. by Jacobus Sirmondus, 4 vols (Paris: 1642)
Theodoret of Cyrus, Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum Tomus V, Nunc primum in lucem
editus, Cura et studio Joannis Garnerii, presbyteri e Societate Jesu, opus posthumum (Paris:
1684)
Théodoret de Cyr, Correspondance, ed. by Yvan Azéma, 4 vols, SC 40, 98, 111, 429 (Paris:
Cerf, 1964-1998)
Theodoret of Cyrus, De incarnatione Domini, published under the name of Cyril of Alexandria
in PG 75, 1419-1478
Theodoret of Cyrus, De sancta et vivifica Trinitate, published under the name of Cyril in PG 75,
1147-1190
Theodoret of Cyrus, Eranistes, ed. by Gerard H. Ettlinger (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975)
Theodoret of Cyrus, Kirchengeschichte, ed. by L. Parmentier and F. Schweidler, GCS 44, 2nd
edn (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1954)
Theodoret of Cyrus, Letter to John of Aegea, in Patrologia Orientalis 13, 190-191
Theodoret of Cyrus, Pentalogium de Incarnatione, in PG 84, 65-88
Theodoret of Cyrus, Theodoreti Cyrensis Quaestiones in Reges et Paralipomena, Editio critica,
ed. by Natalio Fernandez Marcos and Jose Ramon Busto Saiz, Textos y estudios Cardenal
Cisneros, 32 (Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1984)

Bibliography 211

Theodoret of Cyrus, Thérapeutique des maladies helléniques, ed. by Pierre Canivet, 2 vols, SC
57, I-II (Paris: Cerf, 1958)
Wace, Henry, and Philip Schaff, eds., A Select Library of Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers of The
Christian Church, 14 vols (Oxford: James Parker, 1886-1900)

Secondary sources
AbouZayd, Shafiq, Ihidayutha, A Study of the Life of Singleness in the Syrian Orient. From
Ignatius of Antioch to Chalcedon 451 A.D. (Oxford: ARAM Society for Syro-Mesopotamian
Studies, 1993)
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Das theologische Hauptwerk des Athanasius: die drei Bücher gegen die
Arianer (Ctr. Arianos I-III)’, CV, 42 (2000), 5-23
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Der Christusglaube der Konzilien’, in Wer ist Jesus Christus?, ed. by
Walter Brandmüller (Aachen: MM, 1995), 237-73
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Der Stupor, der das Gebet unterbricht, Euagrius, Cent. Suppl. 30, in
Übersetzung, Original (?) und Interpretation’, in Zu Geschichte, Theologie, Liturgie und
Gegenwartslage der Syrischen Kirchen, ed. by Martin Tamcke, Studien zur Orientalischen
Kirchengeschichte, 9 (Hermannsburg: LIT, 2000), 15-32
Abramowski, Luise, Drei christologische Untersuchungen (Berlin - New York: Walter de
Gruyter, 1981)
Abramowski, Luise, Formula and Context: Studies in Early Christian Thought (Aldershot:
Variorum, 1992)
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Narsai, Ephräm und Kyrill über Jesu Verlassenheitsruf Matth. 27, 46’, in
Crossroad of Cultures, ed. by Hans-Jürgen Feulner et alii, OCA, 260 (Rome: Pontificio
Istituto Orientale, 2000), 43-67
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Reste von Theodorets Apologie für Diodor und Theodor bei Facundus’,
SP, 1 (1957), 61-69
Abramowski, Luise, review of Patrologie et oecuménisme. Recueil d’études, by André de
Halleux, ETL, 69 (1993), 435-37
Abramowski, Luise, Untersuchungen zum Liber Heraclidis des Nestorius, CSCO 242 (Louvain:
CSCO, 1963)
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Über die Fragmente des Theodor von Mopsuestia in Brit. Libr. add 12.516
und das doppelt überlieferte christologische Fragment’, Oriens Christianus, 79 (1995), 1-8
Abramowski, Luise, ‘Was hat das Nicaeno-Constantinopolitanum (C) mit dem Konzil von
Konstantinopel 381 zu tun?’, Theologie und Philosophie, 67 (1992), 481-513
Altaner, Berthold, Patrologie: Leben, Schriften und Lehre der Kirchenväter, ed. by Alfred
Stuiber, 6th edn (Freiburg: Herder, 1963)
D’Alès, Adhémar, ‘La lettre de Théodoret aux moines d’Orient’, ETL, 8 (1931), 413-421
Amann, E., ‘L’affaire Nestorius vue de Rome’, RevSR, 23 (1949), 5-37, 207-44; 24 (1950), 2852, 235-65
Anastos, Milton V., ‘Nestorius Was Orthodox’, DOP, 16 (1962), 117-40

212 Bibliography

Anastos, Milton V., ‘The Immutability of Christ and Justinian’s Condemnation of Theodore of
Mopsuestia’, DOP, 6 (1951), 125-60
Anselm of Canterbury, Basic Writings, ed. by Charles Hartshorne, trans. by S. N. Deane, 2nd
edn (La Salle: Open Court, 1962)
Anselm of Canterbury, The Major Works, ed. by Brian Davies and G. R. Evans, Oxford World’s
Classics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998)
Ashby, G. W., ‘The Hermeneutic Approach of Theodoret of Cyrrhus to the Old Testament’, SP,
15 (1984), 131-35
Azéma, Y., ‘Citations d’auteurs et allusions profanes dans la Correspondance de Théodoret’, TU,
125 (1981), 5-13

Azéma, Y., ‘Sur la date de la mort de Théodoret’, Pallas, 31 (1984), 137-55
Barnes, Timothy D., ‘The Collapse of the Homoeans in the East’, SP, 29 (1997), 3-16
Barth, Karl, Die Kirchliche Dogmatik, 13 vols + Register (Zürich: EVZ, 1932-1970)
Bebis, G. S., ‘The Apology of Nestorius: A New Evaluation’, SP, 11 (1972), 107-112
Bergjan, Silke-Petra, Theodoret von Cyrus und der Neunizänismus, Aspekte der altkirchlichen
Trinitätslehre, Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte, 60 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1994)
Berthold, George C., ‘Cyril of Alexandria and the Filioque’, SP, 19 (1989), 143-47
Bethune-Baker, J. F., Nestorius and His Teaching, A Fresh Examination of the Evidence
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1908)
Bodoh, John J., Index of Greek Verb Forms (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1984)
Bonhoeffer, Dietrich, Christology, trans. by John Bowden (London: Collins & Sons, 1966)
Boulnois, M. O., Le paradoxe trinitaire chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie. Herméneutique, analyses
philosophiques et argumentation théologique, Collection des Études Augustiniennes, 143
(Paris: 1994)
Bright, William, A History of the Church from the Edict of Milan AD 313, to the Council of
Chalcedon AD 451 (Oxford and London: James Parker, 1869)
Bright, William, The Age of the Fathers, Chapters in the History of the Church During the
Fourth and Fifth Centuries, 2 vols (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1903)
Bright, William, Waymarks in Church History (London: Longmans & Green, 1894)
Brock, Sebastian P., ‘Clothing metaphors as a means of theological expression in Syriac
tradition’, in Typus, Symbol, Allegorie bei den Östlichen Vätern und ihren Parallelen im
Mittelalter, ed. by Margot Schmidt, Eichstätter Beiträge, 4 (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet,
1982), 11-38
Brock, Sebastian P., Syriac Perspectives on Late Antiquity (Aldershot: Variorum, 1984)
Brock, Sebastian P., ‘The Orthodox-Oriental Orthodox Conversations of 532’, Apostolos
Varnavas, 41 (1980), 219-27; also in Syriac Perspectives on Late Antiquity (Aldershot:
Variorum, 1984), 219-27
Brock, Sebastian P., ‘Towards a History of Syriac Translation Technique’, OCA, 221 (1983), 114

Bibliography 213

Brok, M. F. A., ‘The Date of Theodoret’s Expositio rectae fidei’, JTS, 2 (1951), 178-83
Brok, M., ‘Un soi-disant fragment du traité Contre les Juifs de Théodoret de Cyr’, RHE, 45
(1950), 487-507
Brown, Derek et alii, MHRA Style Book, Notes for Authors, Editors and Writers of Theses, 5th
edn (London: Modern Humanities Research Association, 1996)
Brennecke, Hanns Christof, ed., Logos, Festschrift für Luise Abramowski zum 8. Juli 1993,
Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der Älteren
Kirche, 67 (Berlin - New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1993)
Böhm, Thomas, Die Christologie des Arius, Dogmengeschichtliche Überlegungen unter
besonderer Berücksichtigung der Hellenisierungsfrage, Studien zur Theologie und
Geschichte, 7 (St. Ottilien: EOS, 1991)
Bullinger, Heinrich, Sermonum Decades Quinque, De potissimis Christianae religionis capitibus
(Zürich: 1557)
Bullinger, Heinrich, Utriusque in Christo naturae tam Divinae quam humanae, Contra varias
haereses, pro confessione Christi catholica, Assertio orthodoxa (Zürich: 1534)
Canivet, Pierre, Histoire d’ une entreprise apologétique au Ve siècle, Bibliothèque de l’histoire
de l’Église (Paris: Bloud & Gay, 1957)
Canivet, Pierre, Le monachisme Syrien selon Théodoret de Cyr, Théologie Historique, 42 (Paris:
Beauchesne, 1977)
Canivet, Pierre, ‘Theodoret of Cyr’, New Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. by the editorial staff of the
Catholic University of America, Washington, 20 vols (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967-), XIV
(1967), 20-22
Caspari, C. P., Alte und Neue Quellen zur Geschichte des Taufsymbols und der Glaubensregel, 3
vols (Malling: Christiania, 1879)
Ceillier, Remi, Histoire générale des auteurs sacrés et ecclésiastiques, 2nd edn, 17 vols (Paris:
1729-1763 – 23 vols; repr. Louis Vives, 1861 – 17 vols)
Chadwick, H., ‘Eucharist and Christology in the Nestorian Controversy’, JTS, 2 (1951), 145-64
Chestnut, Roberta C., ‘The Two Prosopa in Nestorius’ Bazaar of Heracleides’, JTS, 29 (1978),
392-409
Clayton, Paul Bauchman, Jr., ‘Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, and the Mystery of the Incarnation in
Late Antiochene Christology’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Union Theological
Seminary, New York, 1985)
Cocchini, F., ‘L’esegesi paolina di Teodoreto di Cirro’, ASE, 11 (1994), 511-32
Constantelos, Demetrios J., ‘Justinian and the Three Chapters Controversy’, GOTR, 8 (1962-63),
71-94
Cope, Glenn Melvin, ‘An Analysis of the Heresiological Method of Theodoret of Cyrus in the
Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Catholic
University of America, Washington D. C., 1990)
Cross, F. L., ‘Pseudo-Justin’s Expositio rectae fidei, A Further Note on the Ascription’, JTS, 47
(1946), 57-58

214 Bibliography

Devreesse, Robert, Le patriarchat d’Antioche depuis la paix de l’Église jusqu’à la conquête
Arabe, Études Palestiniennes et Orientales (Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1945)
Devreesse, Robert, ‘Orient, antiquité’, RSPT, 20 (1931), 559-71
Diepen, H. M., ‘Théodoret et le dogme d’ Éphèse’, RSR, 44 (1956), 243-47
Dockery, David Samuel, ‘An Examination of Hermeneutical Development in Early Christian
Thought and Its Contemporary Significance’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Texas at Arlington, 1988)
Dupin, Louis E., Nouvelle bibliothèque des auteurs ecclésiastiques, 60 vols (Paris: 1686-1719)
Durand, G. M. de, ‘Sa génération, qui la racontera? Is 53,8b: l’exégèse des Pères’, RSPT, 53
(1969), 638-57
Ehrhard, Albert, ‘Die Cyrill von Alexandrien zugeschriebene Schrift Peri\ th~j tou~ Kuri/ou
e>nancrwph/sewj ein Werk Theodorets von Cyrus’, ThQ, 70 (1888), 179-243, 406-50, 623-53
Esbroeck, Michael van, ‘The Credo of Gregory the Wonderworker and Its Influence through
Three Centuries’, SP, 19 (1989), 255-66
Ettlinger, G. H., ‘Some Problems Encountered in Editing Patristic Texts, with Special Reference
to the Eranistes of Theodoret of Cyrus’, SP, 12 (1975), 25-29
Ettlinger, G. H., ‘The History of the Citations in the Eranistes by Theodoret of Cyrus in the Fifth
and Sixth Centuries’, SP, 125 (1981), 173-83
Feulner, Hans-Jürgen, ed., Crossroad of Cultures, Studies in Liturgy and Patristics in Honor of
Gabriele Winkler, OCA, 260 (Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 2000)
Galtier, Paul, ‘Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie et Saint Léon le Grand à Chalcédoine’ in Das Konzil
von Khalkedon, ed. by Aloys Grillmeier (Würzburg: Echter, 1951), I, 345-87
Grant, Robert M., ‘Conflict in Christology at Antioch’, SP, 18 (1989), 141-50
Gray, Patrick T. R., ‘Leontius of Jerusalem’s Case for a "Synthetic Union" in Christ’, SP, 18
(1989), 151-54
Gray, Patrick T. R., ‘Theodoret on the One Hypostasis, An Antiochene Reading of Chalcedon’,
SP, 15 (1984), 301-04
Gray, Patrick T. R., ‘"The Select Fathers": Canonizing the Patristic Past’, SP, 23 (1989), 21-36
Grillmeier, Aloys, Christ in Christian tradition, From the Apostolic Age to Chalcedon (451),
trans. by J. S. Bowden, 2nd rev edn (London-Oxford: A. R. Mowbray, 1975), I
Grillmeier, Aloys, Christ in Christian Tradition, from the Council of Chalcedon (451) to
Gregory the Great (590-604), II/2: The Church of Constantinople in the Sixth Century
(London: Mowbray, 1995)
Grillmeier, Aloys, Fragmente zur Christologie, Studien zum altkirchlichen Christusbild, ed. by
Theresia Hainthaler (Freiburg: Herder, 1997)
Grillmeier, Aloys, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, Von der Apostolischen Zeit bis
zum Konzil von Chalcedon (451), 3rd edn (Freiburg: Herder, 1990)
Grillmeier, Aloys, Christ in Christian Tradition, from the Council of Chalcedon (451) to
Gregory the Great (590-604), trans. by John Cawte and Pauline Allen (London: Mowbray,
1995)

Bibliography 215

Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Analyse textuelle et libre arbitre: l’exégèse patristique grecque de Rom. 9,
20 aux IIIe-Ve siècles’, Augustinianum, 53 (1996), 99-115
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Eschatologie et Écriture en milieu antiochien à partir du IIe siècle’, ASE, 17
(2000), 9-45
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘L’apôtre Pierre dans la tradition antiochenne’, Augustinianum, 74 (2001),
509-41
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘L’exégèse de Cyrille d’Alexandrie et de Théodoret de Cyr: un lieu de conflit
ou de convergence?’, Cassiodorus, 4 (1998), 47-82
Guinot, Jean-Noël, L’exégèse de Théodoret de Cyr, Théologie historique, 100 (Paris:
Beauchesne, 1995)
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘L’Expositio rectae fidei et le traité Sur la Trinité et l’Incarnation de
Théodoret de Cyr: deux types d’argumentation pour un même propos?’, Recherches
Augustiniennes, 32 (2001), 39-74
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘La christologie de Théodoret de Cyr dans son commentaire sur le Cantique’,
VC, 39 (1985), 256-72
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘La cristallisation d’un différend: Zorobabel dans l’exégèse de Théodore de
Mopsueste et de Théodoret de Cyr’, Augustinianum, 24 (1984), 527-47
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘La fortune des Hexaples d’Origène aux IVe et Ve siècles en milieu
antiochien’, in Origeniana Sexta (Origen and the Bible), ed. by Gilles Dorival and Alain le
Boulluec, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium, 118 (Leuven: Peeters,
1995), 215-25
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘La place et le rôle de l’histoire événementielle dans l’exégèse de Théodoret
de Cyr’, in L’historiographie de l’Église des premiers siècles, ed. by Bernard Pouderon and
Yves-Marie Duval, Théologie historique, 114 (Paris: Beauchesne, 2001), 329-48
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Le Commentaire de Théodoret de Cyr Sur le Cantique: est-il un opus
mysticum?’, Augustinianum, 37 (1992), 437-59
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Les fondements scripturaires de la polémique entre Juifs et chrétiens dans
les commentaires de Théodoret de Cyr’, ASE 14 (1997), 153-78
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Les lectures patristiques grecques (IIIe-Ve s.) du miracle de Cana (Jn 2, 111). Constantes et développements christologiques’, SP, 30 (1997), 28-41
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Les sources de l’exégèse de Théodoret de Cyr’, SP, 25 (1993), 72-94
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Présence d’Apollinaire dans l’oeuvre exégétique de Théodoret’, SP, 19
(1989), 166-72
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Qui est "le Syrien" dans les commentaires de Théodoret de Cyr?’, SP, 25
(1993), 60-71
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Théodoret a-t-il lu les homélies d’Origène sur l’Ancien Testament?’, Vetera
Christianorum, 21 (1984), 285-312
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Théodoret de Cyr: exégète ou compilateur?’, Atti Accademia Peloritana dei
Percolanti, Classe di lettere, filosofia e belle arti, 69 (1995), 229-52
Guinot, Jean-Noël, ‘Un évêque exégète: Théodoret de Cyr’, in Le monde grec ancien et la Bible,
ed. by Claude Mondésert, Bible de tous les temps, 1 (Paris: Beauchesne, 1984), 335-60

216 Bibliography

Györkösy Alajos, Latin-Magyar Szótár (Latin-Hungarian Dictionary) (Budapest: Akadémiai
Kiadó, 1956)
Györkösy Alajos, Kapitánffy István, and Tegyei Imre, Ógörög-Magyar Nagyszótár (GreekHungarian Academic Dictionary) (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, 1993)
Hall, S. G., ‘The Creed of Sardica’, SP, 19 (1989), 173-84
Halleux, André de, ‘Cyrille, Théodoret et le Filioque’, RHE, 74 (1979), 597-625
Halleux, André de, ‘La première session du concile d’Éphèse’, ETL, 69 (1993), 48-87
Halleux, André de, Patrologie et oecuménisme, Recueil d’études, Bibliotheca Ephemeridum
Theologicarum Lovaniensium, 93 (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1990)
Halleux, André de, review of Logos. Festschrift für Luise Abramowski, ed. by Hans Christof
Brennecke, ETL, 69 (1993), 438-40
Halton, Thomas, ‘The five senses in Nemesius, De natura hominis and Theodoret, De
providentia’, SP, 20 (1989), 94-101
Hardy, E. R., ‘The Further Education of Cyril of Alexandria’, SP, 17 (1982), 116-22
Háy János, ed., Az isteni és az emberi természetről - görög egyházatyák (On the Divine and
Human Nature - Greek Church Fathers), 2 vols (Budapest: Atlantisz, 1994)
Hill, Robert C., ‘Theodoret, commentator on the Psalms’, ETL, 76 (2000), 88-104
Holl, Karl, Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem Verhältnis zu den grossen Kappadoziern
(Tübingen: Mohr, 1904)
Honigmann, Ernest, ‘Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Basil of Seleucia (the Time of Their Deaths)’, in
Ernest Honigmann, Patristic Studies, Studi e testi, 173 (Rome: Biblioteca Apostolica
Vaticana, 1953), 174-84
Jugie, M., De processione Spiritus Sancti ex fontibus revelationis et secundum Orientales
dissidentes, Lateranum, n.s. II (Rome: 1936)
Kannengiesser, Charles, ‘Arius and the Arians’, TS, 44 (1983), 456-75
Kelly, J. N. D., Early Christian Creeds, 3rd edn (London: Longman, 1972)
Kelly, J. N. D., Early Christian Doctrines, 5th rev. edn (London: A. & C. Black, 1977)
Kesich, V., ‘The Antiocheans and the Temptation Story’, SP, 7 (1966), 496-502
Koch, Günter, Strukturen und Geschichte des Heils in der Theologie des Theodoret von Kyros,
Eine dogmen- und theologiegeschichtliche Untersuchung, Frankfurter Theologische Studien,
17 (Frankfurt am Main: Josef Knecht, 1974)
Kösters, Ludwig, ‘Zur Datierung von Theodorets <Ellhnikw~n cerapeutikh\ pachma/twn’,
ZKTh, 30 (1906), 349-56
Lampe, G. W. H., ed., A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961)
Lebon, Joseph, ‘Autour de la définition de la foi au Concile d’Éphèse’, ETL, 8 (1931), 393-412
Lebon, Joseph, Le monophysisme Sévérien, Étude historique, littéraire et théologique sur la
résistance monophysite au concile de Chalcédoine jusqu’a la constitution de l’Église Jacobite
(Leuven: Josephus van Linthout, 1909)
Lebon, Joseph, ‘Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr’, RHE, 26 (1930), 523-50

Bibliography 217

Lebourlier, Jean, ‘Union selon l’hypostase. Ébauche de la formule dans le premier livre pseudoAthanasien Contre Apollinaire’, RSPT, 44 (1960), 470-76
Leppin, Hartmut, Von Constantin dem Grossen zu Theodosius II., Das christliche Kaisertum bei
den Kirchenhistorikern Socrates, Sozomenus und Theodoret, Hypomnemata, Untersuchungen
zur Antike und zu ihrem Nachleben, 110 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996)
Lietzmann, Hans, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tübingen: Mohr, 1904)
Loofs, Friedrich, Grundlinien der Kirchengeschichte (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1910)
Loofs, Friedrich, Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmengeschichte (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1906)
Loofs, Friedrich, Nestorius and His Place in the History of Christian Doctrine (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1914)
Loofs, Friedrich, review of Nestorius, The Bazaar of Heracleides, Newly Translated from the
Syriac, by G. R. Driver and L. Hodgson, Theologische Literaturzeitung, 8 (1926), 193-201
Lorenz, Rudolf, Arius judaizans? Untersuchungen zur dogmengeschichtlichen Einordnung des
Arius, Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte, 31 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1980)
Mahé, Joseph, ‘Les anathématismes de Saint Cyrille d’Alexandrie et les évêques orientaux du
Patriarchat d’Antioche’, RHE, 7 (1906), 505-42
Mandac, Marijan, ‘L’ union christologique dans les œuvres de Théodoret antérieures au Concile
d’ Éphèse’, ETL, 47 (1971), 64-96
Manoir, H. du, ‘Dogme et spiritualité chez S. Cyrille d’Alexandrie’, Études de théologie et
d’histoire de la spiritualité, 2 (1944), 224-25
McCollough, C. Thomas, ‘Theodoret of Cyrus as Biblical Interpreter and the Presence of
Judaism in the Later Roman Empire’, SP, 18 (1989), 327-34
McGrath, Alister E., Christian Theology, An Introduction (Oxford: Blackwell, 1994)
McNamara, Kevin, ‘Theodoret of Cyrus and the Unity of Person in Christ’, ITQ, 22 (1955), 31328
Meyendorff, J, ‘Chalcedonians and Monophysites after Chalcedon’, GOTR, 10 (1965), 16-36
Meyendorff, J., ‘ >Ef w{| (Rom. 5,12) chez Cyrille d’Alexandrie et Théodoret’, SP, 4 (1961),
157-61
Meyendorff, J., ‘La procession du Saint-Esprit chez les Pères orientaux’, Russie et chrétienté, 2
(1950), 164-65
Michel, A., ‘Idiomes (communication des)’, Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. by A.
Vacant, E. Mangenot and E. Amann, 15 vols (Paris: Letouzey, 1923-1950), vol. 7/1 (1927),
597-602
Moeller, Charles, ‘Le chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 à la fin du VIe
siècle’, in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. by Aloys Grillmeier and
Heinrich Bacht (Würzburg: Echter, 1951), I, 637-720
Montalverne, P. Joseph, Theodoreti Cyrensis doctrina antiquior de verbo ‘inhumanato’ (a
circiter 423-435), Studia Antoniana, 1 (Rome: Pontificium Athenaeum Antonianum, 1948)

218 Bibliography

Murphy, F. X., ‘Migne, Jacques Paul’, New Catholic Encyclopedia, ed. by the editorial staff of
the Catholic University of America, Washington, 20 vols (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967-),
IX (1967), 827
Müller, Gerhard Ludwig, ‘Idiomenkommunikation’, Lexikon für Theologie und Kirche, ed. by
Walter Kasper, 3rd rev. edn, 10 vols (Freiburg: Herder, 1993-2001), vol. 5 (1996), 403-406
Newman, John Henry, The Arians of the Fourth Century (London: Longman, 1908)
Newman, John Henry, ‘Trials of Theodoret’ in Historical Sketches (London: Basil Montagu
Pickering, 1873), 307-62
Niesel, Wilhelm, Reformed Symbolics: A Comparison of Catholicism, Orthodoxy and
Protestantism, trans. by David Lewis (Edinburgh: Oliver & Boyd, 1962)
Norris, R. A., ‘Christological Models in Cyril of Alexandria’, SP, 13 (1971), 255-68
Norris, R. A., Manhood and Christ, A Study in the Christology of Theodore of Mopusestia
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963)
Norris, R. A., ‘The Problem of Human Identity in Patristic Christological Speculation’, SP, 17
(1982), 147-59
O’Keefe, John J., ‘Interpreting the Angel, Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret of Cyrus:
Commentators on the Book of Malachi’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Catholic
University of America, Washington D. C., 1993)
O’Keefe, John J., ‘Kenosis or Impassibility: Cyril of Alexandria and Theodoret of Cyrus on the
Problem of Divine Pathos’, SP, 32 (1997), 358-65
Oort, J. van, and J. Roldanus, eds., Chalkedon: Geschichte und Aktualität, Studien zur Rezeption
der christologischen Formel von Chalkedon (Leuven: Peeters, 1997)
Oort, J. van, and U. Wickert, eds., Christliche Exegese zwischen Nicaea und Chalcedon
(Kampen: Pharos, 1992)
Opitz, Hans-Georg, Untersuchungen zur Überlieferung der Schriften des Athanasius, Arbeiten
zur Kirchengeschichte, 23 (Berlin-Leipzig: Walter de Gruyter, 1935)
Parmentier, Martin, ‘A Letter from Theodoret of Cyrus to the Exiled Nestorius (CPG 6270) in a
Syriac Version’, Bijdragen. Tijdschrift Voor Filosofie en Theologie. International Journal in
Philosophy and Theology, 51 (1990), 234-45
Parvis, P. M., ‘Theodoret’s Commentary on the Epistles of St. Paul: Historical Setting and
Exegetical Practice’ (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Oxford, 1975)
Pásztori-Kupán István, Theodoret of Cyrus, The Early Church Fathers (London: Routledge,
2006)
Prestige, G. L., Fathers and Heretics, Bampton Lectures for 1940 (London: SPCK, 1940)
Prestige, G. L., God in Patristic Thought (London: SPCK, 1952)
Quasten, Johannes, Patrology, 4 vols (Utrecht: Spectrum, 1950-86)
Reinink, G. J., ‘The Quotations from the Lost Works of Theodoret of Cyrus and Theodore of
Mopsuestia in an Unpublished East Syrian Work on Christology’, SP, 23 (1997), 562-67
Richard, Marcel, ‘L’activité littéraire de Théodoret avant le concile d’Éphèse’, RSPT, 24 (1935),
83-106

Bibliography 219

Richard, Marcel, ‘La lettre de Théodoret à Jean d’Égées’, SPT, 2 (1941-42), 415-23
Richard, Marcel, ‘Le Néo-Chalcédonisme’, MSR, 3 (1946), 156-61
Richard, Marcel, ‘Les citations de Théodoret conservées dans la chaîne de Nicétas sur l’Évangile
selon Saint Luc’, RB, 43 (1934), 88-96
Richard, Marcel, ‘L’introduction du mot hypostase dans la théologie de l’Incarnation’, MSR, 2
(1945), 5-32, 243-70
Richard, Marcel, ‘Notes sur l’ évolution doctrinale de Théodoret’, RSPT, 25 (1936), 459-81
Richard, Marcel, Opera Minora, ed. by E. Dekkers et alii, 3 vols (Turnhout: Leuven University
Press, 1976-77)
Richard, Marcel, ‘Théodoret, Jean d’Antioche et les moines d’Orient’, MSR, 3 (1946), 147-56
Richard, Marcel, ‘Un écrit de Théodoret sur l’unité du Christ après l’Incarnation’, RSPT, 24
(1935), 34-61
Ridings, Daniel, ‘Mwush~j a>ttiki/zwn’, SP, 20 (1989), 132-36
Rinn, Heinrich, Dogmengeschichtliches Lesebuch (Tübingen: Mohr, 1910)
Roey, A. van, ‘Le florilège nestorien de l’Adversus Nestorium de Cyrille d’Alexandrie et du
traité contre Nestorius de Théodote d’Ancyre’, TU, 125 (1981), 573-78
Romanides, John S., ‘St. Cyril’s One Physis or Hypostasis of God the Logos Incarnate and
Chalcedon’, GOTR, 10 (1965), 82-107
Russell, Norman, Cyril of Alexandria, The Early Church Fathers (London: Routledge, 2000)
Saffrey, H. D., ‘Theology as Science (3rd-6th Centuries)’, SP, 29 (1997), 321-39
Saltet, Louis, ‘Les sources de L’ >Eranisth/j de Théodoret’, RHE, 6 (1905), 289-303, 513-36,
741-54
Samuel, V. C., ‘One Incarnate Nature of God the Word’, GOTR, 10 (1965), 37-53
Schulte, Joseph, Theodoret von Cyrus als Apologet, Theologische Studien der Leo-Gesellschaft,
10 (Wien: Mayer, 1904)
Schwartz, Eduard, ‘Cyrill und der Mönch Viktor’, Sitzungsberichte der Akademie der
Wissenschaften in Wien, Philosophisch-historische Klasse, 208. 4 (1928), 1-51
Schwartz, Eduard, ‘Der Prozess des Eutyches’, Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-historische Abteilung, 5 (1929), 1-93
Schwartz, Eduard, ‘Die sogenannten Gegenanathematismen des Nestorius’, Sitzungsberichte der
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-philologische und historische
Klasse, 1 (1922), 3-29
Schwartz, Eduard, ‘Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets’, Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften, Philosophisch-philologische und historische Klasse, 1 (1922), 30-40
Schäublin, Christoph, Untersuchungen zu Methode und Herkunft der antiochenischen Exegese,
ed. by Theodor Klauser and Ernst Dassmann, Theophaneia, Beiträge zur Religions- und
Kirchengeschichte des Altertums, 23 (Köln-Bonn: Peter Hanstein, 1974)
Scipioni, Luigi I., Nestorio e il Concilio di Efeso, Studia Patristica Mediolanensia, 1 (Milan:
Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, 1974)

220 Bibliography

Seeberg, R., and D. F. Frank, ‘Communicatio idiomatum’, Realencyklopädie für protestantische
Theologie und Kirche, ed. by Albert Hauck, 22 vols (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs’sche
Buchhandlung, 1896-1909), vol. 4 (1898), 254-61
Sellers, R. V., ‘Pseudo-Justin’s Expositio rectae fidei: A Work of Theodoret of Cyrus’, JTS, 46
(1945), 145-60
Sellers, R. V., The Council of Chalcedon, A Historical and Doctrinal Survey (London: SPCK,
1961)
Sickenberger, Joseph, ‘Die Lukaskatene des Niketas von Herakleia’, TU, 22.4 (1902), 1-118
Siddals, Ruth M., ‘Oneness and Difference in the Christology of Cyril of Alexandria’, SP, 18
(1989), 207-11
Slusser, M., ‘The Scope of Patripassianism’, SP, 17 (1982), 169-75
Smith, William, and Henry Wace, eds., A Dictionary of Christian Biography, 4 vols (London:
John Murray, 1877-1887)
Staedtke, Joachim, Die Theologie des jungen Bullinger, Studien zur Dogmengeschichte und
systematischen Theologie, 16 (Zürich: Zwingli Verlag, 1962)
Stander, H. F., ‘The Clapping of Hands in the Early Church’, SP, 26 (1993), 75-80
Starowieyski, Marek, ‘Le titre ceoto/koj avant le concile d’Éphèse’, SP, 19 (1989), 236-42
Stewardson, Jerry Leo, ‘Eucharist and Christology in Theodoret of Cyrus’, BS, 10 (1983), 1-18
Stewardson, Jerry Leo, ‘The Christology of Theodoret of Cyrus According to His Eranistes’
(unpublished doctoral dissertation, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois, 1972)
Stewardson, Jerry Leo, ‘Vision of God According to Theodoret of Cyrus’, SP, 32 (1997), 371-75
Stewart, Columba, ‘New Perspectives on the Messalian Controversy’, SP, 19 (1989), 243-49
Stockmeier, Peter, ‘Anmerkungen zum "in" bzw. "ex duabus naturis" in der Formel von
Chalkedon’, SP, 18 (1989), 213-20
Throckmorton, B. H., ‘The nao/j in Paul’, TU, 126 (1982), 497-503
Tillemont, Louis Sebastien le Nain de, Mémoires pour servir à l’histoire ecclésiastique des six
premiers siècles, 16 vols (Paris: 1693-1712), XV
Treadgold, Warren T., The Nature of the ‘Bibliotheca’ of Photius, Dumbarton Oaks Studies, 18
(Washington, D.C: Center for Byzantine Studies, 1980)
Turner, H. E. W., ‘Nestorius Reconsidered’, SP, 13 (1975), 306-21
Tőkés István, Commentarium in Confessionem Helveticam Posteriorem, 2 vols (Kolozsvár:
Hungarian Reformed Church in Romania, 1968)
Urbina, Ignacio Ortiz de, ‘Das Symbol von Chalkedon, Sein Text, sein Werden, seine
dogmatische Bedeutung’, in Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Geschichte und Gegenwart, ed. by
Aloys Grillmeier and Heinrich Bacht (Würzburg: Echter, 1951), I, 389-418
Vaggione, Richard Paul, review of Theodoret von Cyrus und der Neunizänismus, Aspekte der
Altkirchlichen Trinitätslehre, by Silke-Petra Bergjan, JTS, 48 (1997), 692-94
Vanyó László, Az ókeresztény egyház és irodalma (The Early Church and its Literature),
Ókeresztény írók, 1, 2nd edn (Budapest: Szent István Társulat, 1988)

Bibliography 221

Vanyó László, Az ókeresztény egyház irodalma (The Literature of the Early Church), 3rd rev.
edn, 2 vols (Budapest: Jel Kiadó, 1997-99)
Vanyó László, Bevezetés az ókeresztény kor dogmatörténetébe (Introduction to the Doctrinal
History of the Early Christian Era) (Budapest: Szent István Társulat, 1998)
Vanyó László, ed., Szókratész Egyháztörténete (The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates
Scholasticus), trans. by Baán István, Ókeresztény írók, 9 (Budapest: Szent István Társulat,
1984)
Viciano, Alberto, ‘Antike versus zeitgenössische Exegese: Theodoret von Kyros’ Kommentar zu
Gal 1,19’, Forum Katholische Theologie, 12 (1996), 285-89
Viciano, Alberto, ‘Das Bild des Apostels Paulus im Kommentar zu den paulinischen Briefen des
Theodoret von Kyros’, SP, 25 (1993), 176-88
Vine, Aubrey Russell, An Approach to Christology, An Interpretation and Development of Some
Elements in the Metaphysic and Christology of Nestorius as a Way of Approach to an
Orthodox Christology Compatible with Modern Thought (London: Independent Press, 1948)
Visser, Derk, Zacharias Ursinus, The Reluctant Reformer, His Life and Times (New York:
United Church Press, 1983)
Wallace-Hadrill, D. S., Christian Antioch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982)
Walser, Peter, Die Prädestination bei Heinrich Bullinger im Zusammenhang mit seiner
Gotteslehre (Zürich: Zwingli Verlag, 1957)
Wand, J. W. C., The Four Great Heresies (Oxford: A. R. Mowbray, 1955)
Ware, Kallistos T., ‘The Meaning of "Pathos" in Abba Isaias and Theodoret of Cyrus’, SP, 20
(1989), 315-22
Weigl, Eduard, Christologie vom Tode des Athanasius bis zum Ausbruch des nestorianischen
Streites (373-429), ed. by E. Eichmann et alii, Münchener studien zur historischen Theologie,
4 (Kempten: Josef Kösel & Friedrich Pustet, 1925)
Welch, L. J., Christology and Eucharist in the Early Thought of Cyril of Alexandria (San
Francisco - London - Bethesda: Catholic Scholars Press, 1998)
Wickham, Lionel R., ‘Cyril of Alexandria and the Apple of Discord’, SP, 15 (1984), 379-92
Wiles, M. F., ‘A Textual Variant in the Creed of the Council of Nicea’, SP, 26 (1993), 428-33
Williams, Rowan, Arius, Heresy and Tradition, 2nd edn (London: SCM Press, 2001)
Winslow, D. F., ‘Soteriological "Orthodoxy" in the Fathers’, SP, 15 (1984), 393-95
Wright, David F., ‘At What Ages Were People Baptized in the Early Centuries?’, SP, 30 (1997),
189-94
Wright, David F., ‘Infant Dedication in the Early Church’, in Baptism, the New Testament and
the Church: Historical and Contemporary Studies in Honour of R. E. O. White, ed. by Stanley
E. Porter and Anthony R. Cross, Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement
Series, 171 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 352-78
Young, Frances, ‘Exegetical Method and Scriptural Proof: the Bible in Doctrinal Debate’, SP, 19
(1989), 291-304

Appendix
Towards a critical edition of De Trinitate and De incarnatione
This Appendix is meant to list the currently known quotations of De Trinitate and De
incarnatione found by mediaeval and modern scholars in various manuscripts. Because
of the considerable length of most excerpts we shall quote the beginning and the end of
each, mentioning their provenance.

Excerpts found by Albert Ehrhard
The only other testimony apart from Vat. gr. 841 itself, which ascribes the works to Cyril,
comes from Euthymius Zigabenus. As Ehrhard observed, Euthymius quotes the
following parts of De incarnatione:466
Euthymius: Panoplia Dogmatica

Theodoret: De incarnatione Domini

1. e]ti kata\ >Apollinariastw~n [sic] The entire Chapter 18, fully identical with
tou~ e>n a<gi/oij Kuri/llou e>k tou~ peri\ the text of Vat. gr. 841 (PG 75, 1448Ce>nancrwph/sewj lo/gou. o< to\n u[clon 1452C).
protimh/saj
[…]
th\n
pa/ntwn
a>ncrw/pwn a>na/stasin (PG 130, 905D909D).
2. e>k tou~ au>tou~ lo/gou. o[ti de\ tau~ta The entire Chapter 19, fully identical with
ou[twj e]xei […] th\n e>qousi/an e>kei/nhn the text of Vat. gr. 841 (PG 75, 1452Dtetagme/nh (PG 130, 909D-912C)
1453B).
3. tou~
au>tou~
e>k
tou~
peri\
e>nancrwph/sewj lo/gou. tau~ta th\n
>Apollinari/ou mataiologi/an […] to\
h<tthch~nai u<po\ tou~ $eou~ (PG 130,
925AB).

The first part of current Chapter 15 (in fact
the entire original Chapter 15),467 with
minor textual variants (PG 75, 1441D1444A)

4. e>k tou~ au>tou~ lo/gou. a>pologi/an First part of current Chapter 16, with its
e]xousin oi< a<marta/nontej […] ou> title468 and with minor textual variants
duna/menon no/mouj (PG 130, 925BC).
(PG 75, 1444D-1445A).
5. Kai\ su\ de\ au>to/j, w} De/spota […] to\ Concluding part of current Chapter 16,
a>nama/rthton mhxanhsa/menoj (PG 130, with
minor
textual
variants
469
925CD).
(PG 75, 1445AB).
466

Ehrhard, ‘Die Schrift’, 199, note 2. Euthymius quotes from De Trinitate also. See the last title in this Appendix.
This fragment is followed by the first unnoticed title as observed by Schwartz in his ‘Zur Schriftstellerei
Theodorets’, 31.
468
This is the only occasion when Euthymius quotes the title of a chapter also, yet here it is needed for the clarity of
the quotation.
469
Fragments 5 and 6 are given consecutively by Euthymius (i.e. as being one), yet since there is an omission
between them (as we have it in De incarnatione), I have listed them separately.
467
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Euthymius: Panoplia Dogmatica

Theodoret: De incarnatione Domini

6. e>k tou~ au>tou~ lo/gou. a>lla\ th\n me\n The entire current Chapter 17, fully
a>dolesxi/an e>kei/nwn […] yuxh\n identical with the text of Vat. gr. 841
a>ca/naton e]noikon kekthme/nwn (PG (PG 75, 1445B-1448B).
130, 928AD).
Ehrhard was the first to point out that in Garnier’s Auctarium,470 under the title
$ewdorh/tou Pentalo/gion peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj (reprinted in PG 84, 65-88), various
fragments of Theodoret’s Peri\ th~j tou~ Kuri/ou e>nancrwph/sewj were published.471
Since most of these fragments gathered by Garnier are identical with other relevant
passages present in various manuscripts, we shall list them together with those in order to
avoid tautology.
The three fragments of Marius Mercator as quoted by Garnier, Ehrhard and Schwartz and
reprinted in PL 48, 1075 (as a quotation from Theodoret by Mercator), as well as in PG
84, 82 (as part of Theodoret’s Pentalogium) are the following:
Item eiusdem ex capitulo quinto decimo:
Haec, inquit, Apollinaris arguunt
vanitatem […] magnum namque est illi
etiam a Deo superari. (PL 48, 1075B)
Item eiusdem ex capitulo sexto decimo:
Convenienter, inquit, diabolus Deo dicere
poterat […] sed Deus qui pro homine
decertaret. (PL 48, 1075C-1076B)
Item eiusdem ex capitulo tricesimo
(Garnier: vigesimo nono):472 Dei Filius
homini inseparabiliter adiunctus [...] et
apellationem naturae eius assumens. (PL
48, 1076BC)

De incarn. ch. 15 in PG 75, 1441D-1444A:
Tau~ta th\n >Apolinari/ou e>le/gxei
mataiologi/an [...] me/ga ga\r au>tw~| kai\
to\ h<tthch~nai u<po\ $eou~.
De incarn. ch. 15 [16] in PG 75, 1444:
kai\ ei]poi a&n ei>ko/twj [...] a>lla\ $eo\j
o< a>nti\ a>ncrw/pou palai/wn.

De incarn. ch. 29 [30] in PG 75, 1469B-C:
$eou~, o%j a>xwri/stwj au>tw|~ sunhmme/noj
[...] kai\ th\n th~j fu/sewj au>tou~
proshgori/an labw\n.

The quotations published by Eduard Schwartz
In his study ‘Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets’, Schwartz quotes several fragments of Peri\
e>nancrwph/sewj from Nicetas’ Catena of Luke according to the following manuscripts:
Vindob. theol. gr. 71 and Monac. 473. We shall quote only the fragments from De
incarnatione, whilst keeping Schwartz’s numbering.
Fragment no. 4 in Schwartz:
Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 167rv, Luke 2:52. $eodwrh/tou peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj* e>n
kefalai/w| de\ ei>pei~n [...] e>k tou~ eu>aggeli/ou machso/meca. Garnier’s fragment (PG
470

See Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum Tomus V, 40-50. All the subsequent quotations from Garnier’s work
are given according to Migne’s reprinted edition (see PG 84, 65-88).
471
Ehrhard, ‘Die Schrift’, 624-26.
472
Concerning the differences between chapter numbering see ‘An unnoticed title’, 103-04.
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84, 72-73). Apart from the introductory and ending remarks, the fragment is from Ch. 24
of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1461BD).
Fragment no. 13 in Schwartz:
Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 299v-301r, Luke 4:3. $eodwrh/tou peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj*
u<pe\r pa/shj th~j h<mete/raj fu/sewj [...] o< li/coj ou{toj a]rtoj ge/nhtai. Garnier’s
fragment (PG 84, 77-80) put together from three pieces of Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj:
• The beginning until katacarrei~n au>tou~ pa/ntaj paraskeua/sh| (Garnier
PG 84, 77A) is from Ch. 12 (PG 75, 1437B);
• The second part between a>na/getai toi/nun [...] u<po\ tou~ pneu/matoj (Garnier
PG 84, 77A) is from Ch. 24 (PG 75, 1464A);
• The last and longest fragment between a>na/getai de\ ou>x o< $eo\j Lo/goj [...] o<
li/coj ou{toj a]rtoj ge/nhtai (Garnier PG 84, 77A-80B) is from Ch. 13 and 14
(PG, 1437D-1441A) omitting the title of Ch. 14.
Fragment no. 14 in Schwartz:
Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 301v-302r, Luke 4:3. $eodwrh/tou* e>fi/etai me\n ga\r
trofh~j o< Ku/rioj [...] e>pi\ pa~san th\n du/namin tou~ e>xcrou~. This fragment is not
given by Garnier, but was translated into Latin by Combefis and reprinted by Gallandi.473
The beginning and the end of this Latin translation is ‘Quid vero Dominus? Appetit
quidem cibum […] super omnem virtutem inimici’. The excerpt is composed from two
parts of Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj:
• The beginning until carsei~te ga/r fhsin, e>gw\ neni/khka to\n ko/smon (John 16:33)
is from Ch. 24 (PG 75, 1464A);
• The second half: patei~scai to\n tu/rannon u<po\ tw~n pa/lai douleuo/ntwn poiei~
paregguw~n [...] pa~san th\n du/namin tou~ e>xcrou~ (Luke 10:19) is from Ch. 13 (PG 75, 1437C).
Fragment no. 15 in Schwartz:
Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 302rv, Luke 4:4. $eodwrh/tou* a>kou/saj ga\r tw~n tou~
ponhrou~ r<hma/twn [...] kai\ a]rtwn mh\ dehch~nai. Garnier’s fragment (PG 84, 80CD),
being a quotation from Ch. 14 (PG 75, 1441B).
Fragment no. 16 in Schwartz:
Vindobon. theol. gr. 71 fol. 307v-309v, Luke 4:9-12. $eodwrh/tou* h]lghse me\n w<j
h<tthcei~j a[paq [...] kataisxu/nonta to\n peira/zonta. Garnier’s fragment (PG 84,
81A-85A) composed of two passages:

473

Combefis, Biblioth. Patrum Concionatoria, II, 525; Gallandi, Biblioth. Veterum Patrum, IX, 418.
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• From the beginning until o< th\n dikaiosu/nhn a[pasan katorcw/saj (PG 84, 84B),
the excerpt is from Chapters 14-15 (PG 75, 1441C-1444C). It includes the first and
second quotation of Marius Mercator, omitting (at least in Garnier’s text) the title of
Ch. 15 as well as the title of the originally intended 16th chapter first overlooked by
the Vatican 841 copyist.
• After a short intermezzo compiled with the use of the beginning of Ch. 17 (Garnier:
PG 84, 84BC – cf. PG 75, 1445C), the rest from e>peidh\ ga\r a[paj o< a]ncrwpoj
until e>sterhme/nwn [sic Vindob.], a>ll > u<pe\r a>ncrw/pwn yuxh\n a>ca/naton
e]noikon kekthme/nwn [sic Vindob.] is from Ch. 17 (PG 75, 1448B). The last sentence
is a remark of the redactor.
Excerpts found by Schwartz in Garnier missing from Vindobonensis:
1. >Alla\ mh\n oi>ktei/raj o< Poihth\j th\n oi>kei/an ei>ko/na [...] pra/gmata kata\
tauto\n suna/gousan. This is the opening fragment in Garnier’s Auctarium (PG 84,
65A-68B). The brief summary of Ch. 23’s first phrases is followed by a longer,
practically word-by-word quotation from the same chapter (cf. PG 75, 1460C1461B). Ehrhard quoted this fragment also in order to augment his external
evidences.474 Concerning this excerpt see also Fragment no. 31 in M. Richard.
2. Kai\ th\n a>ncrwpei/an fu/sin a>nalabw\n [...] th\n th~j a<marti/aj kate/luse
turanni/da. Garnier’s excerpt (PG 84, 68BC), see Fragment no. 34 in M. Richard.
Fragment no. 26 in Schwartz:
Monac. 473, 124, Luke 7:13-14. $eodwrh/tou* e>ka/lese to\n ei>j to\n ta/fon
propempo/menon neani/an kai\ tou~ton ei>j zwh/n [...] u[mnon e]treyen. Short fragment
from Ch. 25 (PG 75, 1465A).

Joseph Lebon’s quotations from Severus’s Contra Grammaticum
In his study ‘Restitutions a Théodoret de Cyr’,475 based on his own edition of Severus’
Contra Grammaticum preserved in Syriac,476 Joseph Lebon gives the following excerpts
from Theodoret’s Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj as quoted by the famous Monophysite bishop
(translated by the editor):
Fragment no. 1 in Lebon:
Quod et in alio eius libro, De theologia sanctae Trinitatis et de oeconomia, ut ait,
scriptum est. Ante hunc librum quidem prooemium texens, sic incipit: THEODORETUS:
‘Omnis scriptio otium requirit et tranquillitatem, mentemque curis liberatam’. As Lebon
474

Ehrhard, ‘Die Schrift’, 625.
J. Lebon, ‘Restitutions’, 529-531.
476
J. Lebon, Severi Antiocheni Liber contra Impium Grammaticum, V.
475
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had indicated, this general prologue of perhaps both works was not preserved in Greek.
The italicised word is Lebon’s addition to make the translation clearer. Small capitals are
used when a text or phrase is written in red in the original Syriac manuscript.
Fragment no. 2 in Lebon:
Incipiendo autem ait: THEODORETUS: ‘Oportet sane omnes […] vocem pastoris audire’.
The beginning of the Prooemium of De Trinitate: e]dei me\n pa/ntaj [...] th~j tou~
poime/noj a>kou/ein fwnh~j (PG 75,1148A).477
Fragment no. 3 in Lebon:
Ad eadem dogmata impia et profana devenit in capite vicesimo secundo secundae
orationis, quam De oeconomia sive de inhumanatione inscripsit; in capite vero scripsit
sic: THEODORETUS: ‘Demonstratio ex epistula […] et unum Filium demonstrantes’. This
fragment is the beginning of Ch. 21 of De incarnatione: a>po/deiqij [...] kai\ to\n e[na
u<podeiknu/saj ui<o/n (PG 75, 1456A). It includes the famous title with pro/swpon
changed into Lo/goj by A. Mai. The numbering is already down by one compared to Vat.
841, as the first copying error had been committed in Ch. 15.
Fragment no. 4 in Lebon:
ET POST PAUCA: ‘Qui enim est splendor gloriae […] propter unionem ad assumentem’.
De incarnatione Ch. 21: o< ga/r w&n a>pau/gasma th~j do/qhj [...] dia\ th\n pro\j to\n
a>neilhfo/ta e[nwsin (PG 75, 1456B).
Fragment no. 5 in Lebon:
RURSUSQUE POST PAUCA: ‘Itaque contrarium […] unum Filium adorabimus’. De
incarnatione Ch. 21: ou>kou~n e>nanti/on [...] to\n e[na Ui<o\n proskunh/swmen
(PG 75, 1456CD).
Fragment no. 6 in Lebon:
Qui enim ea, quae modo citata sunt, scripsit et blasphemando introduxit hominem
deiferum, qui ex semine David, postquam dixerat illum in se accepisse omnia charismata
Spiritus sancti, subiunxit: THEODORETUS: ‘Sed in utraque natura unum Filium
adorabimus’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: e>n e<kate/ra| de\ fu/sei to\n e[na Ui<o\n
proskunh/swmen (PG 75, 1456D).

477

This is the only fragment which had been discovered from De Trinitate before the excerpts I found in Euthymius.
See below.
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Fragment no. 7 in Lebon:
Hisque rursus addidit et subnexuit miser: ‘Iterum autem beatus Paulus […] et unione
salutem operatus est’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: kai\ au}cij de\ o< maka/rioj Pau~loj [...]
kai\ th~| e<nw/sei th\n swthri/an ei>rga/sato (PG 75, 1456D-1457A).
Fragment no. 8 in Lebon:
Addit autem post pauca iterum, [...] quae totidem, ut ita dicam, verbis reperiuntur etiam
in reprehensione decimi ex capitulis sancti Cyrilli: THEODORETUS: ‘Quis ergo est qui
orabat […] ut per passiones ostenderetur natura assumpti’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: Ti/j
toi/nun o< proseuxo/menoj [...] i[na dia\ tw~n pachma/twn deixch~| tou~ lhfce/ntoj h<
fu/sij (PG 75, 1457CD).
Fragment no. 9 in Lebon:
Et iterum, in capite vicesimo primo:478 ‘Ita etiam beatus Paulus […] tum unionem
personae preaedicat’. De incarnatione Ch. 22: ou[twj o< ceio/tatoj Pau~loj [...] kai\
tou~ prosw/pou khru/ttei th\n e[nwsin (PG 75, 1460A). Severus reproduced this
quotation in the third – in 1930 still unpublished – book of his Contra Grammaticum, in
Ch. 30 (British Library Addit. 12157, fol. 145v), introducing it with the following
formula: ‘Itaque impius Theodoretus, in oratione, De inhumanatione Domini, eodem
modo ac Leo unionem personae confitens in capitulo vicesimo haec dicit:
THEODORETUS…’479
Fragment no. 10 in Lebon:
Rursusque in capite tricesimo quarto: ‘Sed et naturam Dei Verbi scimus […] a magistri
pietatis’. De incarnatione Ch. 32: a>lla\ kai\ tou~ $eou~ Lo/gou th\n fu/sin gnwri/zomen
[...] para\ tw~n didaska/lwn e>klh/ch th~j eu>sebei/aj (PG 75, 1472D). Here the
numbering of Vat. 841 is down by two, after the second copying error occurred in Ch.
29.480
Fragment no. 11 in Lebon:
ET PAULO POST: ‘Mixtionem mittentes […] divinitati sublimi et magnae et omnem
sensum excedenti attribuentes’. De incarnatione Ch. 32: th\n kra~sin katalipo/ntej [...]
th~| u<yhlh~| kai\ mega/lh| kai\ pa/nta vou~n u<perbainou/sh| a>natice/ntej $eo/thti
(PG 75, 1473B).

478

This excerpt is undoubtedly from Chapter 22 of Vat. 841, and thus – to remain consistent – Severus must have
known it as being from Chapter 23, not from Chapter 21 as it results from Lebon’s translation. For the clarification
of this difference see my article ‘An unnoticed title’, 104-5.
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Lebon, ‘Restitutions’ 531, note 2.
480
See ‘An unnoticed title’, 106-8.
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Fragment no. 12 in Lebon:
Etenim audimus quomodo dixerit: THEODORETUS: ‘Haec igitur propria sunt humanitatis
[…] et preces offerebat’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: ou>kou~n i]dia tau~ta [...] kai\
diete/lei proseuxome/nh (PG 75, 1457D).
Fragment no. 13 in Lebon:
Nam antea dixit interrogative docens: THEODORETUS: ‘Quis ergo est qui orabat […] et
lacrymis offerebat?’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: ti/j toi/nun o< proseuxo/menoj [...] kai\
dakru/wn prosenegkw/n; (PG 75, 1457C).
Fragment no. 14 in Lebon:
Et respondebat decernebatque dicens: THEODORETUS: ‘Non Deus Verbum […] supplicabat
ut servaretur a morte’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: ou>x o< $eo\j Lo/goj […] a>pallagh~nai
cana/tou (PG 75, 1457C).
Fragment no. 15 in Lebon:
Aut interrogare et dividere et tanquam de duobus dicere: THEODORETUS: ‘Quis ergo
orabat […] lacrymis offerebat?’, atque negando dicere: ‘Non Deus Verbum’, et addere:
‘Itaque haec propria […] et orationem offerebat’. This is again from Ch. 21 of De
incarnatione (PG 75, 1457CD) like the fragments no. 8, 12, 13, and 14.
Fragment no. 16 in Lebon:
Sic et Theodoretus, De inhumanatione Domini: THEODORETUS: ‘Sed in utraque natura
unum Filium adorabimus’. De incarnatione Ch. 21: e>n e<kate/ra| de\ fu/sei to\n e[na Ui<on\
proskunh/swmen (PG 75, 1456D). This is identical with Fragment no. 6.
Fragment no. 17 in Lebon:
RURSUSQUE: ‘Utramque enim naturam […] Christus nominatur’. De incarnatione Ch. 32:
e<kate/ran de\ fu/sin [...] Xristo\j o>noma/zetai (PG 75, 1472D).

The quotations from Vat. gr. 1611 published by Robert Devreesse
In 1931 Robert Devreesse disclosed some fragments of Theodoret’s works listed in Vat.
gr. 1611, the Catena manuscript which was unavailable for Schwartz.481 It gives all the
excerpts of Vindob. theol. gr. 71 and of Monac. 473, and contains all those collected by
Garnier. Among these quotations published by Devreesse there are two concerning our
treatise:

481

Devreesse, ‘Orient, antiquité’, 568-69.
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Vat. gr. 1611 fols. 46v-47r, Luke 2:52. $eodwrh/tou peri\ a>ncrwph/sewj* e>n
kefalai/w| de\ ei>pei~n etc. This long extract can be found elsewhere in two parts:
• The first part in Greek in Garnier’s Auctarium482 (reprinted in PG 84, 72C-73A): e>n
kefalai/w| de\ ei>pei~n [...] e>k tou~ Eu>aggeli/ou machso/meca.
• The second part in a Latin translation by Combefis and Gallandi483 (see PG 84, 7376): ‘Nam, quomodo, inquit, Patris aequalis […] ad deitatis rationem promoveant’.
Concerning this fragment Devreesse mentions, that on the margin of Vat. gr. 1611 before
the first fragment one can read the addition lu/sij and then the word a>nti/cesij before
the second one, raising the question whether Nicetas himself could have been the author
of this textual distinction. However, Marcel Richard proved later, that the second (Latin)
part of this quotation given by Combefis and Gallandi was in fact Ch. 27 of Cyril’s
Thesaurus (cf. PG 75, 421-429).484
Vat. gr. 1611 fols 297rv, Luke 24:13. $eodwrh/tou* Here Nicetas gives Chapters 26 and
27 entirely as well as the greater part of Ch. 28 from Peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj.

More fragments from Vat. gr. 1611 found by Marcel Richard
In his study ‘Les citations de Théodoret’ published in 1934, on the basis of Vat. gr. 1611,
M. Richard brought to light further twenty fragments of Theodoret, starting their
numbering with 29 (Schwartz published 28 and M. Richard wanted to continue the list
begun by the German scholar). Those from De incarnatione are listed here:
Fragment no. 31 in M. Richard:
Vat, gr. 1611, fol. 8v, Luke 1:31. $eodwrh/tou peri\ e>nancrwph/sewj. a>lla\ mh\n
oi>ktei/raj [...] kata\ tau>to\n suna/gousan. This is the first fragment in Garnier’s
Auctarium, reprinted in PG 84, 65A-68B, already mentioned by Schwartz. Since the
German scholar was unable to use Vat. gr. 1611, Marcel Richard quotes it according to
this codex. This also confirms the sentence of Schwartz, who considered the passage as
being surely from Nicetas’ Catena of Luke.
Fragment no. 34 in M. Richard:
Vat. gr. 1611, fol. 16rv, Luke 2:6. $eodwrh/tou. Kai\ th\n a>ncrwpei/an fu/sin
a>nalabw\n [...] th\n th~j a<marti/aj kate/luse turanni/da. This is also a fragment given
by Garnier (see PG 84, 68BC), being composed of two extracts from De incarnatione,
namely from Ch. 8 (PG 75, 1425CD) and Ch. 10 (PG 75, 1432D-1433A) respectively.
The first part taken from Ch. 8 is itself composed of two, lacking a biblical quotation
from Philippians 2, 5-7.
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Beati Theodoreti Episcopi Cyri Operum, V, 43-44.
Combefis, Biblioth. Patrum Conc., I, 602-604; Gallandi, Biblioth. Veterum Patrum, IX, 420-21.
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M. Richard, ‘Les citations de Théodoret’, 94-95. See below.
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Fragment no. 43 in M. Richard:
Vat. gr. 1611, fol. 297rv, Luke 23:13-25. $eodwrh/tou. [Oti prostre/xei toi~j
a>nagra/ptoij pa/cesi [...] th\n a>fcarsi/an u<pe/sxeto. >Alla/ tina me\n u<f’ e<ka/stou
tw~n pacw~n e>dhlou~to kai\ e>n tw~| Matcai/w| kai\ e>n tw|~ >Iwa/nnh e>peqei/rgastai.
This longer passage gives Ch. 26 (excluding the first few words), Ch. 27 and the major
part of Ch. 28 of De incarnatione (PG 75, 1465B-1468C). The last sentence (a>lla/ tina
[...] e>peqei/rgastai) – as shown by M. Richard – is obviously from Nicetas.
Identification of the various elements in Garnier’s Auctarium
At the end of the same study, Marcel Richard gives a summary of the quotations gathered
by Garnier in the so-called Pentalogium of Theodoret reprinted in Migne.
1. Three fragments are considered to be from the so-called Penta/logoj:
• a>me/lei o< Gabrih/l [...] kai\ profh/tou kruptome/nhn (PG 84, 68D-72B)485;
• o[tan ou}n a>kou/sh|j [...] o< $eo\j Lo/goj a>nei/lhfen (PG 84, 72BC);
• o[tan toi/nun eu[rh|j [...] fu/sei fula/ttwn ta\ i>diw/mata (PG 84, 85AB).
2. One passage is from Theodoret’s Haereticarum Fabularum Compendium: proko/ptei
de\ h<liki/a| [...] th\n oi>kei/an sofi/an (PG 84, 68D cf. PG 83, 497B).
3. Another excerpt given by Garnier and reprinted in Migne belongs to Theodoret’s
Interpretatio in Psalmos (Psalm 54:5 in PG 84, 32C cf. PG 80, 1272A).
4. Concerning the already mentioned Ch. 27 of Cyril’s Thesaurus, Marcel Richard
observed that this passage in Vat. gr. 1611 was not separated from the previous one
(see Vat. gr. 1611 fols 46v-47r as cited above by Devreesse). The same thing can be
observed in the Codex Mazarinaeus used by Combefis, who published the entire
passage (i.e. both parts) in a Latin translation. Since the manuscript used by Garnier
did not contain this second part of the excerpt (i.e. Ch. 27 of Cyril’s Thesaurus), it
was not published in his quoted posthumous work. That is why Marcel Richard
disagrees with Schwartz concerning the former’ s conclusion, that Combefis and
Garnier must have used the same manuscript,486 namely the Mazarinaeus or Parisinus
208. The excerpt from Cyril’s quoted work is printed in Migne only in Combefis’
Latin translation: ‘Nam, quomodo, inquit, Patris aequalis… ad deitatis rationem
promoveant’ (PG 84, 73-76). Its Greek version is to be found in Vat. 1611 fols 46v47r: pw~j ga\r du/natai [...] th~j ceo/thtoj lo/gon.
We can conclude together with M. Richard that apart from the excerpts listed above, as
well as some redacting remarks, all the other passages in Garnier’s Auctarium are to be
found in Theodoret’s De incarnatione. In order to avoid superfluous quotations, I have
chosen to present all that was not part of De incarnatione in Garnier’s compilation,
instead of comparing all of them with the relevant parts of De incarnatione. Moreover,
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By M. Richard: khruttome/nhn. See ‘Les citations de Théodoret’, 96.
Schwartz, ‘Zur Schriftstellerei Theodorets’, 32. Cf. M. Richard, ‘Les citations’, 94, note 4.
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the majority of Garnier’s excerpts had already been mentioned in relation with the other
fragments found in the mediaeval manuscripts.

Five fragments of De Trinitate in Euthymius’ Panoplia Dogmatica
As mentioned above, I located five so far undiscovered fragments of the virtually
unquoted first treatise of Theodoret on the Trinity under the name of Cyril in Euthymius
Zigabenus’ Panoplia Dogmatica.487 These excerpts are the following:
E. Zigabenus: Panoplia Dogmatica
1) PG 130, 653BD: Tou~ au>tou~ [i.e.
Kuri/llou] e>k tou~ peri\ th~j a<gi/aj
Tria/doj lo/gou.
o[ti de\ ta\ au>ta\ du/natai tw~| Patri\
[…] i>so/thj e>n Patri\ kai\ Ui<w|~
gnwri/zetai.
2) PG 130, 656AD: kai\ tou~to.
babai\ po/sh tw~n ai<retikw~n h<
paraplhqi/a […] th~j a>nalhfcei/shj
a>ncrwpo/thtoj th\n a>postolh\n ei}nai.
3) PG 130, 656D-657B: kai\ tou~to.
Pa/ter, e>lh/lucen h< w[ra […] pw~j ai>tei~
labei~n o% e]xei a>ei/;

Theodoret of Cyrus: De s. et v. Trinitate
PG 75, 1165AC
The entire Chapter 13 of De Trinitate,
without its title, but otherwise fully
identical with the text of Vat. gr. 841.488
PG 75, 1168A-1169A
Long excerpt from Chapter 15 of De
Trinitate, with minor textual variants.

PG 75, 1173CD
Almost the entire text of Chapter 17 of De
Trinitate, with a few minor textual
variants.
4) PG 130, 657BC: kai\ tou~to.
PG 75, 1176A
ei}ta deiknu\j, w<j ou> doqa/zetai mo/non More than half of the text of Chapter 18 of
koino\n
th~j
e>qousi/aj De Trinitate, with minor textual variants.
[…] to\
paideu/wn.
5) PG 130, 669BC: Tou~ au>tou~ e>k tou~ PG 75, 1161AB
peri\ th~j a<gi/aj Tria/doj lo/gou.
Fragment from Chapter 11 of De
i[na de\ Patro\j kai\ Ui<ou~ th\n i>so/thta Trinitate, with minor textual variants.
dei/qwmen […] poi/an e>ntau~ca xw/ran
e]xei to\ mei~zon kai\ to\ e]latton;
These are (to my knowledge) all the fragments discovered so far from both works, which
may provide if not a full but at least an available basis for the production of the first
critical edition of Peri\ th~j a<gi/aj kai\ zwopoi/ou Tria/doj and of Peri\ th~j tou~
Kuri/ou e>nancrwph/sewj.
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For a more detailed discussion of this discovery see my forthcoming article ‘Fragments of Theodoret’s De sancta
et vivifica Trinitate in Euthymius Zigabenus’ Panoplia Dogmatica’ in the 2002 edition of Augustinianum.
488
Euthymius – in the same fashion as Nicetas of Heracleia did a century earlier – quotes fragments of Theodoret’s
work without the chapter titles. The only exception to this rule is the title of Chapter 16 of Theodoret’s De
incarnatione (PG 75, 1444D) quoted by Euthymius in PG 130, 925B (listed as no. 4 above among the fragments
located by Ehrhard), yet in that case the title is necessary in order to clarify the discussed theme. Thus, he does not
quote the chapter titles of the above quotations either.
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