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LECTURE 1: 
AN INTRODUCTION
The Ecumenical Movement is the search of the unity of Christians or the Christian unity. 
I. The Importance of Christian Unity
A. It is the desire of our Lord. He prayed for the unity of the Christians: “that they all may be one, as You, Father, are in Me, and I in You; that they also may be one in Us, that the world may believe that You sent Me.” John 17:21
B. Witness to the World—that the world may believe.
1. However, the divisions among Christians is weakening their missionary work
· Proselytism (practice converting a person from one faith to another), for example, in Egypt, the missionaries have a negative influence 

· Islam then spread in three waves, taking advantage of the weakness of the divided Christians. 

C. The Church of Christ is One. 

1. As we mention in the Creed, the Church is “one, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic” 

a. “Now the multitude of those who believed were of one heart and one soul...” Acts 4:32
b. “Now all who believed were together, and had all things in common…” Acts 2:44
2. Three Biblical analogies of the Church that express church unity
a. The Church is the Body of Christ 
1. “that there should be no schism in the body, but that the members should have the same care for one another. And if one member suffers, all the members suffer with it; or if one member is honored, all the members rejoice with it. 27Now you are the body of Christ, and members individually.”1 Cor. 12:25-27 
2. “but, speaking the truth in love, may grow up in all things into Him who is the head--Christ-- from whom the whole body, joined and knit together by what every joint supplies, according to the effective working by which every part does its share, causes growth of the body for the edifying of itself in love.” Eph. 4:15-16
3. “And He put all things under His feet, and gave Him to be head over all things to the church, 23which is His body, the fullness of Him who fills all in all.” Eph. 1:22-23 
b. The Church is the Household of God 
1. “Now, therefore, you are no longer strangers and foreigners, but fellow citizens with the saints and members of the household of God, 20having been built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner stone, 21in whom the whole building, being joined together, grows into a holy temple in the Lord.” Eph. 2:19-21 

c. The Church is the Bride of Christ 

1. “For I have betrothed you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ.” 2 Cor. 11:2
2. “He who has the bride is the bridegroom…” John 3:29
D. The Eucharist is the Utmost manifestation of our Unity. 
1. “The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? 17For we, though many, are one bread and one body; for we all partake of that one bread.” 1Cor. 10:16-17
2. If we are divided we cannot be in communion. 
3. Holy Communion is based on unity. We are one when we can take communion together. Even if we call the others Christians, we don’t have full unity unless we can share the communion together. 
4. Excommunication—to be outside the communion; this was for heretics. 

5. Eucharistic hospitality 
a. This means even if we are not of the same faith, we can host each other in certain occasions. 
b. We do not accept this concept because it is not based on the unity of faith.
c. This is more common among the Protestants because started in the World Council of Church s (WCC). 
6. Oriental Orthodox Churches: 
a. Are of one in faith and are in full communion with each other. 

b. These churches are: Coptic, Syrian (including Indian), Armenian (Cilicia and Etchiziamazin), Ethiopian, and Eritrean.
c. Recognize 3 Ecumenical Councils (Nicea, Constantinople, and Ephesus).
II. BASIS OF THE UNITY: “One Lord, One Faith, One Baptism” Eph. 4:5
A. One Lord: 
1. Our Lord Jesus Christ is the head of the Church and the Church is His body. 

· “And He put all things under His feet, and gave Him to be head over all things to the church, which is His body, the fullness of Him who fills all in all.” Eph. 1:22-23
· “but, speaking the truth in love, may grow up in all things into Him who is the head--Christ-- from whom the whole body, joined and knit together by what every joint supplies, according to the effective working by which every part does its share, causes growth of the body for the edifying of itself in love.” Eph. 4:15-16
· “that there should be no schism in the body, but that the members should have the same care for one another. 26And if one member suffers, all the members suffer with it; or if one member is honored, all the members rejoice with it. 27Now you are the body of Christ, and members individually.” 1Cor. 12:25-27
2. One head for one body. 

3. Christ is the Groom and the Church is His Bride (John 3:29; 2Cor. 11:12) 

4.  Christ is the chief cornerstone and the Church is the household of God, the temple of the Lord (Eph. 2:19-21) 
B. One Faith 

1. Unity of faith 

2. The apostolic Faith—the Church is apostolic. “having been built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being the chief corner stone.” Eph. 2:20
3. The creed—simple creed.
· The Day of Pentecost: "Therefore let all the house of Israel know assuredly that God has made this Jesus, whom you crucified, both Lord and Christ." Acts 2:36
· Baptismal Creed: “And the eunuch said, "See, here is water. What hinders me from being baptized?” Then Philip said, "If you believe with all your heart, you may." And he answered and said, "I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." Acts 8:36-38
· Gospel According to St. John “but these are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in His name.” John 20:31
4. The Nicene Creed 
a. Council of Nicea (325): “We believe in One God…” until “Yes, we believe in the Holy Spirit” 

b. Council of Constantinople (381): “The Lord, the Giver of Life…” 

c. Council of Ephesus (431): Introduction to the Creed 

· In the modern Ecumenical Councils. Basis of the World Council of Churches (WCC): the WCC is a fellowship of churches which confess the Lord Jesus Christ as God and Savior, according to the Scriptures, and therefore seeks to fulfill together their common calling to the glory of the one God: Father, Son and Holy Spirit.” 

· Unity of Faith and Diversity in rites, language, practices (e.g. fasting, feasts, saints, regulations) 
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· For example, during the time of St. Athanasius, the word hypostasis meant  “essence” or “person.” 
1. God is three Persons and One Essence.

2. It is not okay to say that God is 3 hypostases, if we mean by hypostasis as “essence”….this is wrong. 

3. It is okay, however, to say that God has 3 hypostases, if we mean “person” when we use the word hypostasis. 
· St. Athanasius said, “If one wishes to consider hypostasis means person then God is 3 hypostases. If one wishes to consider hypostasis means essence, then God is one hypostasis.” 
· Therefore, we can use different theological expressions so long as this does not change the essence of the Faith.
C. One Baptism 

1. Sacramental unity is being in Full Communion 

III. “ENDEAVORING TO KEEP THE UNITY OF THE SPIRIT IN THE BOND OF PEACE” (EPH. 4:3) 
A. Every morning, in the First (Prime) Hour of the Agpeya, we pray: “I, therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you to walk worthy of the calling with which you were called, with all lowliness and gentleness, with longsuffering, bearing with one another in love, endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called in one hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism.” Eph. 4:1-5. Here, the Church reminds us of the following:
1. Love—“bearing with one another in love”

2. Lowliness and gentleness—listening to the other and to understand them. Theological dialogue can be used as a means for achieving unity. 
3. Focus on issues and points of agreement—rather than just the issues and points which we disagree about. 
4. Patience – It takes time to achieve unity.
5. Preparation for unity – There is a deep need to learn the history and life of every church and to prepare our people to accept the others before unity takes place.
B. The Search of the Church to keep her unity 
1. Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15)
a. First Ecumenical council (in 50 AD)
b. Problem: 
i. Started in Antioch “And certain men came down from Judea and taught the brethren, "Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved." Acts 15:1
ii. Reached Jerusalem: “But some of the sect of the Pharisees who believed rose up, saying, "It is necessary to circumcise them, and to command them to keep the law of Moses." Acts 15:5
iii. Thus, the Church faced a new challenge by accepting the Gentiles. The problem was not limited in certain area. The problem is referred to the mother Church in Jerusalem. 
iv. Catholicity of the Church: a problem to be concerned for the whole church and to be discussed and decided by the authority and the decision to be bound for the whole church.  
c. Solution: the Church of Antioch determined that Paul and Barnabus and certain others of them should go up to Jerusalem to the apostles and elders, to discus this question. On their way to Jerusalem, “they passed through Phoenicia and Samaria, describing the conversion of the Gentiles; and they caused great joy to all the brethren.” Acts 15:3. The Concern for the circumcision was only the concern of some Jewish Christians, not all of the Christians. 
· Conciliarity of the Church: “Now the apostles and elders (presbyters) came together to consider this matter.” Acts 15:6. 
a. The apostles called for the meeting
b. There had been much dispute 
c. St. Peter spoke about his experience in accepting Cornelius (Acts 10:1-48). Summary: “So God, who knows the heart, acknowledged them by giving them the Holy Spirit, just as He did to us, and made no distinction between us and them, purifying their hearts by faith.” (vv. 8-9) Then the question the purpose of putting a yoke on the neck of Gentiles “confessing that neither our fathers nor we were able to bear?” he considered this was as if we were testing God by asking the Gentiles to keep the law of Moses. His conclusion was: “But we believe that through the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ we shall be saved in the same manner as they." (v. 11) 
d. Testimony of Barnabus and Paul: “Then all the multitude kept silent and listened to Barnabas and Paul declaring how many miracles and wonders God had worked through them among the Gentiles.” (v. 12)
e. The Speech of James: “Simon has declared how God at the first visited the Gentiles to take out of them a people for His name.” (v. 14)
f. The acceptance of James’ proposal (v. 22) 
g. The decree of the Council (Acts 15:23-29)
· The decree in the name: the apostles, the elders, and the brethren. The apostles are the leaders. However, the consensus of the whole Church is important. 
· Introduction (vv. 23-28) to explain the problem and action taken by the Apostles. Sent delegates to report the same thing by word of mouth, to avoid any wrong interpretation and to give more details. There was great credibility of the messengers: “men who have risked their lives for the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.” (v. 26) 
· The decision (vv. 28-29): the decree was made in the name of the Holy Spirit, the Apostles, and the elders: “For it seemed good to the Holy Spirit, and to us…” (v. 28)  
2. Other Examples - There were other examples of the search of the Church in the time of the Apostles to keep the unity of the Christians: 
a. Acceptance of the Gentiles (Acts 11:1-18)
b. The Apostolicity of St. Paul (Gal. 2:1-10) 
3. THE COUNCILS 
Definition: regularly convoked meeting of rulers of the Church for the discussion and decision of ecclesiastical business.
a. Ecumenical Council (Council or Synod)—a universal council where the bishops or their delegates from all ecclesiastical provinces of the world are summoned to be present. Their decision is to be received/accepted by the whole church. 
i. Council of Nicea (325) 

Heresy of Arius 
ii. Council of Constantinople (381) 
Heresy of Macedonius 
iii. Council of Ephesus (431) 

Heresy of Nestorius 
b. General Council: bishops to gather either from whole Latin or the whole Greek-speaking provinces. 
c. National or Patriarchal Council: bishops of certain nation or patriarchate 
d. Provincial Council or Synod: smaller than the patriarchal; it is a synod of the bishops of certain province under the Metropolitan. 
e. Council of Several United Provinces: uncommon kind of synod 
f. Diocesan Synod: the clergy of a certain diocese meet under the Bishop of the diocese. 
g. Other Synods 
i. Synod of residents: usually were held in Constantinople when the patriarch met the bishops from other dioceses who happened to be in Constantinople on private, or other, business. 
ii. Mixed council: clergy and civil rulers meet to take counsel on the affairs of the church and state. 
C. MEMBERS OF THE SYNODS 
1. The bishops are the only members or at least the chief members. Except the diocesan synod, the president is the bishop while the members are the clergy of the diocese. 

2. In ecumenical, general, and provincial synods: the members have the right to vote on the decrees of the Synod. 
3. In the diocesan synod, only the bishop has the right to decide and the members have the right to speak, but not to vote on the decrees. The decisions are pronounced in the bishop’s name. 

4. Priests, deacons, even laity (emperors, empress, counts) and deaconesses, abbots and abbesses were members of several synods. However, they had no right to vote, only to be present and speak. They had a consultative role. Only when a priest or deacon attended the synod as the representative of his bishop, then they had the right to vote (e.g., Roman delegate). 
D. PRESIDENCY OF THE COUNCILS
1. In a patriarchal council, the patriarch presides.
2. In a provincial council, the Metropolitan presides.
3. In a diocesan synod, the bishop presides.
4. In an Ecumenical council, it is difficult to tell who presided over them. 
· A Catholic historian named Heffle tried to prove that the Pope of Rome or his delegates presided over the ecumenical council. 
· Historically, it varies from council to council. In the same session the emperor can preside as honorary president, but not the actual president. 

· The Arrangement of the Sees of Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem. 
E. INFALIABILITY OF AN ECUMENCIAL COUNCIL
· An ecumenical council is regarded as infallible only on doctrinal issues, but not purely for disciplinary decrees. (ex. a later council can reject one of the canons from another council, is more disciplinary or administrative issues). 
1. Council of Jerusalem: “It seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us”
2. Constantine the Great called the decree of the Council of Nicea, “a divine commandment” 

3. St. Athanasius wrote to the bishops of Africa exclaiming, “What God has spoken through the Council of Nicea endures forever.” 

4. St. Ambrose: “I follow the guidance of the Nicene Council from which neither death, nor sword will be able to separate me.”
5. Absolution of the Ministers in the Divine Liturgy the bishop or priest mentions the fathers of the three ecumenical councils. 

6. The difficulty we are facing in the restoring of full communion with in the Eastern Orthodox Church regards the number of the Ecumenical Councils…
F. THE NUMBER OF THE ECUMENCIAL COUNCILS
1. Oriental Orthodox: Recognize 3 councils as ecumenical 
a. Council of Nicea (325) 

 

b. Council of Constantinople (381) 
 

c. Council of Ephesus (431) 

 

2. Eastern Orthodox: Recognize 7 councils as ecumenical
a. Council of Nicea (325) 

b. Council of Constantinople (381) 
 

c. Council of Ephesus (431)

d. Council of Chalcedon (451) 

e. Council of Constantinople II (553)

f. Council of Constantinople III (680)

g. Council of Nicea II (787)

3. Roman Catholic Church: Recognize 21 councils as ecumenical
a. Council of Nicea (325) 

b. Council of Constantinople (381) 
 

c. Council of Ephesus (431)

d. Council of Chalcedon (451) 

e. Council of Constantinople II (553)

f. Council of Constantinople III (680)

g. Council of Nicea II (787)

h. Council of Constantinople IV (869)

i. Council of Lateran I (1123)

j. Council of Lateran II (1139)

k. Council of Lateran III (1179)

l. Council of Lateran IV (1215)

m. Council of Lyons I (1245)

n. Council of Lyons II (1274)

o. Council of Vienna (1311)

p. Council of Constance (1414-1418)

q. Council of Basle, Ferara, Florence, Rome (1431-1445)

r. Council of Lateran V (1512-1517)

s. Council of Trent (1545-1563)

t. First Vatican Council (1869-1870)

u. Second Vatican Council (Vatican II) (1962-1965)

G. THE SCHISMS OF THE CHURCH
1. The Council of Chalcedon (451)
a. 7 Oriental Orthodox Churches: Coptic, Syrian (including Indian), Armenian, Ethiopian, Eritrean
b. Eastern orthodox (16): Constantinople, Alexandria (not Coptic), Antioch, Jerusalem, Greece, Russia, Bulgaria, Rumania, Poland, Cypress, Georgia, Czechoslovakia, Serbia, Finland, Albania, Church of Rome

i. Note: The Orthodox Church in America (OCA), and the Orthodox Church in Japan are only recognized as autocephalous churches by the Russian Orthodox Church
2. 1054—Church of Constantinople (Eastern orthodox) broke from Church of Rome 
3. 1521—Protestant Reformation broke off from the Church of Rome
4. 1538—Anglican Church broke off from the Church of Rome
LECTURE 2:
THE TRINITARIAN CONTROVERSY BEFORE NICEA

I. Introduction
The Council of Nicea was held in the year 325 AD. All Ecumenical Councils were assembled in response to a certain heresy. The Council of Nicea responded to the Arian heresy. We will first discuss the roots of this heresy. The Church has been struggling to answer this for many centuries. 
The Question was concerning our Lord Jesus Christ: on the one hand, how real is His Divinity and equality with the Father? On the other, how is He distinguished from the Father? In other words, How within the monotheistic system, it was still possible to maintain the unity of God while insisting on the Divinity of One who was distinct from God the Father? 
Our Lord Jesus Christ very clearly (Matt. 28:19) mentioned the Holy Trinity. Similarly, the Holy Trinity was mentioned clearly in the early rites of the Church. St. Peter mentions that He is the “Christ, the Son of the living God” Matt. 16:16; Jn. 6:69. On the day of Pentecost, he mentions God made Jesus both “Lord and Savior (Christ)” Acts 2:36. Therefore, this belief in the Holy Trinity began in the Church. Philip baptized the Ethiopian eunuch also in the Name of Christ.
The problem was not the Faith, but how to explain this Faith. Here are some common questions:
1) 
How real is His Divinity and how is He equal to the Father?

2) 
What is the distinction between the Son and the Father? Does that mean there is a difference between the Two?

If the equality is emphasized, one extreme is saying that they are exactly the same (Sabellius’ heresy). If the difference is emphasized, another extreme is saying that They are not equal to each other. The doctrine of (but not the belief in) the Holy Trinity was established in the Council of Constantinople.
It should be very clear that the doctrine did not define the faith, it just explained it. There is a difference between the theology and doctrine. Example: a child can make the sign of the Cross, but not completely understand the meaning behind it. The Fathers began to use philosophy and logic to prove these dogmatic facts. Therefore the Church from the beginning believed in the Holy Trinity, but it took time for the Church to explain it to the people in a reasonable and practical fashion.

II. Biblical Background 
Monotheism was prevalent since the Old Testament. The Oneness of God is clear in both the Old and the New Testaments, as well as early catechetical and liturgical texts. There is a clear declaration that God, the Creator of the heavens and the earth, is One. However, there are Biblical verses which support the belief in the Trinity in one essence: 

1. verses which mention the Father, the Son, and/or the Holy Spirit: 
·  “Paul, an apostle (not from men nor through man, but through Jesus Christ and God the Father who raised Him from the dead).” Gal. 1:1 and 
· “Go therefore and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” Matt. 28:19
2. There are also many biblical references to the two Hypostases, including: 

· “But if the Spirit of Him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, He who raised Christ from the dead will also give life to your mortal bodies through His Spirit who dwells in you.” Rom. 8:11
· “knowing that He who raised up the Lord Jesus will also raise us up with Jesus, and will present us with you.” 2Cor. 4:14 
· “which He worked in Christ when He raised Him from the dead and seated Him at His right hand in the heavenly places,” Eph. 1:20
· “Grace, mercy, and peace from God our Father and Jesus Christ our Lord.” 1Tim. 1:2 
· “who through Him believe in God, who raised Him from the dead and gave Him glory, so that your faith and hope are in God.” 1Pet. 1:21
· “who were born, not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.” John 1:13
3. The Trinitarian Formula
· “And such were some of you. But you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our God.” 1Cor. 6:11
· “But that no one is justified by the law in the sight of God is evident, for "the just shall live by faith." Yet the law is not of faith, but "the man who does them shall live by them." Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us (for it is written, "Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree"), 14that the blessing of Abraham might come upon the Gentiles in Christ Jesus, that we might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith.” Gal. 3:11-14
· “Of how much worse punishment, do you suppose, will he be thought worthy who has trampled the Son of God underfoot, counted the blood of the covenant by which he was sanctified a common thing, and insulted the Spirit of grace?” Heb. 10:29
· “elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, in sanctification of the Spirit, for obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ.” 1Pet. 1:2
4. However in these texts a systematic explanation, or even the word “Trinity” is not described. Thus, there was no cohesive doctrine of God in early Christianity. 
III. Apostolic Fathers
In the writings of the Apostolic Fathers – such as Clement of Rome, Ignatius of Antioch, the Shepherd of Hermas, Polycarp, Papias, the Letter to Barnabus, the Letter to Diognetius, 2Clement, the Didache, and others – there were many references to the Holy Trinity, but still no clear explanation. There was no systematic theology. 
Only occasional pieces witnessed to the traditional ideas and language of the churches and Trinitarian formulas are apparent. For example, sometimes, God is referred to as One God, the Creator. Christ is often times “our God”, and prayers are offered to Christ. The Spirit is regarded as inspiring the prophets, Christ’s pre-existence and role in Creation and salvation, and the Spirit’s being pre-existing. 

One example in the Shepherd of Hermas states, “have you seen the Shepherd ask, the six men and the glorious men in their midst. The Glorious man is the son of God and the 6 are the glorious angels who support him on the right and the left…whoever does not receive His name will not enter the kingdom of God.” When you read this text and know that there are 7 archangels, you cannot say that the middle one is Archangel Michael. This means that the understanding was still not clear for them at this time.
IV. Apologists (2nd Century) 
Going to the 2nd century, we have the Apologists, who defend Christianity against the pagan philosophers. They developed the concept of “the Logos,” which already known in Greek philosophy.  Christ is the Logos, preexistent before the incarnation as the Father’s mind or thought. In Christ, the Logos became incarnate, but the incarnation was not the beginning of His being. St. John used this term in his Gospel. 
1. St. Justin Martyr-- Converted to Christianity around 130 AD was martyred in 165.  
a. He developed the concept, of Christ was the Logos, pre-existent before the Incarnation as the Father’s Mind or Thought. In Christ, the Lord became incarnate, but His beginning was before all ages. 
b. Justin says “the Logos is planted in all persons incompletely, and before Christ,” (this concept is called logos spermatikos) 
c. Before Christ, humans had seeds and could only reach fragments of truth. But He is the Logos, Christ Himself incarnate, who reveals the source and ground of these fragments of truth. 
d. The Logos is divine and God 
e. The Logos put forth as the offspring of the Father was with Him before all creation. 

f. The Logos functioned as the Father’s agent in Creation as revealing truth. 
g. Generation of the Logos: The Immanent word became the expressed word. (Logos endiathetos ( Logos prophorikos) by the act of generation or putting forth. He used two separate analogies to explain this:
i. Idea and Speech-the inner thought of in the mind, and expressed later. Thus the Immanent Logos is like the idea inside the brain that is active, but has not been expressed verbally; and the expressed logos is when that inner idea has been expressed verbally (and is seen, heard, etc.) 
ii. Fire from fire–when the fire moves from one place to another, it already existed before, but did not appear in that location. Therefore the beginning of the Logos was before all ages, and the Incarnation was the expression of this Logos. 

h. He spoke of the Son not as a creature but as the Son by the generation (later the word begotten was used).
2. St. Irenaeus of Lyons 
a. became the bishop of Lyons, France in 180;
b. his principal book was “Against the Heresies.” 

c. At that time, one of the main heresies called Gnosticism differentiated between the God of the OT (evil God) and God of the NT (good God). He also refuted the Gnostic distinctions between a Supreme God and lower “creator” God. 
d. Irenaeus insisted that the “God of the Old Testament, the God of the Gospels and the God attainable through reason are all one and the same God. The fact that there is only one God is ascertained by reason. For if there are gods, then none of them is God, for each of them will be defective in comparison with the rest. None can be called “Almighty” if there is more than one God.  

e. Since God is rational, He created whatever was made by His Word. It is the Word who establishes things, bestows reality on them; the Spirit who gives them order and form. 
f. No one can understand how the Son comes from (was produced by) the Father, but the Father “begat” the Son and the Son was begotten. Since whatever is begotten of God is God, the Son is fully Divine; the Father is God, the Son is God. 

g. If the Son is not God, how can He redeem us? Only if the Word is fully divine and entered fully into human life, earthly and historical, could redemption be accomplished. If the Son was not incarnate, how could He save man? Later on St. Gregory the Theologian said this.
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E. Heretics: those who incorrectly tried to explain the relationship between the Father and the Son
1. Marcian (Gnostic) – was raised Christian, but broke off from the Church of Rome in 144 AD. 

a. He rejected the Old Testament because of its legalism and strict justice. He believed that it conflicted with the grace and love of the New Testament. 
b. For the New Testament, he only accepted the Gospel according to St. Luke and 10 of the 14 Pauline Epistles.
c. He believed that there are 2 Gods: one supreme God made known by Christ, and the lower created God of the Old Testament. 

2. Paul of Samosata and the Adoptionists 
a. Paul of Samosata, a bishop of Antioch from 260-268, was the major heretic leading this area which became known as the Adoptionist area. He was known as a “bizarre bishop” who preached on a big podium, clapped during sermons, and had a relationship with the queen.
b. The Adoptionists focused on the distinction, placing the Son lower than the Father. Jesus Christ was a man and the Divinity was placed on Him. God adopted Him to be the Son of God. They believed He was born as a man and through moral progress, He was adopted as divine. 
c. Word is from above, Jesus Christ is man from hence Mary gave birth to a man like us, though better in every way, since He was of the Holy Spirit. The Logos descended upon the man Jesus. But the union between the two was simply a coming together. The Logos did NOT enter into substantial union with the man, for this would compromise the dignity of the Logos. It was Jesus’ moral progress that won for Him the title of “God.”
d. He used the term “homo-ouseyos” (consubstantial) to describe the relation of the Logos to God the Father, but in a heretical way. 
i. According to St. Athanasius, Paul of Samosata used this word in a “materialistic” sense. If the Father and the Logos were of the same substance, then there must be an antecedent substance of which both would partake like two pennies are consubstantial because both are of the same substance, copper. So, he believed that the two came out of one, like two coins of copper. (table and chair from same piece of wood) 
ii. Hilary of Poiters said that Paul claimed that the Logos was consubstantial with the Father meant that He was identical with the Father and that there was no distinction between the two.

e. Paul of Samosata was condemned and deposed by the Council assembled in Antioch in 268. The term homo-ouseyos was also condemned with him. This caused a great confusion in the Council of Nicea when this term was used. 

3. Sabellius and the Monarchians
a. Native of Lybia, went to Rome, in the beginning of the third century

b. Was supported in the beginning by Bishop Callistus of Rome (217-222) who condemned him in the end. 
c. Believed that the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are all the same. He focused too much on the unity of God, believing that they are identical; just different names for the same being. “Logos, Himself is the Son who is given the name of Father, but there is only one undivided spirit who is God. The Father and the Logos are one and the same. The Spirit is one and the same as the Father” 
d. Used the analogy of the Sun: One Sun, which can be distinguished into form, light, and warmth; so in the one God: form is the Father; Light, the Word; warmth, the Holy Spirit. 
F. Deviations of Early Writers and “Subordination” 
· Inaccurate explanations by the early writers in the church, who incorrectly tried to explain the relationship between the Father and the Son. Because of their deviation, they are not officially called “Fathers” by the Church. 
· Their main problem was the doctrine of subordination. Could not explain how the Son comes from the Father without a difference between the Two. They tried in their explanation to place the Son in a lower degree (in time or dignity) to the Father.
1. Tertullian 
a. A North African theologian. 
b. Broke with the main Church in 207 to join the Montanist sect. Died in 220. 
c. He enriched the western/Latin theological vocabulary with two new terms: substance (ouseia) and person (hypostasis). 
i. He said God was the name of the substance (essence) that is the divinity. Here, substance means essence. 
ii. Person: The Latin word originally meant an actor’s face, then the role of the actor, and finally the individual with the stress on the external aspect. For Tertullian, person concrete presentation of an individual and when applied to the Holy Trinity (the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit), it meant the “otherness,” or “independent subsistence” of the three within the unity of the divine essence.” 
d. The problems of Tertullian 

i. Sensible imagination of God: He said there was a time when there was no Son to make God the Father. “Immanent in God from all eternity, the word came forth from God as Son making God a Father, for the purpose of Creation and redemption.” Thus, God was not called the Father until the generation of the Logos from Him. 
ii. Subordination: “The Father is the whole substance, whereas the Son is something derived from it.” This shows there is a division leading to subordination.
2. Hippolytus 
a. in Rome; the first anti-pope in opposition to Callistus (217-222). 
b. Died as a martyr in 235. 
c. Generation of the Logos: Opposed the teaching of Sabellius, he tried to explain the generation of the Logos (how the Logos came from God) For him, generation was a progressive development:  
i. “While existing alone, God yet existed in polarity, for he was not without reason, wisdom, power and counsel. Determining to create the universe, He begot the Word through whom all things came to be. God, next made the Word visible, uttering Him and begetting Him as light of light, in order that the world might see Him in His manifestation and be capable of being saved.” 

ii. “Thus, there appeared another beside God Himself, but there are not two Gods, but only light from light, word coming from God as water from a fountain or as a ray from the son. This is the Word which came into the world and was manifested as Son. Prior to His Incarnation, the Lord was not yet perfect Son, although He was perfect, Only-Begotten Word. He was manifested as perfect Son of God only when He took flesh.” 
d. The problem of Hippolytus is like that of Tertullian, i.e. the sensible imagination of God and subordination. 
3. Novatian 
a. Roman priest who led a schism against Pope Cornelius (251-253). 
b. The first theologian in Rome to write in Latin; died as a martyr in 257. 
c. “The Father is antecedent to the Son and because the Son is in the Father and is born of the Father, He must be less than the Father.” (Subordination) 
4. Origen 
a. Born in Alexandria in 184 from Christian parents. His father was a martyr.
b. Dean of the Catechetical School when he was only 18 years old. Excommunicated by Pope Demetrius because of self-mutilation. Ordained as a priest in Palestine.
c. Insisted on the transcending any sensible representation of the Father and the Son. “God the Father is strictly immaterial, the source of and goal of all existence. He is perfect goodness and power. 
d. “He brought into being a world of spiritual beings, souls co-eternal with Himself.” 
e. “He needed, however, a Mediator between His own unity and the multiplicity of souls, this is His Son, the very Image of the Father.”
f. “Beyond time, eternally, the Son proceeds from the Father. Father and Son are two hypostases, one coming from the other yet related by mutual understanding and willing.” 

g. “The Son, does not know the Father as the Father knows Himself (He is less in knowledge, subordination) and the Son’s will is only the image of the Father’s will. Yet, the Son, as it were, draws divinity to Himself by perpetual contemplating the Father, following the Father’s will, doing all the Father does.” (His will brought to Him divinity)… 
h. Called the Father ho theos (the God) while the Son is simply called theos (God). Thus, the Son is God by participation and sharing in the Father’s divinity. 
i. The Father is in consequence greater than the Son, for Christ said, “My Father is greater than I.” and the Son, in turn, is greater than the Holy Spirit.” 

i. Origen called the Son a creature, relying on Proverbs 8:22: “He made me in the beginning of His way.” [same teaching as Jehovah’s witnesses.]
ii. Origen lacked a clear distinction between being begotten and being created. Yet, Origen held that the Son is eternal and has no beginning. 
Based on these teachings, came Arius’ teaching, which was a mixture of the teaching of Origen and of the school of Antioch. 
V. Summary
From the beginning, the Church believed in the Holy Trinity and the Divinity of the Lord Christ. Through the centuries, the church struggled to make it understandable to the people. We see progress from just the belief from references to the Bible, then the Church Fathers, the Apologists responding to heresies, but they could not develop a full, systematic explanation of the Holy Trinity.

There were theologians who tried to give explanations, but deviated.

The difficulty was to explain His divinity and His distinction from the Father without going to the extremes (Sabellius, Adoptionists, and/or subordination).
Why do we say “…of the same essence”?

There was a response in the 3rd and 4th centuries to the heresy of Sabellius, who thought the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are all the same Person. 

Origen, Tertullian, Hippolytus, and Novatian all reacted against Sabellius, but they could not correctly explain the true distinction between God the Father and God the Son. Thus, they kept the distinction by placing the Son a little lower than the Father, which we call “subordination.”

Arius built on this idea, and put it in a clearer way. Hence, St. Athanasius responded with the Creed, that contained the terms “homo-oseys” and “consubstantial,” which mean “of the same essence.”

LECTURE 3: 
ARIUS AND ARIANISM
I. EVENTS LEADING UP TO NICEA 
A. Background of Arius 
Arius was born in Libya in 256, studied under Lucian of Antioch who died as a martyr in 312. He followed the schism of Bishop Melitius, a bishop of Assiut who formed the Church of Martyrs and separated from the Bishop of Alexandria (Peter the Seal of the Martyrs).  He was one of Melitius’ presbyters. But he was reconciled and returned to the church, appointed as priest at the church of Baucalis, on the port of Alexandria. When he started his teaching, he became very popular, especially among women. He was famous for his asceticism as well as for his very attractive preaching. He had many followers in Alexandria, and he was clever in convincing women, 700 consecrated virgins were under his leadership. 

B. ARIUS’ TEACHING

1.  His teaching caused problems in the church by 318, when he was an old man. 
2. Arius’s Letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia

a) He wrote a letter in 319 to Bishop Eusebius in Nicomedia (NW part of Asia Minor, the capital of the eastern empire before Constantinople), who played a key role in Arian controversy, because he was close to Emperor Constantine and supported Arius. 
b) In the letter, he complained of persecution he suffered from Bishop Alexander and also explained to him the teaching he followed. He mentioned also people who were supporting him. 
c) He believed in the absolute transcendence and unity of God. The very essence (substance) of God is transcendent, unique and indivisible. It cannot be shared.
d) God begat an only-begotten Son before eternal times, through whom He made the ages and everything. 
e) The Son was created by the will of God before times and ages, and He received life, being, and glories from the Father as the Father shared them with Him. 
f) God is without beginning, the Son has a beginning.
(1)  “…before he was begotten, created, defined or established (used as synonyms of each other ) He was not. He was not unbegotten, but we are persecuted because we say the Son has a beginning, but God is without beginning. And we are persecuted because we say He is from nothing, but we speak in as much as he is neither part of God nor of any substratum, on account of this we are persecuted. You know the rest…”
 
(2) “There was a time when he was not” “He was not before he was begotten.” 

g) Thus, Arius does not differentiate between created and begotten. He says there was a time he was not. And that the Son has a beginning.  

h) The Son is from nothing “He came into existence from nothing.” 
i) For Arius, the terms “begotten”, “created”, “defined”, and “established” are all synonyms. 
j) He rejected the Gnostic idea of emanation (aeons), the Monarchian idea and Sabellius.  
3. Arius’ Letter to Pope Alexander of Alexandria, 320 AD

a) He repeated his faith

b) In this letter, Arius speaks of the son as a perfect creature of God.
4. Arius’ teaching explained
a) His understanding is that the Son is coming from the Father, the Being is divided. But the Father begat Him, this was the beginning of Him. And He begat Him from nothing. We say “true God from true God, light from light.” But he understood this in a materialistic way, so if he came from the Father, then there is a division. He even refused the idea of light from light, because if light came from light, then a part of light is taken and light is compound. 
b) He depends on the transcendence of God (above all understanding), divinity is unchangeable, not compound, not divided. Before time, God the Father begot the Son and this means there was time when there was no Son.
c) Believes He was created from nothing. Why not the essence of the Father? Because if by the essence of the Father, then the essence is like a material, it is divided, and changed. He was given the glory and the divinity from the Father. Because he came after, then he is less and ruled by the father. 
d) Problem: who, really, is the Son, then; is He God or not? If He is, then He must have full Divinity. If He is subordinate to the Father,  that means He is not God. If He is not God, then how can we be saved? Who saved us, a creature? This affects our salvation. 
C. Bishop Alexander’s Response and the Local Council of Alexandria
1. Bishop Alexander then responded to say if everything created through the Son (including the time) then how was a time before his existence if everything came through Him? So there was no time, if it appeared with him. 
2. When the Arian teachings spread throughout Alexandria, Pope Alexander called for a local council of Alexandria in 320. Pope Alexander presided over the council, which was attended by 100 bishops from Egypt and Libya. The Council condemned and exiled Arius. Only 2 Lybian bishops followed Arius (who remained faithful to the end). 
3. Arius fled Egypt and went to Palestine and went to Eusebius of Caesarea (father of Church history, different than Eusebius of Nicomedia). Eusebius supported him, but he was resisted by the bishops of Jerusalem and Antioch. 
4. Then, he traveled further northwest, and welcomed by Eusebius of Nicomedia (who studied with each other before with Lucian). From Nicomedia, Arius started to spread his teachings and made the city the center of his activities.  From there, he sent letters to Alexandria in poetry to be sung, called the Thalia so he could get support of the bishops. 
5. Bishop Alexander then began to counteract the actions of Arius and sent circular letters to bishops refuting Arius’ teachings. 
6. This controversy then became international. We have a long letter of Bishop Alexander to Alexander of Thessalonica in 324 AD giving many details. 
 He wrote the teachings of Arius and his response to this teaching. The problem became an international problem, not limited to Alexandria. Many bishops involved (for and against).
D. Events of 324 AD 

1. Emperor Constantine (of the West) defeated Lucinius the Emperor of the East (a pagan persecutor of Christians), and became the Sole Emperor of the Empire. His concern regarding the unity of the people of the Empire. 
2. Arius returned to Alexandria during the political turmoil (war between Constantine and Lucinius). 
3. Constantine thought this matter was superficial, didn’t know theology or spirituality well. So he sent his ecclesiastical advisor, Ossius (Hosius), the bishop of Cordoba (Spain) in a mission of peace and reconciliation to Alexandria engaging letters from the Emperor to Bishop Alexander and Arius. Constantine considered the issue a small and insignificant and called Alexander and Arius for mutual forgiveness and reconciliation. But this mission failed because neither accepted this. 
E. The Council of Antioch—324-325 AD 
1. On Ossius’ way back, Constantine decided to call for a general meeting. He first wanted to have the meeting in Ancyra (Asia Minor) but Ossius stopped at Antioch, and found that it was the seat of the Orient (among the 5 major sees). The Bishop of Antioch then passed away and there was a big division, so Ossius called for the Council of Antioch there in the beginning of 325. 
2. Bishop Ossius presided over the council, which was attended by 59 bishops from the Diocese of the Orient. (46 of these bishops later attended the Council of Nicea.)  
3. After discussing the teachings of Arius, for the first time, they issued a Creed.  This was only a part of the baptism (Statement of faith to be recited by the person). But this is first time recited by bishops, and the church as a standard of faith. 
4. Eusebius of Caesarea and other bishops were provisionally excommunicated until the forthcoming general council for not confessing the teaching of the Council. They sent the bishops of these names, and informed them that they would have no communion with them, and would ask the other bishops to do the same. In Nicea, Eusebius signed the creed because the Emperor’s threat of exile if he didn’t sign. 
5. Eustathius was elected Bishop of Antioch which was vacant. He was famous in defending the orthodox faith, and later helped St. Athanasius.  
6. The Synodal Letter of the Council of Antioch, 325 AD

TIMELINE 

313 
Edict of Milan (announce tolerance of Constantine) 
318
Start of Arian controversy 

320
Arius was condemned by Alexandrian Council 

left Alexandria for Palestine w/ Eusebius of Caesarea 

left to Nicomedia w/ Eusebius of Nicomedia (friend and student under Lucian) 

there, he spread letters to bishops and the Thalia to Alexandria

Bishop Alexander sent letters also to bishops

324
Arius left Nicomedia and went to Alexandria 

325 
Council of Antioch, Council of Nicea 
II. EVENTS OF THE COUNCIL OF NICEA 
A. ANNOUNCEMENT: King Constantine called all the bishops in 324 AD, and meant to be in Ancyra. He then changed the venue to be in Nicea (about 30 miles from Nicomedia, convenient for him to attend the council). They met in the emperor’s palace in Nicea. 
B. THE ROLE OF THE EMPEROR: The role of the emperor was to call the council. He attended and participated in the discussion, but he did not interfere in the decision. He was very clear to say that he had no responsibility regarding the doctrine of the Church, but because he was entrusted as the civil authority, he had to ratify the decision and to implement it (like exile, etc.). He confirmed the decisions of the bishops and made them binding under Roman Law. 
C. HOW MANY ATTENDED? 

1. There are various lists and different numbers of those attended. According to Eusebius of Caesarea, he said 250 attended; St. Athanasius said 300 attended. However, in the six subsequent councils, they confirm that the number was 318. This is the number we keep in the tradition of the Church. Our Synexarium said the 318 seats but 319 when they numbered them. 
2. Some say it was chosen as symbolic number, (not actual number) some say servants of Abraham in Gen. 14:14, written TIH in Greek, a symbol of the Cross and the name of Jesus. 
3. Many famous bishops attended: Pope Alexander with his Deacon Athanasius, Eustathius, and Ossius, who presided over the council (as representative of the Emperor and the eldest bishop). The Bishop of Rome could not attend because he was very old; however, he sent delegates to attend on his behalf. St. Paphnutius of Egypt attended and intervened in the discussion of the virginity of all priests. Also in attendance was Bishop Nicolas of Myra, who was known for his charity (a.k.a. Santa Claus).
D. THE MEETING 
1. The venue was the imperial palace of Nicea. 

2. The official opening was May 20, 325; closing was August 25, 325. 
3. No official minutes of this council. Maybe taken and lost, or no minutes at all. But some description. The emperor opened the council, greeted the bishops and kissed the confessors’ wounds. 
4. presided by Ossius of Gordale 
III. OUTCOME OF THE COUNCIL - 3 main documents: Nicene Creed with its anathemas, 20 Canons, and a Letter to Egypt.
A. NICENE CREED WITH THE ANATHEMAS 
1. All bishops signed except Arius and the two Libyan bishops. So the two bishops were deposed and Arius was exiled. 

2. Eusebius of Nicomedia and the bishop of Nicea (Theognios) and the Bishop of Chalcedon (Maris) signed the Creed but did not sign the Anathemas. 
3. The Council of Constantinople reworded and added to the text of the Creed. 
4. Substance—Latin for the Greek word oosia 
5. THE PROFESSION OF FAITH OF THE 318 FATHERS

We believe “in one God the Father all powerful, maker of all things both seen and unseen. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the only-begotten begotten from the Father, that is from the substance of the Father, God from God, light from light, true God from true God, begotten not made, consubstan​tial with the Father, through whom all things came to be, both those in heaven and those in earth; for us humans and for our salvation he came down and became incarnate, became human, suffered and rose up on the third day, went up into the heavens, is coming to judge the living and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit.

And those” who say “there once was when he was not”, and “before he was begotten he was not”, and that he came to be from things that were not, or from another hypostasis or substance, affirming that the Son of God is subject to change or alteration - these the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes.
B. 20 CANONS
—all churches accepted these
 
1. Categories of the canons 

a) Church Structure: Canons 4, 5, 6, 7, 15, and 16
b) Dignity of the Clergy: Canons 1, 2, 3, 9, 10, and 17.
c) Reconciliation or acceptance of those who denied the faith during persecutions: Canons 11, 12, 13, and 14.
d) Reconciliation or readmission of heretics and schismatics: Canons 8 and 19.
e) Liturgical matters: Canons 18 and 20.
2. CHURCH STRUCTURE (4, 5, 6, 7, 15, 16) 

a) Heretics excommunicated because of incorrect dogma and/or faith.

b) Schismatics excommunicated because of administrative issues. 

(1) E.g. those with Melitius, a bishop of Assiut (which is a part of Alexandria’s jurisdiction) who refused to comply with Alexandria, so he formed his own church. He was excommunicated, not on the grounds of heresy, but rather because he separated himself from the one Church, and caused a schism, or separation.
c) Canon 6: A famous canon, which defined the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Alexandria. This was done because of the Melitian schism:
The ancient customs of Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis shall be maintained, according to which the bishop of Alexandria has authority over all these places since a similar custom exists with reference to the bishop of Rome. Similarly in Antioch and the other provinces the prerogatives of the churches are to be preserved. In general the following principle is evident: if anyone is made bishop without the consent of the metropolitan, this great synod determines that such a one shall not be a bishop. If however two or three by reason of personal rivalry dissent from the common vote of all, provided it is reasonable and in accordance with the church's canon, the vote of the majority shall prevail.
d) Canon 7: Gave honor to the Bishop of Jerusalem, but not at the same level as Alexandria, Antioch and Rome (level of Metropolitan)
Since there prevails a custom and ancient tradition to the effect that the bishop of Aelia (Jerusalem) is to be honored, let him be granted everything consequent upon this honor, saving the dignity proper to the metropolitan 

e) Canon 4: The number of bishops required to appoint another bishop. In the new bylaws of the Holy Synod of our Church (1985) when a bishop is to be ordained, then it should be shared by all the bishops. They should agree to this, or at least the majority of them. It needs the people and the bishops to agree, as well as the patriarch.
It is by all means desirable that a bishop should be appointed by all the bishops of the province. But if this is difficult because of some pressing necessity or the length of the journey involved, let at least three come together and perform the ordination, but only after the absent bishops have taken part in the vote and given their written consent. But in each province the right of confirming the proceedings belongs to the metropolitan bishop. 

f) Canon 5: Accept the excommunication of others; make proper inquiry into the matter; hold synods twice each year at least to examine these cases; every bishop brings the cases of those excommunicated, and all participate in the decision if it is fair. But before the meeting, they respect the decision.
Concerning those, whether of the clergy or the laity, who have been excommunicated, the sentence is to be respected by the bishops of each province according to the canon which forbids those expelled by some to be admitted by others. But let an inquiry be held to ascertain whether anyone has been expelled from the community because of pettiness or quarrelsomeness or any such ill nature on the part of the bishop. Accordingly, in order that there may be proper opportunity for inquiry into the matter, it is agreed that it would be well for synods to be held each year in each province twice a year, so that these inquiries may be conducted by all the bishops of the province assembled together, and in this way by general consent those who have offended against their own bishop may be recognized by all to be reasonably excommunicated, until all the bishops in common may decide to pronounce a more lenient sentence on these persons. The synods shall be held at the following times: one before Lent, so that, all pettiness being set aside, the gift offered to God may be unblemished; the second after the season of autumn.

g) Canon 15—transfer of clerics from city to city. After the conversion of Constantine, the bishop is honored –later takes prestige. Before they were martyred. So people like to be a bishop of big city (not small), so start to move. And canon 15 prevent this transfer. Later on , it allowed if for a necessity. The person can not move unless there is a need for such. In our church, we have kept to original canon only for the bishops; but we can move priests and deacons if needed. In the other churches, they do for the bishops even (from one diocese to another). In our church it has happened 3 times: when a bishop was elected to be a patriarch. But in these cases, we kept the original diocese vacant until the departure of the patriarch. Anba Youssab bishop of Gerga, became a patriarch and Gerga was vacant till his death. The same happened for Anba Macarius of Assiut and Anba Youannis: a new bishop was not ordained for the original diocese until the departure of the patriarch (bishop of that diocese).  
On account of the great disturbance and the factions which are caused, it is decreed that the custom, if it is found to exist in some parts contrary to the canon, shall be totally suppressed, so that neither bishops nor presbyters nor deacons shall transfer from city to city. If after this decision of this holy and great synod anyone shall attempt such a thing, or shall lend himself to such a proceeding, the arrangement shall be totally annulled, and he shall be restored to the church of which he was ordained bishop or presbyter or deacon.

h) Canon 16: If Bishop Serapion, for example, ordains a servant from another diocese, must get consent of that bishop. So when ordain from Egypt, get permission from His Holiness. Even for negotiation or discussion. 
Any presbyters or deacons or in general anyone enrolled in any rank of the clergy who depart from their church recklessly and without the fear of God before their eyes or in ignorance of the church's canon, ought not by any means to be received in another church, but all pressure must be applied to them to induce them to return to their own dioceses, and if they remain it is right that they should be excommunicated. But if anyone dares to steal away one who belongs to another and to ordain him in his church without the consent of the other's own bishop among whose clergy he was enrolled before he departed, the ordination is to be null. 

3. DIGNITY OF CLERGY 
a) Canon 1: Castration 
If anyone [due to] sickness has undergone surgery at the hands of physicians or has been castrated by barbarians, let him remain among the clergy. But if anyone in good health has castrated himself, if he is enrolled among the clergy he should be suspended, and in future no such man should be promoted. But, as it is evident that this refers to those who are responsible for the condition and presume to castrate themselves, so too if any have been made eunuchs by barbarians or by their masters, but have been found worthy, the canon admits such men to the clergy.
b) Canon 2: Baptism and Ordination of Catechumens: Bishop Ambrose baptized and same day he was ordained as a bishop. But he was well known. It is wrong for a new convert to be ordained as a priest.
Since, either through necessity or through the importunate demands of certain individuals, there have been many breaches of the church's canon, with the result that men who have recently come from a pagan life to the faith after a short catechumenate have been admitted at once to the spiritual washing, and at the same time as their baptism have been promoted to the episcopate or the presbyterate, it is agreed that it would be well for nothing of the kind to occur in the future. For a catechumen needs time and further probation after baptism, for the apostle's words are clear: "Not a recent convert, or he may be puffed up and fall into the condemnation and the snare of the devil". But if with the passage of time some sin of sensuality is discovered with regard to the person and he is convicted by two or three witnesses, such a one will be suspended from the clergy. If anyone contravenes these regulations, he will be liable to forfeit his clerical status for acting in defiance of this great synod.

c) Canon 3: Living with Woman 
This great synod absolutely forbids a bishop, presbyter, deacon or any of the clergy to keep a woman who has been brought in to live with him, with the exception of course of his mother or sister or aunt, or of any person who is above suspicion.

d) Canon 9 

If any have been promoted presbyters without examination, and then upon investigation have confessed their sins, and if after their confession men have imposed hands upon such people, being moved to act against the canon, the canon does not admit these people, for the catholic church vindicates only what is above reproach.

e) Canon 10: converts accepted into the faith, but not accepted as bishop or clergy
If any one among the lapsed have been promoted to ordination through the ignorance of their promoters or even with their connivance, this fact does not prejudice the church's canon; for once discovered they are to be deposed

f) Canon 17 
Since many enrolled [among the clergy] have been induced by greed and avarice to forget the sacred text, "who does not put out his money at interest", and to charge one per cent [a month] on loans, this holy and great synod judges that if any are found after this decision to receive interest by contract or to transact the business in any other way or to charge [a flat rate of] fifty per cent or in general to devise any other contrivance for the sake of dishonorable gain, they shall be deposed from the clergy and their names struck from the roll.
4. ADMISSION TO THOSE WHO DENIED THE FAITH 

a) Canon 11: Those who denied the faith in persecution. Although they do not deserve leniency but should be treated with mercy. Spend 3 years among the hearers (like catechumens); 7 years be “prostrators” (in chorus) and 2 years partake with people in prayer and not in the offering. They spend 12 years 
b) Canon 12: Those who left their job for servant, clergy etc and returned, 3 years as hearers, 10 years as prostrators; left bishops the right to shorten if they show sincerity. 
c) Canon 13: Those who are going to die and still in the hearer or prostrator period, if the bishop examines the matter and can give him communion. Why? because not requirement for his repentance, but if he is sincere, he is accepted. But to be sure of repentance and not so the sin can be taken lightly. So in case of death, this is his last chance. There is a difference with a person living in sin, even if about to die doesn’t have right to partake of the Eucharist because no repentance. 
d) Canon 14: Catechumens who deny faith, after they spend 3 years as a hearer, can be allowed to pray with the catechumens. 
5.  SCHISMATICS 
a) Canon 8: Novatian heresies (“cathras”) may remain among the clergy after receiving an imposition of hands. But must sign that they accept and follow decrees of catholic Church, and communion with those in second marriages and lapses. (Novatian rejected 2nd marriage and those who denied the Faith). 
b) Canon 19: Paul of Samosata. Must be re-baptized unconditionally. Difference here from schismatic and heretics (here) must be re-baptized. Clergy also re-baptized and ordained. If unsuitable, they are deposed. Also deaconesses (without the laying of hands) and others in general.
6. LITURGICAL MATTERS 

a) Canon 18
It has come to the attention of this holy and great synod that in some places and cities deacons give communion to presbyters, although neither canon nor custom allows this, namely that those who have no authority to offer should give the body of Christ to those who do offer.  Moreover it has become known that some of the deacons now receive the Eucharist even before the bishops. All these practices must be suppressed. Deacons must remain within their own limits, knowing that they are the ministers of the bishop and subordinate to the presbyters. Let them receive the Eucharist according to their order after the presbyters from the hands of the bishop or the presbyter. Nor shall permission be given for the deacons to sit among the presbyters, for such an arrangement is contrary to the canon and to rank. If anyone refuses to comply even after these decrees, he is to be suspended from the diaconate.
b) Canon 20 
Since there are some who kneel on Sunday and during the season of Pentecost, this holy synod decrees that, so that the same observances may be maintained in every diocese, one should offer one's prayers to the Lord standing.

C. Letter of the Bishops of Nicea to Egypt

1. Arius was from Egypt. 

2. Melitian Schism: support to Bishop Alexander. 
a) Started during the persecution of Diocletian, when priest Melitius (bishop of Lycapolis) started to function as bishop, taking advantage of the fact that Bishop Peter of Alexandria was in prison, and that he was called a confessor when he suffered for the Faith. So he formed a schismatic church called the Church of Martyrs and ordained priests and bishops. By 325, Melitius’s church had some 28 bishops.
b) Council decided that Melitius could remain in the city as a bishop without function; his followers accepted this and could function, but only under the bishop under Alexandria. 
c) “It decreed that that he might remain in his own city without any authority to nominate or ordain, and that he was not to show himself for this purpose in the country or in another city, and that he was to retain the bare name of his office.”
d) The bishops he ordained could be returned as priests under Alexander. If the bishop ordained by Alexander dies, then they would have priority to be a bishop. They would not be re-ordained; only confirmed as bishop. But the bishops should cease their function as bishops and to be under the bishop ordained by Alexander. 
3. Holy Pascha Statement—
a) There was a division, where some celebrated Easter on the 14th of Nissan (whether it was a Sunday or not); and others on the Sunday closest to that day. 

b) Easter was to be celebrated at the same time throughout the empire to follow the custom of Rome and Alexandria to celebrate the Easter on the Sunday after the Jewish Passover. 

c) The Bishop of Alexandria was assigned to announce these dates.
IV. THE AFTERMATH OF NICEA
A. In 325, the leaders of the Arian party, i.e. Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognius Bishop of Nicea and Maris, Bishop of Chalcedon, were exiled. 
B. By 327, Constantine changed his stance under Eusebius of Nicomedia, ordering the 3 bishops to return to their sees. Eusebius of Nicomedia led the Arians and took advantage of being the Emperor’s spiritual advisor, deposing and exiling the Nicene bishops. 
C. In 330, the tide changed. Eustathius of Antioch was exiled in 330 and died in exile. Then, a schism took place in Antioch as the people refused to accept the imperial appointment as Eustathius’ successor. 
D. Marcilius of Ancyra, one of the supporters of Nicea, was deposed in 336. He died in 374 at the age of 90. 
E. In 328, St. Athanasius became the bishop of Alexandria, and thus the Arians began to target him because he was a great defender of Nicea. They made many false accusations against him. The first five years of his papacy were peaceful, and went from Alexandria to Aswan for pastoral trips. They succeeded to have a council in Tyre in 335, which eventually condemned him. Athanasius went to Constantinople and met Constantine, stood in front of him, spoke with him, and defended himself. However, Eusebius succeeded to convince Constantine to exile St. Athanasius in 336 because he interfered in sending the grain from Alexandria to Constantinople (This was the same accusation against St. Cyril). Constantine accepted this accusation because he felt St. Athanasius was standing strongly against reconciliation of Arius. Athanasius said he should only be rehabilitated by Ecumenical council (not by the Emperor). So, St. Athanasius was exiled in Trier, Germany in 336.
F. In 336 (with St. Athanasius gone), the Arians arranged a ceremonial readmission of Arius into the church in Constantinople. The bishop of Constantinople was in a difficult situation and could not resist the Emperor. While attending the service, Arius felt colic pain, and died before the celebration, due to intestinal hemorrhage in a public bathroom. However, Arianism remained for another 100 years! 
G. In 337 Constantine died after being baptized by Eusebius of Nicomedia and St. Athanasius returned to Alexandria. 
LECTURE 4:
COUNCIL OF CONSTANTINOPLE

I. HERESIES in the FOURTH CENTURY
A. Apollinarius of Laodicea
1. denied full humanity of Christ 
2. Assumed that the Logos assumed a body without mind (incomplete humanity of our Lord) 
3. His Divinity replaced the human spirit in Christ

4. “The divine energy fulfils the role of animating spirit and of human mind”

5. He became a bishop of Laodicea from 361-380

6. He was officially condemned three times; and unofficially condemned once
a) by Council in Rome under Pope Damasus (377), 
b) in Antioch (379), 
c) and at Council of Constantinople (381), 
d) and by Gregory of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa 
B. Marcellus of Ancyra 
1. He died in 374; Anti Arians and his more radical disciple of Pholinus. 
2. “The Logos is transitory projection of an energy of the Father for the purpose of redemption and would be absorbed again into the Father after the final judgment.” The Council responded by including the statement, “of his Kingdom there shall be no end.” 
C. Eunomians or Anomeans –followers under Bishop Eunomius
1. baptized under a single immersion 
2. “Son and the Holy Spirit are creatures and are unlike the Divine Father.” 

D. Macedonian or Pnemato-machians (“fighters against the Spirit.”) 
1. They were also called the Semi-Arians
2. Denied the Divinity of the Holy Spirit 

3. The Council depended on biblical reference in speaking about the Holy Spirit. 

a) Lord: “Now the Lord is the Spirit; and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.” 2Cor. 3:17
b) Giver of Life: “the Spirit gives life” 2Cor. 3:6; “It is the Spirit who gives life; the flesh profits nothing. The words that I speak to you are spirit, and they are life.” John 6:63
c) Proceeds from the Father: "But when the Helper comes, whom I shall send to you from the Father, the Spirit of truth who proceeds from the Father, He will testify of Me.” John 15:26
d) Spoke through the prophets: “for prophecy never came by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit.” 2Peter 1:27
E. Arians or Eudoxians 
1. Eudoxius, bishop of Constantinople from 360 to 370. one of the leaders of the Arian-learning homoeans “Son is like the Father.” 

F. Defects of the Council of Constantinople 

1. The council was first presided by Melitius of Antioch, who unexpectedly died by the end of May. He was not in communion with Rome and Alexandria because schism in Antioch.

2. Started as local and general council for Eastern Church. Only began to be considered Ecumenical council in Chalcedon. 
3. St. Gregory resigned and retired to his birth city of Nazianzus, after giving a beautiful and moving farewell homily.

4. Nectarius took his place after his baptism and ordination. In the process, he violated the canon of the ordination of the newly baptized. 
5. Rome only recognized the canons in the Second Council of Lyons (1274) after 900 years. 
6. Doubts about the authenticity of the Creed. 
II. VICTORY OF THE NICENE FAITH - After difficult decades since 325, the Nicene Faith declared victorious and Arianism was defeated. 

A. In the West: in 373, St. Ambrose was elected Bishop of Milan. At Milan, the last stronghold of Arianism in the West. St. Ambrose led the fight for the Nicene Creed. At the council of Sirmium in 378, St. Ambrose, supported by Emperor Gratian of the West, deposed six Arian bishops. In a series of Laws in 379/380, Gratian under the direction of St. Ambrose, suppressed Arianism in the West.
B. In the East: 
1. in 378, Arian Emperor Valens died in his fight with the Germans. Theodosius replaced him. Theodosius was baptized professing the Nicene Faith. Nicene Bishop Peter of Alexandria returned to his see. Melitius returned to Antioch. 
2. In Constantinople the old Arian Demophilus kept firm hold of the churches of the city. However, St. Gregory of Nazianzus came to the city and set up a temporary private residence which he called the Anastasia. From this humble place he reviewed the faith of Nicea and through a series of great sermons he explained to his people the Orthodox doctrine of the Holy Trinity. 
3. In 380, Emperor Theodosius condemned the Arians and declared his support to the Nicene Faith. He declared that all who failed to adhere to this Faith were heretics and forbade all of their assemblies. 
4. The churches of Constantinople were taken from the Arians and their bishop Demophilus was deposed. St. Gregory of Nazianzus was installed as bishop of Constantinople in ceremony attended by Theodosius.
5. Emperor Theodosius then called for a general council to ratify the new order. 
III. THE COUNCIL 
A. Assembly: In May 381, 150 bishops (eastern bishops except only one from the west) assembled in the Imperial Palace at Constantinople on the invitation of Emperor Theodosius and Emperor Gratian.
B. Attendance: 
1. Among those who attended were Bishop Timothy of Alexandria, who replaced Bishop Peter (who died in 380). He did not attend the opening of the Council. 
2. Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
3. Melitius of Antioch and 36 Macedonians or Pneumatomachian
 bishops attended. They followed Macedonius of Constantinople, who was deposed in 360 because he denied the Divinity of the Holy Spirit. 

4. Bishop Damasus of Rome sent Achollius of Thessalonica as his vicar. 
C. Events 
1. 3 presidents 

2. Melitius of Antioch first presided Melitius died and Gregory replaced him to preside.
3. Council approved of the appointment of St. Gregory Nazianzen as bishop of Constantinople. 
4. The Council could not agree on successor to Melitius in Antioch which was left vacant. 

5. After the arrival of papal vicar and Bishop Timothy, the papal vicar protested the transfer of Gregory Nazianzen (who was ordained bishop of Sasima in 372 by St. Basil) to be the bishop of Constantinople as a violation of Canon 15 of Nicea. Bishop Timothy supported him and St. Gregory resigned. 

6. Nectarius—a catechumen was baptized and ordained bishop of Constantinople and presided the Council sessions. (3rd president of the council). 
7. The council condemned the Macedonians and explained the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity. The 36 Macedonian bishops left the Council and continued their schism.
 The Council concluded its work on July 9, 381 and Emperor Theodosius ratified its work on July 30, 381. 

IV. THE OUTCOME OF THE COUNCIL
A. THE CREED
1. Scholars find difficulties with the creed attributed to the Council. Some say that the council composed a new creed. But no mention is made of this creed by ancient witnesses until the Council of Chalcedon. (There are hints of it in the writings of St. Gregory Nazianzen, Pseudo-Athanasius, and Theodore of Mopsuestia). Some say that the Council simply endorsed the Creed of Nicea with few additions on the Hoy Spirit to refute the Pneumatomachian heresy. 
2. However the first two articles of the Creed of Constantinople differ from the Nicene Creed. It seems that after Nicea the creed was adopted to be used at Baptism and various forms developed. At the Council of Constantinople, one of these forms was endorsed and developed by additions concerning the Holy Spirit.
3. Text of the Constantinopolitan Creed: 
     We believe in one God, God the Father, the Pantocrator, creator of heaven and earth, and of all things seen and unseen. 

     We believe in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, begotten of the Father before all ages. Light of Light, true God of true God; begotten, not created; of one essence with the Father by whom all things were made; who for us men and for our salvation came down from heaven, and was incarnate of the Holy Spirit and of the Virgin Mary, and became man. And He was crucified for us under Pontius Pilate, suffered and was buried; and on the third day He rose from the dead according to the Scriptures. Ascended into heaven, He sits at the right hand of His Father; and He is coming again in His glory to judge the living and the dead; whose kingdom shall have no end. 

     Yes, we believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the Giver of Life, who proceeds from the Father; who, with the Father and the Son, is worshiped and glorified; who spoke by the prophets. And in one holy, catholic, and apostolic Church. We confess one Baptism, for the remission of sins.
B. THE CANONS

1. We all agree on Canons 1-4. Canons 5 and 6 are from another council in Constantinople in 382AD. Canon 7 is taken from a late council in 460 AD. 

2. The Fathers of the council issued a canonical document, which starts by a confirmation of the Nicene Faith and condemnation of the heresies at that time. They then issued rulings for maintenance of good order among the churches, with an appendix stating the rights (prerogatives) of the Bishop of Constantinople. This document ends with the affirmation of the nullity of the ordination of Maximus the Cynic and the ordination be carried out. 
3. It is said that Maximus was ordained a bishop of Constantinople before the Council by Egyptian bishops sent by Peter, Bishop of Alexandria. 
4. In the sixth century a division of the document into four canons spread throughout the East. 
5. In 382, a Council was held in Constantinople and was attended by most of the bishops who attended the Council in 381 to discuss the requests of the West to call for a real Ecumenical Council. The fathers gathered in Constantinople in 382 and issued a synodical letter (see the text in “The Decree of the Ecumenical Council, vol. 1). They considered the Council of 381 an Ecumenical council and they adopted 2 Canons. Usually these 2 canons are attributed to the Council of Constantinople. 
6. Canon 1: anathema against Arian heresy, its sects and heretics. 

The profession of faith of the holy fathers who gathered in Nicaea in Bithynia is not to be abrogated, but it is to remain in force. Every heresy is to be anathematised and in particular that of the Eunomians or Anomoeans, that of the Arians or Eudoxians, that of the Semi-Arians or neumtomachi, that of the Sabellians that of the Marcellians, that of the Photinians and that of the Apollinarians

7. Canon 2: 

Diocesan bishops are not to intrude in churches beyond their own boundaries nor are they to confuse the churches: but in accordance with the canons, the bishop of Alexandria is to administer affairs in Egypt only; the bishops of the East are to manage the East alone (whilst safeguarding the privileges granted to the church of the Antiochenes in the Nicene canons); and the bishops of the Asian diocese are to manage only Asian affairs; and those in Pontus only the affairs of Pontus; and those in Thrace only Thracian affairs. Unless invited bishops are not to go outside their diocese to perform an ordination or any other ecclesiastical business. If the letter of the canon about dioceses is kept, it is clear that the provincial synod will manage affairs in each province, as was decreed at Nicaea. But the churches of God among barbarian peoples must be administered in accordance with the custom in force at the time of the fathers.

8. Canon 3: The Bishop of Constantinople is to enjoy the privileges of honor after the bishop of Rome because Constantinople is the “New Rome.” 
This is a very controversial canon; not accepted by Rome. The Bishop of Rome used to accept the Creed of Constantinople, but not the canons. Because of this, Rome did not accept Council of Constantinople until the 13th century Lyons 2 (1274).
Because it is new Rome, the bishop of Constantinople is to enjoy the privileges of honor after the bishop of Rome.

9. Canon 4: the ordination of Maximus and the ordinations to any rank of clergy he did are invalid. 
Regarding Maximus the Cynic and the disorder which surrounded him in Constantinople: he never became, nor is he, a bishop; nor are those ordained by him clerics of any rank whatsoever. Everything that was done both to him and by him is to be held invalid.

10. Canon 5: to accept those in Antioch who confers a single Godhead of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. 
Regarding the Tome [2] of the Westerns: we have also recognized those in Antioch who confess a single Godhead of Father and Son and Holy Spirit.

11. Canon 6: of those who should be allowed to accuse bishops and clergy
There are many who are bent on confusing and overturning the good order of the church and so fabricate, out of hatred and a wish to slander, certain accusations against orthodox bishops in charge of churches. Their intention is none other than to blacken priests' reputations and to stir up trouble among peace- loving laity. For this reason the sacred synod of bishops assembled at Constantinople has decided not to admit accusers without prior examination, and not to allow everyone to bring accusations against church administrators -- but with- out excluding everyone. So if someone brings a private (that is a personal) complaint against the bishop on the grounds that he has been defrauded or in some other way unjustly dealt with by him, in the case of this kind of accusation neither the character nor the religion of the accuser will be subject to examination. It is wholly essential both that the bishop should have a clear conscience and that the one who alleges that he has been wronged, whatever his religion may be, should get justice. 


But if the charge brought against the bishop is of an ecclesiastical kind, then the characters of those making it should be examined, in the first place to stop heretics bringing charges against orthodox bishops in matters of an ecclesiastical kind. (We define "heretics" as those who have been previously banned from the church and also those later anathematized by ourselves: and in addition those who claim to confess a faith that is sound, but who have seceded and hold assemblies in rivalry with the bishops who are in communion with us.) In the second place, persons previously condemned and expelled from the church for whatever reason, or those excommunicated either from the clerical or lay rank, are not to be permitted to accuse a bishop until they have first purged their own crime. Similarly, those who are already accused are not permitted to accuse a bishop or other clerics until they have proved their own innocence of the crimes with which they are charged. But if persons who are neither heretics nor excommunicates, nor such as have been previously condemned or accused of some transgression or other, claim that they have some ecclesiastical charge to make against the bishop, the sacred synod commands that such persons should first lay the accusations before all the bishops of the province and prove before them the crimes committed by the bishop in the case. If it emerges that the bishops of the province are not able to correct the crimes laid at the bishop's door, then a higher synod of the bishops of that diocese, convoked to hear this case, must be approached, and the accusers are not to lay their accusations before it until they have given a written promise to submit to equal penalties should they be found guilty of making false accusations against the accused bishop, when the matter is investigated.

If anyone shows contempt of the prescriptions regarding the above matters and presumes to bother either the ears of the emperor or the courts of the secular authorities, or to dishonor all the diocesan bishops and trouble an ecumenical synod, there is to be no question whatever of allowing such a person to bring accusations forward, because he has made a mockery of the canons and violated the good order of the church.

12. Canon 7: on how to receive those who embrace orthodoxy from heretics. Although attributed to the Council of Constantinople, it is actually an extract from a letter written in Constantinople around 460 AD to Martyrius of Antioch. It deals with various methods of receiving heretics into the Church.
Those who embrace orthodoxy and join the number of those who are being saved from the heretics, we receive in the following regular and customary manner: Arians, Macedonians, Sabbatians, Novatians, those who call themselves Cathars and Aristae, Quartodeciman or Tetradites, Apollinarians-these we receive when they hand in statements and anathematize every heresy which is not of the same mind as the holy, catholic and apostolic church of God. They are first sealed or anointed with holy chrism on the forehead, eyes, nostrils, mouth and ears. As we seal them we say: "Seal of the gift of the holy Spirit". But Eunomians, who are baptized in a single immersion, Montanists (called Phrygians here), Sabellians, who teach the identity of Father and Son and make certain other difficulties, and all other sects -- since there are many here, not least those who originate in the country of the Galatians -- we receive all who wish to leave them and embrace orthodoxy as we do Greeks. On the first day we make Christians of them, on the second catechumens, on the third we exorcise them by breathing three times into their faces and their ears, and thus we catechize them and make them spend time in the church and listen to the scriptures; and then we baptize them.

V. EVALUATION OF THE COUNCIL 

A. It started as Council of eastern bishops. 
B. Emperor Theodosius ratified the decrees of the Council of Fathers on July 30, 381.
C. The Council of Constantinople in 382 in their Synodical letters to the western bishops called the Council of Constantinople (381) an Ecumenical one. Some scholars considered they mean general and inter-diocesan council. 
D. The Council of Constantinople achieved special status in the East and West in the Council of Chalcedon (451) In its second session and in its definition of faith, the Council of Chalcedon linked the creed of Constantinople with the Nicene Creed as being a completely reliable witness of the authentic faith. The council of Chalcedon at its 16th session acknowledged the authority of the canons. 

E. Canon 3 of Constantinople and Canon 28 of Chalcedon were not easily accepted by Rome. 
F. It was only at the Second Council of Lyons (1274) that the Canons of Constantinople were accepted in the West. 
LECTURE 5: 
COUNCIL OF EPHESUS 431 AD
I. BACKGROUND
A. A Brief Biography of Saint Cyril of Alexandria 

1. St. Cyril was born in Lower Egypt in 378 AD. His family moved to Alexandria; his uncle became Patriarch Theophilus in 385. 
2. As a youth, he studied rhetoric, grammar, and philosophy. Then he studied the Holy Bible, Theology, and Patristics until the age of 24. 

3. Pope Theophilus sent him to the desert for 5 years to learn under one of the fathers. Many resources say it was St. Serapion, a great 5th century desert father. 
4. Then in 403, he was ordained a Reader (Agnostos), and was responsible for reading and interpreting the Scriptures. His uncle took him to many meetings. 
5. His uncle passed away in Oct. 15, 412; and only three days later, he was ordained as the Patriarch of Alexandria (showing that he was well-known, well-prepared, and easily accepted by the people).
6. Very knowledgeable of the theology of the Church Fathers, such as St. Athanasius and Didymus the Blind. He was most influenced by St. Athanasius and his writings.

7. By the beginning of 5th century, Alexandria had become famous for its theological school; Egypt, for its monastic life; and the Bishop of Alexandria, for his strong position, both in the Christian world and in the Empire at large. 

8. His patriarchate extended for 32 years. We can divide his reign into 2 main parts: 

a) 412-428. Wrote many major works during this time:

(1) Exegetical books on the Old Testament; 

(2) Digest of St. Athanasius’ discourses against Arians; 

(3) Commentary of the Gospel According to St. John
(4)  “Dialogue on the Trinity” 

b) 428-444. Focused all energy against the Nestorian Controversy

(1) Nestorius became a patriarch of Constantinople in 428 and was deposed in the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD.
(2)  Spent much time writing letters explaining the Formula of Union, and showing its harmony with the Council of Ephesus 
(3) Also attacked the source of teaching of Nestorius, which was influenced by the three pillars of Nestorianism: Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428),  Diodore of Tarsus (d. 394), and Theodoret of Cyrus (d. after St. Cyril). 
9. Some of St. Cyril’s last works include:
a) Christ is one or Unity of Christ
b) Exposition of the Creed
c) 3 Books to the Monks
d) Against Julian the Apostate-4th cent. emperor who tried to revive paganism
10. St. Cyril rested in the Lord on June 27, 444 A.D.
B. The Empire

Emperor Theodosius the Great died in 395 A.D. His two sons replaced him: Arcadius in the East and Honorius in the West. 
In the West, the Germanic tribes invaded the Western Empire and established a new kingdom. They applied their primitive, barbarian customs instead of the Roman law, and most of them were Arians. Emperor Honorius lost his control of the Empire and lived in North Italy. The Visigoths defeated the Roman army and put Rome to a three day sack in 410. Honorius’ sister, Galla Placidia, was taken captive and was married to the king of the Visigoths, Ataulf. Their son Valentinian III became the emperor after the death of Honorius in 423. 
In the East, the situation was better. However, Arcadius was very weak and his wife Eudoxia had great influence in political and ecclesiastical matters e.g, the deposition of St. John Chrysostom. Arcadius died in 408 and was replaced by his son Theodosius II, who was seven years old. His sister Pulcheria was his regent, and she had great influence on him. Theodosius died in 450.

History of the Emperors

]

C. The Church and the Beginnings of the Nestorian Controversy.
1. In 428 Nestorius was installed as Bishop of Constantinople. He was the abbot of a monastery near Antioch, and had been a childhood friend of John of Antioch. His close friends were Theodoret of Cyrus and Andrew of Samosata. Nestorius and his friends were loyal scholars of the Antiochene school of theology. Their main teachers were Diodore of Tarsus (who died in 394) and Theodore of Mopsuestia (who died 428). Nestorius was an eloquent preacher and an ascetic monk.

2. He started his episcopate by attacking the heresies in Constantinople, e.g. Arianism. He clashed with Augusta Pulcheria when he prevented her from taking communion in the sanctuary, as she previously practiced under Nestorius’ predecessor. As the regent of her young brother, Emperor Theodosius, she used to accompany him in taking Communion within the sanctuary—a privilege reserved exclusively for the reigning emperor among the lay people. Pulcheria also believed she had the right to this privilege due to her virginity. 
3. A theological dispute happened between the monastic party in Constantinople—led by Archimandrite Basil and supported by Bishop Proclus, Augusta Pulcheria, and other aristocratic people—and the Antiochian clergy that Nestorius brought with him from Antioch, led by his chaplain Anastasius. They attacked the tradition of calling Saint Mary the “Theotokos.” They thought the title should be “Anthropotokos” i.e., “mother of man.” The monastic party and the people in Constantinople defended the title “Theotokos.” When the two parties went to Nestorius he proposed a compromise. He suggested the title of “Christotokos,” or the Mother of Christ.

4.  Nestorius started a series of lectures in the Cathedral to explain the “right” faith. His chaplain, Anastasius, gave the opening lecture. He chose to attack the error of using the title of Theotokos. 

5.  Bishop Proclus soon made a counterattack with a famous sermon entitled “The Virgin Mother of God the Theotokos,” which was preached in the presence of Nestorius. When the people responded to the sermon with loud applause, Nestorius was enraged and began to respond in a critical way. Nevertheless, the congregation did not heed his words. Many ascetic and pious monks considered Nestorius’ teachings as heretical and did not participate with him in the Holy Communion. Among them was the most famous monk, Archmandrite Hypatius, the spiritual teacher of Augusta Pulcheria and the royal princesses. 

6. In early 429, Nestorius decided to back up his chaplain Anastasius and delivered a series of lectures in the cathedral. Nestorius’ lectures were published (written) and circulated outside Constantinople. The title of Theotokos was one of the chief targets of the attack in Nestorius’ lectures (see Nestorius’ First Sermon
).
7.  Information about the dispute and copies of Nestorius’ sermons reached Saint Cyril in Alexandria and Bishop Celestine in Rome.

8. In his paschal letter of Easter 429, Saint Cyril affirmed the reality of the humanity of Christ and insisted on the singleness of His Divine Person. He made no reference; neither to Constantinople nor to Nestorius. However, as Nestorius’ sermons began to be circulated in Egypt and reached the monks in the desert, St. Cyril thought he had the canonical right to interfere because the problem reached his own jurisdiction

9. Saint Cyril composed his famous and important, “Letter to the Monks,” which was circulated through Egypt and reached Constantinople and Nestorius.

10. Nestorius prepared an answer to St. Cyril’s letter. He also intended to send special messages to Alexandria and Rome by confirming the right of Constantinople to act as the Supreme Court of Appeal in the Christian world. So he started the “Commissions of Inquiry” to examine the complaints of two groups of clergy: Alexandrian clergy and lay people who came to Constantinople accusing St. Cyril of treating them in a harsh way and exiled bishops from the west who had been condemned by Western Synods on charges of Pelagianism.

11. Nestorius, in his response to St. Cyril’s Letter to the Monks, considered the letter as an act of aggression. In his First Letter to Nestorius, St. Cyril mentioned that it was Nestorius, not him, who was the cause of the dispute. St. Cyril also explained that he was acting to defend the Orthodox faith by responding to the queries he received from Egypt and outside (including Rome) concerning Nestorius’ wrong teachings. 

12. Saint Cyril spent the winter of 429 and early 430 deeply studying Nestorius’ sermons. He prepared a dossier that included extracts from Nestorius’ writings as well as extensive patristic writings supporting the Orthodox faith. Saint Cyril included many writings of Greek fathers, such as St. Athanasius and St. Gregory the Theologian, and Latin fathers, like St. Cyprian and St. Ambrose. After translating the whole dossier into Latin, He sent the Greek version to Emperor Theodosius and its Latin translation to Bishop Celestine of Rome. He then sent copies to influential people in the palace, e.g. Augusta Pulcheria. 

13. After Rome received St. Cyril’s dossier in Easter 430, Bishop Celestine instructed his archdeacon, Leo, to set up a formal commission of inquiry. Archdeacon Leo asked John Cassian, the Abbot of monasteries in Marseilles, to study the dossier and compose a response in preparation of a formal synod that would decide the orthodoxy of Nestorius’ teachings. 

14. After hearing that Nestorius took communion with a guest bishop who in a public sermon in the cathedral anathematized those who called St. Mary Theotokos, St. Cyril wrote his Second Letter to Nestorius
. This letter was one of the main theological documents in the Council of Ephesus and the Council of Chalcedon. 

15. Nestorius sent a petition to Emperor Theodosius asking him to call for an “International Synod of Theologians” from various ecclesiastical provinces to review the whole theological issue. Nestorius had in mind a limited gathering of expert theologians, rather than a general ecumenical council of bishops. He also hoped that the gathering would meet in Constantinople, so he could preside and gain the opportunity to try and condemn St. Cyril. 

16. Emperor Theodosius informally agreed to call for an international meeting without assigning a place. Nestorius was encouraged and sent a letter to Bishop Celestine, describing the Theotokos dispute as a ploy from St. Cyril to avoid his own trial. Nestorius received no response from Rome, as was the case with his two previous letters to Rome. 

17. The disaffected clergy at Constantinople sent a petition to Emperor Theodosius asking for Nestorius’ deposition.

18. On August 11, 430, a synod was held at Rome and Nestorius’ teaching was formally condemned as heretic by Bishop Celestine and the Italian bishops. Bishop Celestine sent a letter to St. Cyril informing him of the decision and asking him to execute the decree of the Roman Synod on their behalf. Therefore, St. Cyril, in Ephesus, considered himself as representing Alexandria and Rome. 

19. In November of 430, Emperor Theodosius formally announced his final approval to call for an ecumenical council to consider the whole issue of the Nestorian controversy. He decided that the council would be held at Ephesus in the Pentecost of 431 (which was on June 7th of that year). He appointed Count Candidian as the head of the imperial palace guard to represent the Emperor, to supervise the proceedings of the Council, and to keep good order in the city of Ephesus. However, the Emperor instructed him not to interfere in the theological proceedings. Although Candidian was instructed to be neutral, he proved to be biased towards Nestorius. 
20. In November 430, St. Cyril called his bishops for a synodical meeting. The Synod of Alexandria formally condemned Nestorius’ doctrine. Saint Cyril sent his Third Letter to Nestorius
 informing him of the synodical decision and appended to the letter his famous Twelve Anathemas. Saint Cyril made the acceptance of Anathemas against Nestorius a condition to be readmitted to Communion. 
II. The Council of Ephesus

a. On November 19, 430 Emperor Theodosius sent official invitations to the bishops to gather for an ecumenical council to be held at Ephesus on June 7, 431, the Feast of Pentecost.

b. Many of the hierarchs began to arrive before Pentecost. 

· Nestorius was first to arrive with 16 bishops. The representative of the Emperor, Count Candidian, arrived with an armed guard. Count Irenaeus came with Nestorius in private capacity. 
· St. Cyril arrived a few days before Pentecost with 50 bishops. Saint Shenouda the Archimandrite accompanied him. Saint Cyril was highly welcomed by Bishop Memnon of Ephesus and his local clergy and people.

· Bishop Memnon of Ephesus gathered 52 bishops from his province.

c. Juvenal of Jerusalem arrived on June 12 with 16 bishops. 

d. Flavian of Philippi arrived with a delegation from Macedonia. 

e. Bishop Celestine’s delegation, 2 Italian bishops and one priest, arrived after the opening of the council on July 10th. 

f. The Bishop of Carthage was represented by Deacon Basil who informed the Council about the death of St. Augustine (who died in August 430) and the attack of the barbarian tribes which made the coming of bishops from North Africa impossible.

g. John of Antioch was late in his arrival. He arrived with 26 bishops on June 26th. 

A- The Opening of the Council

1. Due to the delay of the arrival of many bishops, it was impossible to start the council on time (June 7, 431). 

2. After waiting for 16 days, St. Cyril decided to open the council on Sunday, June 21st at St. Mary’s Cathedral. By this time, John of Antioch and his party did not yet arrive. Only two of his bishops had arrived: Alexander of Apamea and Alexander of Hierapolis. They traveled a longer distance than John of Antioch and carried a letter from John of Antioch to St. Cyril informing him of his delay and that they should arrive after one week. They also gave him an oral message of John asking St. Cyril to start the council if he was delayed any further.
3. St. Cyril decided to open the council and not to wait until John of Antioch arrived in Ephesus for the following reasons:

a. He already waited for 16 days and many bishops became sick. Many old bishops died because of the hot weather of Ephesus and the limited facilities of the city.

b. He felt that the Antiochian bishops were fairly represented because two bishops (the Alexanders) were anti-Cyrillian theologians. Also, Bishop Theodoret of Cyrus, the main theologians of the anti–Cyrillian party had already arrived.

c. Saint Cyril questioned the motivation of John’s delay, especially since the two Antiochian bishops (the Alexanders) had already arrived after traveling greater distances. Saint Cyril thought that John might want to avoid being personally involved in the condemnation of his friend, Nestorius. 

4. On Sunday, June 21, 431, St. Cyril sent an invitation to all the bishops who had already arrived to start the council meetings. Count Candidian protested along with 68 bishops led by Theodoret of Cyrus. But St. Cyril proceeded with preparation for the opening of the council which took the whole day of Sunday June 21. A special delegation was sent to Nestorius to summon him as the defendant.

B- The First Session

The First Session began on Monday morning, June 22nd, at St. Mary’s Cathedral. St. Cyril presided at the meeting. Peter, the Alexandrian priest, was appointed as chief legal notary.

1. The council sent a delegation of three bishops and a lawyer to summon Nestorius for the second time. He did not come. 

2. 155 bishops attended the beginning of the session. Then, 68 dissident bishops led by Bishop Theodoret of Cyrus came to protest against the opening of the council. Count Candidian came with them and he called the meeting illegal. Saint Cyril asked him to read the letter of the Emperor which demonstrated his clear instruction to the Count not to intervene in the theological discussion. After hearing the letter, the bishops asked the Count to leave the meeting and not to interfere in the work of the Council. Count Candidian then left, followed by Theodoret and 26 of the 68 dissident bishops. The remaining 42 bishops stayed. However, reading the Emperor’s letter by the Emperor’s representative gave the council legitimate status according to the civil law of the Empire.

3. The Council sent a third and final delegation to Nestorius to come to the council; he refused for the third time.

4. At the request of Juvenal of Jerusalem, the Creed of Nicea
 was read as the standard of Orthodoxy to be followed.

5. Then the Second Letter of St. Cyril to Nestorius
 was read and St. Cyril asked the fathers of the Council whether his letter was in accordance with the Creed of Nicea. 124 bishops gave personal acclamation of St. Cyril’s letter as an Orthodox exposition; 31 bishops also agreed. 

6. The reply of Nestorius to St. Cyril was read and the fathers decreed together, 

Whoever does not anathematize Nestorius let him be anathema. Such a one the right faith anathematizes; such an one the holy Synod anathematizes. Whoever communicates with Nestorius let him be anathema! We anathematize all the apostles of Nestorius: we all anathematize Nestorius as a heretic: let all such as communicate with Nestorius be anathema… 

7. Then, the Synodical Condemnation of Nestorius by Rome was read, followed by the Synodical Condemnation by the Synod at the Church of Alexandria, the Third Letter of St. Cyril to Nestorius, and the Twelve Anathemas
. 

8. The Council moved on to inquire what was Nestorius’ response to these canonically delivered sentences against him. The Egyptians delegation who delivered the sentences to him in Constantinople in the winter of 430 mentioned that he rejected the sentences. Then the council moved to confirm that the sentences were in full accord with the canons governing the prosecution of anyone who refuses to repent after receiving the Synodical decree. The Council heard witnesses from Acacius of Melitene and Theodotus of Ancyra. The Fathers of the Council confirmed that Nestorius still persisted in his heresy even while he was in Ephesus.

9. After hearing this evidence, Flavian of Philippi moved that the Council should read a patristic synopsis of doctrine on the nature of the Incarnation. Texts gathered by St. Cyril were read. The most important of them were the letter of St. Athanasius to Epictetus and the Letter of St. Gregory the Theologian to Cledonius.

10. Then, a number of passages of the writings of Nestorius were read. 

11. After reading these the Council made the following decree: 

As, in addition to other things, the impious Nestorius has not obeyed our citation, and did not receive the holy bishops who were sent by us to him, we were compelled to examine his ungodly doctrines. We discovered that he had held and published impious doctrines in his letters and treatises, as well as in discourses which he delivered in this city, and which have been testified to. Compelled thereto by the canons and by the letter of our most holy father and fellow-servant Celestine, the Roman bishop, we have come, with many tears, to this sorrowful sentence against him, namely, that our Lord Jesus Christ, whom he has blasphemed, decrees by the holy Synod that Nestorius be excluded from the episcopal dignity, and from all priestly communion.
12. 197 bishops signed the decree in the evening of Monday, June 23, 431 at the end of the fist session. The number of bishops was more than 200, if the number of proxy was added. 

13. The people of Ephesus, who were waiting all day outside the cathedral, greeted the outcome of council with great enthusiasm.

14. St Cyril described it in the following words: “When they heard that the wretched men were deposed, they all began with one voice to cry out in praise of the Holy Council, glorifying God because the enemy of the Faith had fallen.”
C- After the First Session


1. In the morning of Tuesday, June 23rd, the notice of the deposition was delivered to Nestorius. 


2. Saint Cyril sent letters to Alexandria and Constantinople informing the clergy there of the deposition of Nestorius. 


3. Saint Cyril sent a report about the proceedings of the council to the emperor asking for his sanction. 


4. Nestorius sent a formal appeal to the Emperor complaining and protesting about what happened in the Council and asked the Emperor to dissolve the Council and call another council to be held in or near Constantinople, which would only have one or two expert theologians from each province who could debate issues of Faith calmly and without prejudice. 


5. Count Candidian prevented any legal action towards the official approval of the Council’s resolutions. He did not allow any bishop to leave Ephesus, and sent a formal report to the Emperor informing him that he dismissed the council on the grounds that it was a partisan meeting.


6. When the Emperor received that the three contradictory reports from St. Cyril, Nestorius and Count Candidian, he was confused.

D- The Little Council (Conciliabulum) 
John of Antioch arrived in Ephesus on Friday, June 26. He was very disappointed when he heard about the opening of the Council and its resolutions. He called his bishops to meet with Nestorius and his own bishop. A total of 43 bishops attended. The majority Council of Ephesus sent a delegation to John and his bishops informing them about the meeting of the Council and its resolutions. John and his bishops refused to receive the delegation and he proceeded in his own council. Count Candidian read the official letter of the Emperor and John of Antioch considered his little council (of 43 bishops) was the legal council of Ephesus. The little council accused Cyril and Memnon of causing disorder in the city. The meeting focused on the 12 Anathemas of St. Cyril. Theodoret of Cyrus criticized the Anathemas. The bishops of the Little Council also declared that the 12 Anathemas were in agreement, in the main, with the wickedness of Arius, Apollinarius and Eunomius. They excommunicated and deposed St. Cyril and Bishop Memnon of Ephesus. Letters were prepared to be sent to the Imperial Court and the people of Constantinople. The people of Ephesus rejected the decree of the Little Council and resisted the attempt of John of Antioch and his bishops to consecrate a new bishop in Ephesus to replace Memnon. 

E- The Reaction of Emperor Theodosius. 

1. On June 29, 431, Emperor Theodosius sent an examining magistrate, Palladius, to Ephesus with the commission to find out exactly what was going on and to assist Candidian in keeping order. He ordered all of the bishops to stay in Ephesus until the interrogation was complete. Meanwhile, the monks in Constantinople organized a procession to the Imperial Palace to plead with the Emperor to confirm the results of the Council of Ephesus. The Emperor received them politely, asked for their prayers, and dismissed them.

2. Palladius returned to Constantinople with a delegation from the council of the majority who presented their case to the Emperor. Count Irenaeus made a personal visit to the Royal Court on behalf of his friend, Nestorius. By this time, the Emperor received the acts of the Little Council. Theodosius decided to ratify the resolution of the two councils and accept their respective depositions of Nestorius, Cyril and Memnon. 

3. The people of Constantinople continued to demonstrate, asking the Emperor to ratify the Cyrillian Synod (the Council of Ephesus). When they heard the decisions of the Emperor, they protested the deposition of St. Cyril and Memnon while they welcomed the deposition of Nestorius. So, the Emperor decided to send the Imperial High Treasurer John to Ephesus to replace Count Candidian.

F- The Council Resumed Its Sessions

On Friday July 10th, the Roman delegation arrived from Rome and St. Cyril, still unaware of the Emperor’s decree to depose him, at once reconvened the Council.

1. The Second Session of the Council. All original members (about 200 bishops) who attended the first session reassembled in Memnon’s Episcopal residence to listen to the letter of Pope Celestine of Rome. The pope requested the confirmation of the Roman synod’s decision which condemned Nestorius.
2. The Third Session was held on Saturday July 11th in Memnon’s residence. In this session the Rome delegates formally accepted and signed the acts of the previous two sessions of the Council. Letters were sent again to the Emperor and the clergy of Constantinople requesting the ratification of the decrees of the Council. 

3. The Fourth Session was held on Thursday July 16th at St. Mary’s Cathedral to discuss the situation of John of Antioch. They sent delegates to summon John and his bishops. They did not come. A second delegation was sent with the same result.

4. The Fifth Session was held on Friday July 17th. A third, and final, delegation was sent to John and his bishops. Again, they did not come. The Council proceeded to judge John’s actions against St. Cyril and Memnon as wholly unjust and uncanonically performed. The Council passed a sentence against John and 34 of his companion bishops, excommunicating them and suspending their rights of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, i.e., a deliberate stage short of the irreversible decision to depose them. They sent their decision to the Emperor. 

5. The Sixth Session was held on Wednesday July 22nd. 

a. The Council heard a petition of the priest Charisius, who was suspended by his bishop, who was among John of Antioch party.

b. A petition was heard from the Pamphylian bishops seeking confirmation of their policy to readmit certain Messalian schismatics to full Communion.

c. The Council ended the session with a canon to the effect that the Nicene Creed alone was the legitimate symbol of the Universal Church. 

6. The Seventh and final session was held on Friday July 31st, at St. Mary’s Cathedral. 
The synod recognized the independence of the Church of Cyprus. The Council issued six disciplinary canons to reinstate the clergy deposed by Nestorius and warned those who would not abide by the Council’s decrees that they would be deposed and excommunicated. The Pelagian bishops who had appealed to the Court at Constantinople were also condemned.
III. AFTER EPHESUS 

1. After the Council concluded its session on July 31, the High Treasurer, Count John, arrived in Ephesus at the beginning of August. He took control of the city and summoned all the bishops to his lodging for plenary sessions. When all the bishops gathered, including Nestorius and John of Antioch, Count John announced the Emperor’s decision of ratifying the decrees of the two synods, and confirmed the sentences against St. Cyril, Memnon, and Nestorius. The bishops were ordered to leave and St. Cyril, Memnon, and Nestorius were taken to the house of arrest. John of Antioch abandoned Nestorius and agreed with the Emperor’s policy. The bishops of the Council supported St. Cyril and Memnon and appealed to the Emperor to release them and not to depend on false reports. They sent a formal delegation with a petition to the Emperor requesting him to disregard all false reports and to confirm only their decrees. On the other side, Count Irenaeus went to Constantinople to lobby for Nestorius. 

2. Emperor Theodosius decided to summon a small group of delegates from each party to debate the case in his presence at the capital.

3. On September 3rd, Theodosius reconfirmed the deposition of Nestorius and allowed him to leave Ephesus and return to his monastery of Antioch on his earlier request.

4. On September 11th, Theodosius opened the theological meeting (Colloquy) at Chalcedon. He listened to the debate of the two parties. At the end of the first session, he asked every party to present their positions in written paper. 

5. Four other sessions of the Chalcedonian Colloquy were held during September and October.

6. At the end of these sessions, John of Antioch and his party accepted:

a. The title of Theotokos 

b. The singleness of the Lord’s Person
c. The inseparable union of the two Natures of Christ
  They did not accept the Twelve Chapters (Anathemas) of St. Cyril. The Cyrillian party presented the explanation of the twelve chapters written by St. Cyril. 
7. On Sunday October 25th, Maximian was consecrated Archbishop of Constantinople. Emperor Theodosius asked the Cyrillian bishops to take part in ceremonies while the Antiochian party (Orientals) received no invitation.

IV. The Triumph of the Council of Ephesus

Finally, Emperor Theodosius announced his final decision regarding the Council of Ephesus which was in favor of the Ephesian majority.

1. Nestorius’ deposition was to be final.

2. The accusation of Apollinarianism against St. Cyril was to be dismissed as a false accusation.

3. The Antiochenes (Orientals) should also to be accepted as Orthodox in their doctrine.

Emperor Theodosius officially commanded the dissolution of the Council and gave permission to Bishop Memnon to resume his duties at Ephesus and St. Cyril to return to Alexandria. St. Cyril left Ephesus on October 31, 431 AD and was received as a hero of faith in Alexandria.

V. The FormULA of union (433)


By the middle of the year of 432, Theodosius decided to press for a healing of the rift with the John of Antioch and his bishops. He wrote to John of Antioch deploring the continuous enmities. He outlined the terms of his plan for reconciliation which were drafted by a synod at Constantinople under the influence of Bishop Proclus. The Orientals were required to recognize the deposition of Nestorius and condemn his teachings as heretical to be received into Communion. The Emperor asked Bishop Acacius of Berea to be a broker between St. Cyril and John of Antioch. The Imperial Notary and tribune, Aristolaus was given the commission of bringing about the unity.


After many negotiations and correspondences, the Orientals accepted the terms of reconciliation in the late spring of 433. They dropped their determination to require St. Cyril to recant the twelve chapters. John of Antioch signed St. Cyril’s document with a few minor modifications. He recognized Maximian as Bishop of Constantinople and condemned the heretical teachings of Nestorius. 


When the relations were formally restored, St. Cyril sent his famous letter (letter No. 39) to John of Antioch which has since been known as “The Formula of Union.” St. Cyril began his letter saying, “Let the Heavens rejoice...”


On April 23rd, 433 St. Cyril announced from his pulpit in Alexandria that communion had been re-established in the Christian world.  

APPENDICES

Important Note: This material is provided only for the reader’s personal information as a reference. There will not be any specific questions in the competition from the texts below.

APPENDIX A - NICEA
A1. THE PROFESSION OF FAITH OF THE 318 FATHERS
We believe “in one God the Father all powerful, maker of all things both seen and unseen. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the only-begotten begotten from the Father, that is from the substance of the Father, God from God, light from light, true God from true God, begotten not made, consubstan​tial with the Father, through whom all things came to be, both those in heaven and those in earth; for us humans and for our salvation he came down and became incarnate, became human, suffered and rose up on the third day, went up into the heavens, is coming to judge the living and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit.

And those” who say “there once was when he was not”, and “before he was begotten he was not”, and that he came to be from things that were not, or from another hypostasis or substance, affirming that the Son of God is subject to change or alteration - these the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes.

A2. 20 CANONS of the Ecumenical Council of NICEA
1

Concerning those who make themselves eunuchs and others who suffer the same loss at the hands of others
If anyone in sickness has undergone surgery at the hands of physicians or has been castrated by barbarians, let him remain among the clergy. But if anyone in good health has castrated himself, if he is enrolled among the clergy he should be suspended, and in future no such man should be promoted. But, as it is evident that this refers to those who are responsible for the condition and presume to castrate themselves, so too if any have been made eunuchs by barbarians or by their masters, but have been found worthy, the canon admits such men to the clergy.

2

Concerning those who are admitted to the clergy immediately after baptism

Since, either through necessity or through the importunate demands of certain individuals, there have been many breaches of the church's canon, with the result that men who have recently come from a pagan life to the faith after a short catechumenate have been admitted at once to the spiritual washing, and at the same time as their baptism have been promoted to the episcopate or the presbyterate, it is agreed that it would be well for nothing of the kind to occur in the future. For a catechumen needs time and further probation after baptism, for the apostle's words are clear: “Not a recent convert, or he may be puffed up and fall into the condemnation and the snare of the devil”. But if with the passage of time some sin of sensuality is discovered with regard to the person and he is convicted by two or three witnesses, such a one will be suspended from the clergy. If anyone contravenes these regulations, he will be liable to forfeit his clerical status for acting in defiance of this great synod.

3

Concerning women who have been brought in to live with the clergy
This great synod absolutely forbids a bishop, presbyter, deacon or any of the clergy to keep a woman who has been brought in to live with him, with the exception of course of his mother or sister or aunt, or of any person who is above suspicion.

4

Of the number needed to appoint a bishop

It is by all means desirable that a bishop should be appointed by all the bishops of the province. But if this is difficult because of some pressing necessity or the length of the journey involved, let at least three come together and perform the ordination, but only after the absent bishops have taken part in the vote and given their written consent. But in, each province the right of confirming the proceedings belongs to the metropolitan bishop.

5

Concerning the excommunicated, that they must not be received by others; and concerning the duty to hold synods twice a year

Concerning those, whether of the clergy or the laity, who have been excom​municated, the sentence is to be respected by the bishops of each province, according to the canon which forbids those expelled by some to be admitted by others. But let an inquiry be held to ascertain whether anyone has been expelled from the community because of pettiness or quarrelsomeness or any such ill nature on the part of the bishop. Accordingly, in order that there may be proper opportunity for inquiry into the matter, it is agreed that it would be well for synods to be held each year in each province twice a year, so that these inquiries may be conducted by all the bishops of the province assembled together, and in this way by general consent those who have offended against their own bishop may be recognized by all to be reasonably excommunicated, until all the bishops in common may decide to pronounce a more lenient sentence on these persons. The synods shall be held at the following times: one before Lent, so that, all pettiness being set aside, the gift offered to God may be unblemished; the second after the season of autumn.

6

Concerning the forms of primacy belonging to some cities; and that bishops may not be created without the consent of the metropolitan

The ancient customs of Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis shall be maintained, according to which the bishop of Alexandria has authority over all these places, since a similar custom exists with reference to the bishop of Rome. Similarly in Antioch and the other provinces the prerogatives of the churches are to be preserved.

In general the following principle is evident: if anyone is made bishop without the consent of the metropolitan, this great synod determines that such a one shall not be a bishop. If however two or three by reason of personal rivalry dissent from the common vote of all, provided it is reasonable and in accordance with the church's canon, the vote of the majority shall prevail.

7

Concerning the bishop of Aelia [Jerusalem]

Since there prevails a custom and ancient tradition to the effect that the bishop of Aelia is to be honored, let him be granted everything consequent upon this honor, saving the dignity proper to the metropolitan.

8

Concerning the so-called Cathars
Concerning those who have given themselves the name of Cathars, and who from time to time come over publicly to the catholic and apostolic church, this holy and great synod decrees that they may remain among the clergy after receiving an imposition of hands. But before all this it is fitting that they give a written undertaking that they will accept and follow the decrees of the catholic church, namely that they will be in communion with those who have entered into a second marriage and with those who have lapsed in time of persecution, and for whom a period [of penance] has been fixed and an occasion [for reconciliation] allotted, so as in all things to follow the decrees of the catholic and apostolic church. Accordingly, where all the ordained in villages or cities have been found to be men of this kind alone, those who are so found will remain in the clergy in the same rank; but when some come over in places where there is a bishop or presbyter belonging to the catholic church, it is evident that the bishop of the church will hold the bishop's dignity, and that the one given the title and name of bishop among the so-called Cathars will have the rank of presbyter, unless the bishop thinks fit to let him share in the honor of the title. But if this does not meet with his approval, the bishop will provide for him a place as chorepiscopus or presbyter, so as to make his ordinary clerical status evident and so prevent there being two bishops in the city.

9

Concerning those who have been promoted to the rank of presbyter without examination
If any have been promoted presbyters without examination, and then upon investigation have confessed their sins, and if after their confession men have imposed hands upon such people, being moved to act against the canon, the canon does not admit these people, for the catholic church vindicates only what is above reproach.

10

Concerning those who have denied the faith in persecution and have been promoted to the clergy
If any among the lapsed have been promoted to ordination through the ignor​ance of their promoters or even with their connivance, this fact does not prejudice the church's canon; for once discovered they are to be deposed.

11

Concerning those who have denied the faith and are numbered among the laity

Concerning those who have transgressed without necessity or the confiscation of their property or without danger or anything of this nature, as happened under the tyranny of Licinius, this holy synod decrees that, though they do not deserve leniency, nevertheless they should be treated mercifully. Those there​fore among the faithful who genuinely repent shall spend three years among the hearers, for seven years they shall be prostrators, and for two years they shall take part with the people in the prayers, though not in the offering.

12

Concerning those who have made a renunciation and then returned to the world

Those who have been called by grace, have given evidence of first fervor and have cast off their [military] belts, and afterwards have run back like dogs to their own vomit so that some have even paid money and recovered their military status by bribes - such persons shall spend ten years as prostrators after a period of three years as hearers. In every case, however, their disposition and the nature of their penitence should be examined. For those who through their fear and tears and perseverance and good works give evidence of their conversion by deeds and not by outward show, when they have completed their appointed term as hearers, may properly take part in the prayers, and the bishop is competent to decide even more favorably in their regard. But those who have taken the matter lightly, and have thought that the outward form of entering the church is all that is required for their conversion, must complete their term to the full.

13

Concerning those who seek communion at the point of death

Concerning the departing, the ancient canon law is still to be maintained, namely that those who are departing are not to be deprived of their last, most necessary viaticum. But if one whose life has been despaired of has been admitted to communion and has shared in the offering and is found to be numbered again among the living, he shall be among those who take part in prayer only <until the term fixed by this great ecumenical synod has been completed>. But as a general rule, in the case of anyone whatsoever who is departing and seeks to share in the Eucharist, the bishop upon examining the matter shall give him a share in the offering.

14

Concerning catechumens who have lapsed

Concerning catechumens who have lapsed, this holy and great synod decrees that, after they have spent three years as hearers only, they shall then be allowed to pray with the catechumens.

15

Concerning a cleric who transfers from city to city

On account of the great disturbance and the factions which are caused, it is decreed that the custom, if it is found to exist in some parts contrary to the canon, shall be totally suppressed, so that neither bishops nor presbyters nor deacons shall transfer from city to city. If after this decision of this holy and great synod anyone shall attempt such a thing, or shall lend himself to such a proceeding, the arrangement shall be totally annulled, and he shall be restored to the church of which he was ordained bishop or presbyter or deacon.

16

Concerning those who do not remain in the churches in which they were promoted

Any presbyters or deacons or in general anyone enrolled in any rank of the clergy who depart from their church recklessly and without the fear of God before their eyes or in ignorance of the church's canon, ought not by any means to be received in another church, but all pressure must be applied to them to induce them to return to their own dioceses, or if they remain it is right that they should be, excommunicated. But if anyone dares to steal away one who belongs to another and to ordain him in his church without the consent of the other's own bishop among whose clergy he was enrolled before he departed, the ordination is to be null.

17

Concerning clerics who practice usury
Since many enrolled [among the clergy] have been induced by greed and avarice to forget the sacred text, “who does not put out his money at interest”, and to charge one per cent [a month] on loans, this holy and great synod judges that if any are found after this decision to receive interest by contract or to transact the business in any other way or to charge [a flat rate of] fifty per cent or in general to devise any other contrivance for the sake of dishonorable gain, they shall be deposed from the clergy and their names struck from the roll.

18

That deacons should not give the Eucharist to presbyters or be seated above them

It has come to the attention of this holy and great synod that in some places and cities deacons give communion to presbyters, although neither canon nor custom allows this, namely that those who have no authority to offer should give the body of Christ to those who do offer. Moreover it has become known that some of the deacons now receive the Eucharist even before the bishops. All these practices must be suppressed. Deacons must remain within their own limits, knowing that they are the ministers of the bishop and subordinate to the presbyters. Let them receive the Eucharist according to their order after the presbyters from the hands of the bishop or the presbyter. Nor shall permission be given for the deacons to sit among the presbyters, for such an arrangement is contrary to the canon and to rank. If anyone refuses to comply even after these decrees, he is to be suspended from the diaconate.

19

Concerning the followers of Paul of Samosata who come overt

Concerning the former Paulinists who seek refuge in the catholic church, it is determined that they must be rebaptised unconditionally. Those who in the past have been enrolled among the clergy, if they appear to be blameless and irre​proachable, are to be rebaptised and ordained by the bishop of the catholic church. But if on inquiry they are shown to be unsuitable, it is right that they should be deposed. Similarly with regard to deaconesses and all in general whose names have been included in the roll, the same form shall be observed. We refer to deaconesses who have been granted this status, for they do not receive any imposition of hands, so that they are in all respects to be numbered among the laity.

20

That one must not kneel on Sundays or during the season of Pentecost
Since there are some who kneel on Sunday and during the season of Pentecost, this holy synod decrees that, so that the same observances may be maintained in every diocese, one should offer one's prayers to the Lord standing.

A3. Arius’s Letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia
To a most longed-for lord, a faithful man of God, orthodox Eusebius; Arius, who is unjustly persecuted by Pope Alexander on account of the all-prevailing truth which you also protect, sends greetings in the Lord.
Since my father Ammonius was coming into Nicomedia, it appeared to me reasonable and fitting to address you through him and in like manner to remind your innate love and disposition, which you have toward the brothers because of God and his Christ, that the bishop greatly pillages us and persecutes us, and invoking all things moves against us, so that he might drive us as godless men from the city. All this is because we do not agree with him when he states in public, “Always God always Son,” “At the same time Father, at the same time Son,” “The Son ingenerably co​exists with God,” “Ever-begotten, ungenerated-created, neither in thought nor in some moment of time does God proceed the Son,” “Always God always Son,” “The Son, is from God himself.”
And since Eusebius, your brother in Caesarea, and Theo​doms, Paulinus, Athanasius, Gregory, Aetius, and all the bishops throughout the East, say that God without beginning exists before the Son, an anathema was pronounced against them-except Philogonius, Hellanicus, and Macareius-heretical and ignorant men, who speak about the Son. Some of them say that he is a belching, others an emanation, and still others alike-ingenerate.
If the heretics should threaten us with myriads of deaths, we are not able even to hear these impieties.But what do we say and think? What have we taught and what do we teach? That the Son is not unbegotten or a portion of the unbegotten in any manner or from any substratum, but that by the will and counsel of the Father he subsisted before times and ages full of grace and truth, God, only-begotten, unchangeable.
And before he was begotten or created or defined or estab​lished, he was not. For he was not unbegotten. But we are perse​cuted because we say, “The Son has a beginning, but God is without beginning.” Because of this we are persecuted because we say, “The Son has a beginning, but God is without beginning.” We are persecuted because we say, “He is from nothing.” But we speak thus inasmuch as he is neither part of God nor from any substratum. On account of this we are persecuted. You know the rest. I pray that you are strong in the Lord, recalling our afflictions, fellow pupil of Lucian, truly’ ‘Eusebius.” 
A4. Arius’ Letter to Pope Alexander of Alexandria, 320 AD
 The presbyters and deacons send greetings in the Lord to our blessed pope and bishop, Alexander.
Our faith, from our ancestors, which we have learned also from you, is this. We know one God-alone unbegotten, alone everlasting, alone without beginning, alone true, alone possessing immortality, alone wise, alone good, alone master, judge of all, manager, director, immutable and unchangeable, just and good, God of Law, Prophets, and New Testament-who begot an only​ begotten Son before eternal times, through whom he made the ages and everything. But he begot him not in appearance but in truth, having submitted him to his own will, an immutable and unchangeable perfect creature of God, 
but not as one of the creatures-an offspring,-but not as one of those born-nor as Valentinus decreed that the offspring of the Father is an emana​tion, nor as Manes propounded that the offspring of the Father is part of the same substance, nor as Sabellius, who divides the monad, says “Father-and-Son,” nor as Hieracas believes a light from a light as a lamp divided into two; nor is he the one who was before, later begotten or created into a Son as you yourself also, Blessed Pope, very often have forbidden throughout the midst of the church and in council those who teach these things. But, as we say, he was created by the will of God before times and he received life, being, and glories from the Father as the Father has shared them with him. 
For the Father, having given to him the inheritance of all did not deprive himself of those things which he has in himself without generation, for he is the source of all. Thus there are three hypostases: God being the cause of all is without beginning, most alone; but the Son, begotten by the Father, created and founded before the ages, was not before he was begotten. Rather, the Son begotten timelessly before everything, alone was caused to subsist by the Father. For he is not everlasting or co-everlasting or unbegotten with the Father. Nor does he have being with the Father, as certain individuals mention things relatively and bring into the discussion two unbegotten causes. But God is thus before all as a monad and cause. Therefore he is also before the Son, as we have learned from you when you preached throughout the midst of the church.
Therefore, insofar as he has from God being, glories, and life, and all things have been handed over to him, thus God is his cause. For he, as his God and being before him, rules him.
 But if “from him” [Rom. 11:36] and “from the womb” [Ps. 110:3] and “I came from the Father and I come” [John 16:28] are thought by some to signify that he is a part of him and an emanation, the Father will be according to them compounded, divided, mutable and a body, and, as far as they are concerned, the incorporeal God suffers things suitable to the body.
I pray that you are well in the Lord, Blessed Pope.
Arius, Aeithales, Achillas, Carpones, Sarmates, and Arius-presbyters. 

Euzoius, Lucius, Julius, Menas, Helladius, Gaius-deacons. 




Bishops Secundus of Pentapolis, Theonas of Libya, and Pistus.
A5. The Synodal Letter of the Council of Antioch, 325 A.D.
 

(1) To Alexander, holy and united in soul with us, a beloved brother and fellow minister; Hosius, Eustathius, Amphion, Bas​sianus, Zenobius, Piperius, Salamanes, Gregory, Magnus, Peter, Longinus, Manicius, Mocimus, Apapius, Macedonius, Paul, Bas​sianus, Seleucus, Sopatros, Antiochus, Macarius, Jacob, Hellani​cus, Nicetas, Archelaus, Macrinus, Germanus, Anatolius, Zoilus, Cyril, Paulinus, Aetius, Moses, Eustathius, Alexander, Eirenaius, Rabbulas, Paul, Lupus, Nicomachus, Philoxenus, Maximus, Ma​rinus, Euphantion, Tarcondimantus, Eirenicus, Peter, Pegasius, Eupsychius, Asclepius, Alpheius, Bassus, Gerontius, Hesychius, Avidius, and Terentius send greetings in the Lord.

(2) Since the catholic church in every place is one body, even if in different places there might be dwellings of congregations, just as members of the whole body, it is suitable to love to know the things moved and done by me and our holy brothers, fellow ministers united in soul with us. Thus you also, just as if present in the common spirit with us, could speak and act in common about those things determined and done by us soundly and according to the law of the church. (3) For after I came into the church of the Antiochenes and saw the church in much disorder with weeds be​cause of the teachings of some and in discord it seemed to me to be good that such conditions be thrown off and repelled not by me alone; rather, it seemed necessary to urge the involvement of those united in soul with us and fellow ministers, those especially near the matter, which is pressing and urgent to our brothers-those from Palestine and Arabia, and from Phoenicia and Coelesyria, from Cilicia and some from Cappadocia-so that after we examined and reviewed matters with common reasoning we could finally determine the matters of the church, for the city is peopled by many and just individuals. (4) Therefore, when God’s grace brought us together in the diocese in Antioch, we examined and took trouble over matters common, helpful, and useful to the church of God. We discovered especially much disorder, because in many cases the law of the church had been little esteemed and scorned, and in the interval the canons were entirely put to an end by individuals of the world. (5) Since a synod of bishops was hin​dered from being assembled in places of these regions, it seemed good and just that that which is of the highest priority of all, ex​ceeding all others, be examined, rather than the entire mystery of faith in us. I mean the thing which concerns the Savior of us all, the “Son of the living God” [Matt. 16:16]. (6) Since our brother and fellow minister, the honored and beloved Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, had excommunicated from the church some of his presbyters, those around Arius, because of the blasphemy they incited against our Savior, although those presbyters were able to lead into error some individuals by their impious teaching because of this it seemed good to the holy synod that this matter be examined just so when the major item of the mysteries was resolved, as far as it was in your power and then all the remaining matters could be examined individually in turn. (7) And then, assembled in one place, with some erudite brothers present, we spoke at length about the faith of the church, which we had been taught by the Scriptures and apostles and which had been received from the fathers. We brought into the discussion the actions of Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, against those with Arius, so that if some in​dividuals appeared ruined by the teaching Opposite to these actions they might become estranged from the church. Thus they would not be able, by remaining within the church, to seduce some of the simpler persons.

(8) Therefore the faith put forth by spiritual men, who do not think it is just to live or reflect according to the flesh but who were trained in the Spirit by the holy writings of divinely inspired books, is as follows: to believe in one God, Father all-sovereign, in​comprehensible, immutable, and unchangeable, provider and guide of all, just, good, maker of heaven and earth and all that is in them, Lord of the Law and Prophets and of the New Covenant; and (9) in one Lord Jesus, only-begotten Son, not begotten from nothing but from the Father, not as made but as properly an offspring, begotten ineffably and indescribably, wherefore only the Father who begot and the Son who was begotten know; for no one knows the Father except the Son, or the Son except the Father [cf. Matt. 11:27], who always is and not at a prior time was not. (10) We learned from the holy Scriptures that he alone is the image, not clearly as if he was unbegotten from the father, nor by adop​tion, or it impious and blasphemous to say this. The Scriptures say that he was begotten properly and truly as Son, so that we believe that he is immutable and unchangeable; he was begotten, or came into existence, neither by wish nor by adoption so that he appears to be from nothing. As far as it is probable, he was be​gotten not-which very thing it is not right to think-according to likeness or nature or mixture of none of the things that came into existence through him. (11) For this reason it surpasses every thought or intention or reason that we confess him begotten from the unbegotten Father, God the Word, truth, light, righteousness, Jesus Christ, Lord and Savior of all. He is the image not of the will of any other thing but of the hypostasis of the Father himself. This Son, God the Word, both brought forth in flesh from Mary the God-bearing and made flesh, suffered, died, rose from the dead, ascended into heaven, an sits on the right hand of the Majesty of the highest, coming to judge living and dead. (12) And still the Holy Scriptures teach us to believe as our Savior one Spirit, one catholic church, the resurrection of the dead, and a judgment of repayment as an individual did good or bad the flesh, anathematizing those who say or think or proclaim that the Son of God is a creature or originated or made and not truly an offspring, or that there was once when he was not. For we believe that he was and is, and that he is light. (13) And besides we anathematize those who suppose that he is immutable by the self-act of his will, just as those who derive his generation from nothing and state that he is not immutable by nature as the Father. In all respects he is the image of the Father; thus, and especially in this regard, our Savior has been proclaimed the Father’s image.
(14) Therefore this faith was set forth, and all the holy synod agreed and confessed that this is apostolic and saving teaching. All our fellow ministers thought the same thing concerning these mat​ters. Only Theodotus of the church of the Laodiceans, and Nar​cissus from Neronias and Eusebius of Caesarea in Palestine, as in​dividuals forgetting the Holy Scriptures and apostolic teachings, by various turns attempted to escape notice and conceal their errors by untrue, probable arguments, so that they appeared as persons in​troducing teachings opposite to these. From the works they were asked about, and that they asked about in turn, they were proved to be of the same opinion as those with Arius and to think opposite to the things mentioned previously. Thus, since they were hardened on such a matter, did not respect the holy synod which rejected their views, and acted shamefully, we all, the fellow ministers in the synod, judge not to commune with them and that they are not worth of communion because of their faith, which is alien to the catholic church. And so that you should know, we write to you that you also guard from communion from writing to them, or from receiving from them letters of communion. (15) Also know that because of the considerable brotherly love of the synod, we have given them a place for repentance and knowledge of the truth, the great and holy synod in Ancyra. Therefore, be eager to send these items around to all the brothers united in soul, so that they would be able to know the situation about these individuals and that there are certain individuals who have revolted from the church and are not in agreement with it. Greet all the brothers with you also from us. These brothers who are with us greet you in the Lord.

A6. Letter of Bishops at Nicea to Egypt, 325 AD

The bishops assembled at Nicaea, who constitute the great and holy synod, greet the church of the Alexandrians, by the grace of God holy and great, and the beloved brethren in Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis.

Since the grace of God and the most pious emperor Constantine have called us together from different provinces and cities to constitute the great and holy synod in Nicaea, it seemed absolutely necessary that the holy synod should send you a letter so that you may know what was proposed and discussed, and what was decided and enacted. First of all the affair of the impiety and lawlessness of Arius and his followers was discussed in the presence of the most pious emperor Constantine. It was unanimously agreed that anathemas should be pronounced against his impious opinion and his blasphemous terms and expressions which he has blasphemously applied to the Son of God, saying “he is from things that are not”, and “before he was begotten he was not”, and “there once was when he was not”, saying too that by his own power the Son of God is capable of evil and goodness, and calling him a creature and a work. Against all this the holy synod pronounced anathemas, and did not allow this impious and abandoned opinion and these blasphemous words even to be heard. Of that man and the fate which befell him, you have doubtless heard or will hear, lest we should seem to trample upon one who has already received a fitting reward because of his own sin. Such indeed was the power of his impiety that Theonas of Marmarica and Secundus of Ptolemais shared in the consequences, for they too suffered the same fate.

But since, when the grace of God had freed Egypt from this evil and blasphe​mous opinion, and from the persons who had dared to create a schism and a separation in a people which up to now had lived in peace, there remained the question of the presumption of Melitius and the men whom he had ordained, we shall explain to you, beloved brethren, the synod's decisions on this subject too. The synod was moved to incline towards mildness in its treatment of Melitius, for strictly speaking he deserved no mercy. It decreed that that he might remain in his own city without any authority to nominate or ordain, and that he was not to show himself for this purpose in the country or in another city, and that he was to retain the bare name of his office.
​
It was further decreed that those whom he had ordained when they had been validated by a more spiritual ordination, were to be admitted to communion on condition that they would retain their rank and exercise their ministry, but in every respect were to be second to all the clergy in each diocese and church who had been nominated under our most honored brother and fellow minister Alexander; they were to have no authority to appoint candidates of their choice or to put forward names or to do anything at all without the consent of the bishop of the catholic church, namely the bishop of those who are under Alexander. But those who by the grace of God and by our prayers have not been detected in any schism, and are spotless in the catholic and apostolic church, are to have authority to appoint and to put forward the names of men of the clergy who are worthy, and in general to do everything according to the law and rule of the church.

In the event of the death of any in the church, those who have recently been accepted are thereupon to succeed to the office of the deceased, provided that they appear worthy and are chosen by the people; the bishop of Alexandria is to take part in the vote and confirm the election. This privilege, which has been granted to all others, does not apply to the person of Melitius because of his inveterate seditiousness and his mercurial and rash disposition, lest any author​ity or responsibility should be given to one who is capable of returning to his seditious practices.

These are the chief and most important decrees as far as concerns Egypt and the most holy church of the Alexandrians. Whatever other canons and decrees were enacted in the presence of our lord and most honored fellow minister and brother Alexander, he will himself report them to you in greater detail when he comes, for he was himself a leader as well as a participant in the events.

We also send you the good news of the settlement concerning the holy pasch, namely that in answer to your prayers this question also has been resolved. All the brethren in the East who have hitherto followed the Jewish practice will henceforth observe the custom of the Romans and of yourselves and of us who from ancient times have kept Easter together with you. Rejoicing then in these successes and the common peace and harmony and in the cutting off of all heresy, welcome our fellow minister, your bishop Alexander, with all the greater honor and love. He has made us happy by his presence, and despite his advanced age has undertaken such great labor in order that you too may enjoy peace. Pray for us all that our decisions may remain secure through Almighty God and our Lord Jesus Christ in the Holy Spirit, to whom is the glory for ever and ever. Amen.

APPENDIX B – CONSTANTINOPLE

B1. CANONS of the Ecumenical Council of Constantinople
1

On the continuing validity of the decrees passed at Nicaea and on the anathematizing of heretics

The profession of faith of the holy fathers who gathered in Nicaea in Bithynia is not to be abrogated, but it is to remain in force. Every heresy is to be anathema​tised and in particular that of the Eunomians or Anomoeans, that of the Arians or Eudoxians, that of the Semi- Arians or Pneumatomachi, that of the Sabellians, that of the Marcellians, that of the Photinians and that of the Apollinarians.

2

On the proper order to be kept in each diocese, on the privileges due to the great cities of the Egyptians, the Antiochenes and Constantinopolitans, and that a bishop should not intrude in another church

Diocesan bishops are not to intrude in churches beyond their own boundaries, nor are they to confuse the churches: but in accordance with the canons, the bishop of Alexandria is to administer affairs in Egypt only; the bishops of the East are to manage the East alone (whilst safeguarding the privileges granted to the church of the Antiochenes in the Nicene canons); and the bishops of the Asian diocese are to manage only Asian affairs; and those in Pontus only the affairs of Pontus; and those in Thrace only Thracian affairs. Unless invited, bishops are not to go outside their diocese to perform an ordination or any other ecclesiastical business. If the letter of the canon about dioceses is kept, it is clear that the provincial synod will manage affairs in each province, as was decreed at . Nicaea. But the churches of God among barbarian peoples must be administered in accordance with the custom in force at the time of the fathers.

3

That the bishop of Constantinople comes second to the bishop of Rome

Because it is new Rome, the bishop of Constantinople is to enjoy the privileges of honour after the bishop of Rome.

4

On the illicit ordination of Maximus

Regarding Maximus the Cynic and the disorder which surrounded him in Constantinople: he never became, nor is he, a bishop; nor are those ordained by him clerics of any rank whatsoever. Everything that was done both to him and by him is to be held invalid.

5

On the acceptability of the Tome of the Westerns

Regarding the Tome of the Westerns
: we have also recognized those in Antioch who confess a single Godhead of Father and Son and Holy Spirit.

6

On those who ought to be allowed to accuse bishops and clerics

There are many who are bent on confusing and overturning the good order of the church and so fabricate, out of hatred and a wish to slander, certain accusa​tions against orthodox bishops in charge of churches. Their intention is none other than to blacken priests' reputations and to stir up trouble among peace ​loving laity. For this reason the sacred synod of bishops assembled at Constanti​nople has decided not to admit accusers without prior examination, and not to allow everyone to bring accusations against church administrators - but with​out excluding everyone. So if someone brings a private (that is a personal) complaint against the bishop on the grounds that he has been defrauded or in some other way unjustly dealt with by him, in the case of this kind of accusation neither the character nor the religion of the accuser will be subject to examina​tion. It is wholly essential both that the bishop should have a clear conscience, and that the one who alleges that he has been wronged, whatever his religion may be, should get justice.

But if the charge brought against the bishop is of an ecclesiastical kind, then the characters of those making it should be examined, in the first place to stop heretics bringing charges against orthodox bishops in matters of an ecclesiastical kind. (We define "heretics" as those who have been previously banned from the church and also those later anathematized by ourselves: and in addition those who claim to confess a faith that is sound, but who have seceded and hold assemblies in rivalry with the bishops who are in communion with us.) In the second place, persons previously condemned and expelled from the church for whatever reason, or those excommunicated either from the clerical or lay rank, are not to be permitted to accuse a bishop until they have first purged their own crime. Similarly, those who are already accused are not permitted to accuse a bishop or other clerics until they have proved their own innocence of the crimes with which they are charged. But if persons who are neither heretics nor excommunicates, nor such as have been previously condemned or accused of some transgression or other, claim that they have some ecclesiastical charge to make against the bishop, the sacred synod commands that such persons should first lay the accusations before all the bishops of the province and prove before them the crimes committed by the bishop in the case. If it emerges that the bishops of the province are not able to correct the crimes laid at the bishop's door, then a higher synod of the bishops of that diocese, convoked to hear this case, must be approached, and the accusers are not to lay their accusations before it until they have given a written promise to submit to equal penalties should they be found guilty of making false accusations against the accused bishop, when the matter is investigated.

If anyone shows contempt of the prescriptions regarding the above matters and presumes to bother either the ears of the emperor or the courts of the secular authorities, or to dishonour all the diocesan bishops and trouble an ecumenical synod, there is to be no question whatever of allowing such a person to bring accusations forward, because he has made a mockery of the canons and violated the good order of the church.

7

On how to receive those who embrace orthodoxy

Those who embrace orthodoxy and join the number of those who are being saved from the heretics, we receive in the following regular and customary manner: Arians, Macedonians, Sabbatians, Novatians, those who call them​selves Cathars and Aristeri, Quartodecimans or Tetradites, Apollinarians ​these we receive when they hand in statements and anathematise every heresy which is not of the same mind as the holy, catholic and apostolic church of God. They are first sealed or anointed with holy chrism on the forehead, eyes, nostrils, mouth and ears. As we seal them we say: "Seal of the gift of the holy Spirit". But Eunomians, who are baptised in a single immersion, Montanists (called Phrygians here), Sabellians, who teach the identity of Father and Son and make certain other difficulties, and all other sects - since there are many here, not least those who originate in the country of the Galatians - we receive all who wish to leave them and embrace orthodoxy as we do Greeks. On the first day we make Christians of them; on the second catechumens; on the third we exorcise them by breathing three times into their faces and their ears; and thus we catechize them and make them spend time in the church and listen to the scriptures; and then we baptize them.

APPENDIX C – EPHESUS

C1. CANONS of the Ecumenical Council of EPHESUS 

The holy and ecumenical Synod, gathered together in Ephesus by the decree of our most religious Emperors, to the bishops, presbyters, deacons, and all the people in every province and city:

When we had assembled, according to the religious decree [of the Emperors], in the Metropolis of Ephesus, certain persons, a little more than thirty in number, withdrew from amongst us, having for the leader of their schism John, Bishop of Antioch. Their names are as follows: first, the said John of Antioch in Syria, John of Damascus, Alexander of Apamea, Alexander of Hierapolis, Himerius of Nicomedia, Fritilas of Heraclea, Helladius of Tarsus, Maximin of Anazarbus, Theodore of Marcianopolis, Peter of Trajanopolis, Paul of Emissa, Polychronius of Heracleopolis, Euthyrius of Tyana, Melitius of NeoCaesarea, Theodoret of Cyrus, Apringius of Chalcedon, Macarius of Laodicea Magna, Zosys of Esbus, Sallust of Corycus in Cilicia, Hesychius of Castabala in Cilicia, Valentine of Mutloblaca, Eustathius of Parnassus, Philip of Theodosia, and Daniel, and Dexianus, and Julian, and Cyril, and Olympius, and Diegenes, Polius, Theophanes of Philadelphia, Trajan of Augusta, Aurelius of Irenepolis, Mysaeus of Aradus, Helladius of Ptolemais. These men, having no privilege of ecclesiastical communion on the ground of a priestly authority, by which they could injure or benefit any persons; since some of them had already been deposed; and since from their refusing to join in our decree against Nestorius, it was manifestly evident to all men that they were all promoting the opinions of Nestorius and Celestius; the Holy Synod, by one common decree, deposed them from all ecclesiastical communion, and deprived them of all their priestly power by which they might injure or profit any persons.

1
Whereas it is needful that they who were detained from the holy Synod and remained in their own district or city, for any reason, ecclesiastical or personal, should not be ignorant of the matters which were thereby decreed; we, therefore, notify your holiness and charity that if any Metropolitan of a Province, forsaking the holy and Ecumenical Synod, has joined the assembly of the apostates, or shall join the same hereafter; or, if he has adopted, or shall hereafter adopt, the doctrines of Celestius, he has no power in any way to do anything in opposition to the bishops of the province, since he is already cast forth from all ecclesiastical communion and made incapable of exercising his ministry; but he shall himself be subject in all things to those very bishops of the province and to the neighbouring orthodox metropolitans, and shah be degraded from his episcopal rank.

2
IF any provincial bishops were not present at the holy Synod and have joined or attempted to join the apostacy; or if, after subscribing the deposition of Nestorius, they went back into the assembly of apostates; these men, according to the decree of the holy Synod, are to be deposed from the priesthood and degraded from their rank.

3

IF any of the city or country clergy have been inhibited by Nestorius or his followers from the exercise of the priesthood, on account of their orthodoxy, we have declared it just that these should be restored to their proper rank. And in general we forbid all the clergy who adhere to the Orthodox and Ecumenical Synod in any way to submit to the bishops who have already apostatized or shall hereafter apostatize.

4
IF any of the clergy should fall away, and publicly or privately presume to maintain the doctrines of Nestorius or Celestius, it is declared just by the holy Synod that these also should be deposed.

5
IF any have been condemned for evil practices by the holy Synod, or by their own bishops; and if, with his usual lack of discrimination, Nestorius (or his followers) has attempted, or shall hereafter attempt, uncanonically to restore such persons to communion and to their former rank, we have declared that they shall not be profited thereby, but shall remain deposed nevertheless.

6
Likewise, if any should in any way attempt to set aside the orders in each case made by the holy Synod at Ephesus, the holy Synod decrees that, if they be bishops or clergymen, they shall absolutely forfeit their office; and, if laymen, that they shall be excommunicated.

7
When these things had been read, the holy Synod decreed that it is unlawful for any man to bring forward, or to write, or to compose a different Faith as a rival to that established by the holy Fathers assembled with the Holy Ghost in Nicaea.But those who shall dare to compose a different faith, or to introduce or offer it to persons desiring to turn to the acknowledgment of the truth, whether from Heathenism or from Judaism, or from any heresy whatsoever, shall be deposed, if they be bishops or clergymen; bishops from the episcopate and clergymen from the clergy; and if they be laymen, they shall be anathematized. And in like manner, if any, whether bishops, clergymen, or laymen, should be discovered to hold or teach the doctrines contained in the Exposition introduced by the Presbyter Charisius concerning the Incarnation of the Only-Begotten Son of God, or the abominable and profane doctrines of Nestorius, which are subjoined, they shall be subjected to the sentence of this holy and ecumenical Synod. So that, if it be a bishop, he shall be removed from his bishopric and degraded; if it be a clergyman, he shall likewise be stricken from the clergy; and if it be a layman, he shall be anathematized, as has been afore said.

8
Our brother bishop Rheginus, the beloved of God, and his fellow beloved of God bishops, Zeno and Evagrius, of the Province of Cyprus, have reported to us an innovation which has been introduced contrary to the ecclesiastical constitutions and the Canons of the Holy Apostles, and which touches the liberties of all. Wherefore, since injuries affecting all require the more attention, as they cause the greater damage, and particularly when they are transgressions of an ancient custom; and since those excellent men, who have petitioned the Synod, have told us in writing and by word of mouth that the Bishop of Antioch has in this way held ordinations in Cyprus; therefore the Rulers of the holy churches in Cyprus shall enjoy, without dispute or injury, according to the Canons of the blessed Fathers and ancient custom, the right of performing for themselves the ordination of their excellent Bishops. The same rule shall be observed in the other dioceses and provinces everywhere, so that none of the God beloved Bishops shall assume control of any province which has not heretofore, from the very beginning, been under his own hand or that of his predecessors. But if any one has violently taken and subjected [a Province], he shall give it up; lest the Canons of the Fathers be transgressed; or the vanities of worldly honor be brought in under pretext of sacred office; or we lose, without knowing it, little by little, the liberty which Our Lord Jesus Christ, the Deliverer of all men, hath given us by His own Blood.

Wherefore, this holy and ecumenical Synod has decreed that in every province the rights which heretofore, from the beginning, have belonged to it, shall be preserved to it, according to the old prevailing custom, unchanged and uninjured: every Metropolitan having permission to take, for his own security, a copy of these acts. And if any one shall bring forward a rule contrary to what is hero determined, this holy and ecumenical Synod unanimously decrees that it shall be of no effect.

C2. NESTORIUS’S FIRST SERMON AGAINST THE THEOTOKOS

The teaching of true religion is the aim of those in the church who are gifted with insight, and the teaching of true religion is the knowledge of providence. That person knows providence, more​over, who knows that God is the guardian of bodies and of souls. Consequently, whoever worships God without knowing this is ob​viously ignorant of the truth, for “they profess that they know God, but,” as it is written, “they deny him by what they do” [Titus 1:16].

Moreover, it is a matter of necessity that the Creator take care of those whom he has created. It is a matter of necessity that the Lord be solicitous for those over whom he rules. It is a matter of neces​sity that the head of the family be the defender of his household. To the dignity of so great a rule, our own life is not equal.

The Creator God, after all, fashioned me in my mother’s womb, and he is the first and supreme surety that in those hidden places of the interior I am kept in existence. I am born-and I discover fountains of milk. I begin to experience a need to cut my food in bits, and discover that I am equipped with knives of a son in my teeth. I come to maturity, and the creation becomes the source of my wealth, for the earth nourishes me from beneath, and from heaven above the sun is kindled as a lamp for me. The spring sea​son presents me with flowers, the summer offers me the ripe head of grain, the winter brings rains to birth, autumn hangs its gift out on the vine.

What an uneven life we lead, put together as it is of poverty and riches! Yet mortal things could not have continued in being in any other way. Just consider what a protection there is for us in these very circumstances. The decay of grain easily compels the rich to sell it to the needy, from fear of spoilage; and the changeable nature of the grape forces its owner into commerce to avoid dam​age to his crop. That is why gold is incapable of spoiling and resists the effects of time-the poor man comes to no harm when it is held back. Why do the riches of the prosperous grieve me, if they hold back their gold, while they are forced to sell what nourishes me?

The human race was adorned with ten thousand gifts when it was dignified by a gift which was furthest away and nearest to hand -the Lord’s incarnation. Because humanity is the image of the divine nature, but the devil overthrew this image and cast it down into corruption, God grieved over his image as a king might grieve over his statue, and renewed the ruined likeness. Without male seed, he fashioned from the Virgin a nature like Adam’s (who was himself formed without male seed) and through a human being brought about the revival of the human race. “Since,” Paul says, “death came through a human being, through a human being also came the resurrection of the dead” [1 Cor. 15:21].

Let those people pay attention to these words who, blinded with regard to the dispensation of the Lord’s incarnation, “do not understand either the words they employ or the things they are talking about” [1 Tim. 1:7]. I mean those who, as we have now learned, are always inquiring among us now this way and now that: “Is Mary theotokos,” they say (that is, the bearer or mother of God), “or is she on the contrary anthrotokos” (that is, the bearer or mother of a human being)?

Does God have a mother? A Greek without reproach introduc​ing mothers for the gods! Is Paul then a liar when he says of the deity of Christ, “without father, without mother, without gene​alogy” [Heb. 7:3]? Mary, my friend, did not give birth to the Godhead (for “what is born of the flesh is flesh” [John 3:6]). A creature did not produce him who is uncreatable. The Father has not just recently generated God the Logos from the Virgin (for” in the beginning was the Logos,” as John [John 1:1] says). A creature did not produce the Creator, rather she gave birth to the human being, the instrument of the Godhead. The Holy Spirit did not create God the Logos (for “what is born of her is of the Holy Spirit” [Matt. 1:20]). Rather, he formed out of the Virgin a temple for God the Logos, a temple in which he dwelt.
‘I

Moreover, the incarnate God did not die; he raised up the one in whom he was incarnate. He stooped down to raise up what had col​lapsed, but he did not fall (“The Lord looked down from heaven over the sons of men” [Ps. 14:2]). Nor, because he stooped to lift up the guilty who had fallen, may he be disparaged as if he himself had sunk to the ground. God saw the ruined nature, and the power of the Godhead took hold of it in its shattered state. God held on to it while himself remaining what he had been, and lifted it up high.

For the sake of an illustration of what is meant, note this: If you want to lift up someone who is lying down, do you not touch body with body and, by joining yourself to the other person, lift up the hurt one while you, joined to him in this fashion, remain what you were? This is the way to think of the mystery of the incarnation….

That is why Paul also says, “who is the radiance of his glory” [Heb. 1:3], lest, namely, someone who had heard the words “He was in the form of God” [Phil. 2:6] should conjecture that his nature is transitory and has been altered. John, it is true, when describing the shared and mutual eternity of the Logos and the Father, uses these words: “In the beginning was the Logos” [John 1:1]. He does not use the word is, he did not say, “In the begin​ning is the Logos, and the Logos is with God. “ No. He said, “In the beginning was the Logos, and the Logos was with God, and the Logos was God.” For the question concerned the original subsis​tence of the being which carried the humanity. Paul, however, re​counts all at once everything which happened, that the [divine] being has become incarnate and that the immutability of the incarnate deity is always maintained after the union. That is why, as he writes, he cries out, “Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus, who being in the form of God…emptied him​self, taking the form of a slave” [Phil. 2:5-7]. He did not say, “Let this mind be in you which was in God the Logos, who being in the form of God, took the form of a slave.” Rather, he takes the term Christ to be an expression which signifies the two natures, and without risk he applies to him both the style “form of a slave,” which he took, and that of God. The descriptions are different from each other by reason of the mysterious fact that the natures are two in number.

Furthermore, it is not only this-that Christ as God is unaffected by change-which must be proclaimed to Christians but also that he is benevolent, that he takes “the form of a slave” while existing as he was, in order that you may know not only that he was not altered after the union but that he has been revealed as both benevolent and just.

For the sinless death for sinners belongs to his flesh, and it is a gift of inestimable benevolence that he did not spurn a death on behalf of his enemies, for according to Paul, “one will scarcely die for a righteous person” [Rom. 5:7]. Furthermore, to accept the human race by the agency of a human being and to reconcile Adam repre​sents a vast policy of justice. It was just to set free this nature which had offended, now again made pleasing to God, and it is just to absolve the nature, formerly liable to punishment, which had in​curred the debt. Humanity owed God an unblamable life lived without complaint, but it fell short in carrying out its duty. Since the soul was stripped of virtues, the passions resulting from its heedlessness drove it hither and thither, and rare were the pos​sessors of piety and virtue-just consider the people who, in the deprived circumstances of that time, seemed or were thought to possess it! Through the whole earth debt was in power (“For all,” says Paul, “have sinned, and fall short of the glory of God” [Rom. 3:23]), and the consequences of sin were growing.

What, then, of the Lord Christ? Perceiving that the human race was tied up in its sins and unworthy of restoration, he did not dis​solve the debt by an order, lest mercy violate justice. And the apos​tle Paul is a witness of this when he exclaims, “Christ, whom God set forth as an expiation through faith in his blood to demonstrate his justice” [Rom. 3:25]-that mercy, he means, may be shown to be just and not something bestowed without judgment here and there and how you please.

Consequently, Christ assumed the person of the debt-ridden nature and by its mediation paid the debt back as a son of Adam, for it was obligatory that the one who dissolved the debt come from the same race as he who had once contracted it. The debt had its start from a woman, and the remission had its start from a woman.

But learn what the nature of the debt was, in order that you may learn what the repayment was. Adam became liable to punishment because of food. Christ releases him from this punishment by fast​ing in the desert, by spurning the devil’s counsel about the refresh​ment that food brings. Adam fell into the guilt of seeking divinity for himself in opposition to God, since he had heard the devil say, “You will be as gods” [Gen. 3:5], and had quickly snatched the bait. But Christ releases him by his answer to the devil when the latter made a promise of power (for he said to him, “I will give you everything if you will fall down and worship me” [Matt. 4:9]). Christ himself rejected the devil’s words: “Depart, Satan; you shall worship the Lord God and you shall serve him alone” [Matt. 4: 10]. Because of his disobedience in the case of a tree, Adam was under sentence of punishment; Christ made up for this debt, too, “having become obedient” [Phil. 2:8] on a tree. That is why Paul said, “He took away the handwritten bond of our sins, which stood against us, nailing it to the cross” [Co!. 2:14]. Moreover, the one who made restoration on our behalf is Christ, for in him our nature discharges its debt. He had assumed a person of the same nature [as ours], whose passions were removed by his passion, since, as Paul put it, “We have redemption in his blood” [Eph. 1:7].

Now see our nature, in God’s company in Christ, pleading its case against the devil and employing the following valid argu​ments. “I am oppressed by wrong, 0 most just judge. The wicked devil attacks me; he uses my powerlessness against me in a manifest assertion of unjust power. Be it so that he handed the former Adam over to death because he was the occasion of [Adam’s] sin​ning; and now the Second Adam, whom you have formed out of a virgin-for what offense, 0 King, has he crucified him? What is the reason that he has hanged thieves together with him? Why is it that he who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth, is reckoned with the transgressors [1 Pet. 2:22; Isa. 53:12]? Or is it possible that his execrable intent is not obvious? He is openly en​vious of me, Lord, in my role as your image. Without any occasion, he attacks me and attempts to overthrow me. But show yourself a just judge on my behalf. You have been angry at me by reason of Adam’s transgression. I beseech you, on his behalf, to be favor​able, if it be the case that you have joined to you an Adam who is without sin. Be it so that on account of the former Adam you have handed me over to corruption; on this one’s account, make me partake of incorruption. Both of them have my nature. As I shared in the death of the former, so I shall become a participant in the immortal life of the second.

“I am supported by indubitable and unassailable arguments. I triumph over adversaries on every hand. If he brings a charge against me because of the corruption which became mine because of Adam, I shall cross it out from the opposite side by appeal to the life of him who did no sin. And if he accuses me on the basis of Adam’s disobedience, I will render him the condemned one on the basis of the Second Adam’s obedience. Leading this triumph in virtue of his victory over the devil, Christ says, ‘Now is the judg​ment of this world, now the prince of this world is cast out’” [John 12:31].”

Just as the devil held the protoplast’s sin against his whole pos​terity and sustained the original charge, so too, when our nature had in Christ come into possession of the guiltless firstfruits of its total body, it struggled against the devil and conquered, by means of the very weapons which the adversary had used previously. If the devil urges the earlier causes of our condemnation on the basis of what Adam did, it pleads against him with complete justification the blameless origin of its fustfruits in Christ. Paul says, “It is Christ, who died for our sins, and more, who rose from the dead and is at the right hand of God, who also intervenes on our be​half’ [Rom. 8:34]. Our nature, having been put on by Christ like a garment, intervenes on our behalf, being entirely free from all sin and contending by appeal to its blameless origin, just as the Adam who was formed earlier brought punishment upon his race by reason of his sin. This was the opportunity which belonged to the assumed man, as a human being to dissolve, by means of the flesh, that corruption which arose by means of the flesh. The third​ day burial belonged to this man, not to the deity. His feet were fastened down by nails; he is the one whom the Holy Spirit formed in the womb. It was about this flesh that the Lord said to the Jews, “Destroy this temple and in three days I will raise it up” [John 2:19].

Am I the only one who calls Christ “twofold”? Does he not call himself both a destroyable temple and God who raises it up? And if it was God who was destroyed-and let that blasphemy be shifted to the head of Arius!-the Lord would have said, “Destroy this God and in three days I will raise him up.” If God died when consigned to the grave, the Gospel saying “Why do you seek to kill me, a man, who have spoken truth to you?” [John 8:40] is mean​ingless.

But Christ is not a mere man, 0 slanderer! No, he is at once God and man. If he were God alone, he would have needed, 0 Apolli​naris, to say, “Why do you seek to destroy me, who am God, who have spoken the truth to you?” What, in fact, he says is, “Why do you seek to kill me, a man?” This is he who is crowned with the crown of thorns. This is he who says, “My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?” [Matt. 27:46]. This is he who suffered a death of three days’ duration. But I worship this one together with the Godhead because he is a sharer in the divine authority; “for let it be apparent, men and brothers,” says the Scripture, “that the remission of sins is preached to us through Christ” [Acts 13:38].

I adore him as the instrument of the Lord’s goodness, for he says, “Be kind and merciful to one another, even as God has given to us in Christ” [Eph. 4:32]. I honor him as the meeting place of God’s counsels, for “I want you to have knowledge of the mystery of God the Father and Christ, in whom all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge are hidden” [Cot. 2:1-3]. I receive him as the “form” which makes promise on God’s behalf for us. “He who sent me,” he says, “is true, and I speak the things which I have heard from him” [John 8:26]. I bless him as the pledge of peace; “for he,” it says, “is our peace, who made the two one, and de​stroyed the wall of division in between, enmities in his flesh” [Eph. 2:14]. I worship him as the expiation of divine wrath: “Christ,” he says, “God set forth as an expiation for faith through faith in his blood” [Rom. 3:25]. I love and revere him as the begin​ning of immortality for mortals; “for he,” it says, “is the head of his body, the church, who is the beginning, the Hrstborn from the dead” [Col. 1:18]. 1 embrace him as the mirror of the resplendent deity; for “God,” it says, “was in Christ reconciling the world to himself” [2 Cor. 5: 19]. 1 adore him as the living glory of the King; for “constituted in the form of God, he emptied himself, taking the form of a slave, and was found in the condition of a human be​ing” [Phil. 2:6-7]. 1 praise him as the hand of God which snatches me out of the hand of death for life; for “when 1 have been lifted up,” he says, “from the earth, then 1 will draw all to myself” [John 12:32]. And who it is who is exalted the faithful scribe tells us when he says, “For this he said to show by what death he would die” [John 12:33]. 1 marvel at him as the door through which one enters upon divine things; for “I am the door,” he says; “anyone who enters through me will be set free and will go in and go out and will find a dwelling” [John 10:9]. 1 worship him as the image of the all-sovereign deity; for’ ‘God exalted him and gave him the name above every name, so that at the name of Jesus every knee shall bow, of things in heaven and things on earth and things under the earth, and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord” [Phil. 2:9-11]. I revere the one who is borne because of the one who carries him, and I worship the one I see because of the one who is hidden. God is undivided from the one who appears, and therefore I do not divide the honor of that which is not divided. I divide the natures, but I unite the worship.

Attend to what is said here. That which was formed in the womb is not in itself God. That which was created by the Spirit was not in itself God. That which was buried in the tomb was not in itself God. If that were the case, we should manifestly be worshipers of a human being and worshipers of the dead. But since God is within the one who was assumed, the one who was assumed is styled God because of the one who assumed him. That is why the demons shudder at the mention of the crucified flesh; they know that God has been joined to the crucified flesh, even though he has not shared its suffering.

Therefore also this one who appeared to people’s sight will come as judge, because he is joined to omnipotent deity. “For at that time,” it says, “the sign of the Son of man will appear in the sky, and they will see the Son of man coming on the clouds of the sky with power and great glory” [Matt. 24:30]. Just as a king whose victory has been won appears in his cities with the arms with which he conquered the enemy in war and wants himself to be seen in their company; so the King who is Lord of all things will come to his creatures with a cross and with flesh, to be seen with these arms by which he overcame impiety. And with almighty power he will judge the earth in the form of a human being, in accordance with Paul’s proclamation: “The times of ignorance God overlooked, but now he commands all persons everywhere to repent, since he has determined a day on which he will judge the world through a man, in whom he determined to give an assurance to all by raising him from the dead” [Acts 17:30-31]….

God formed…so let us begin to tremble at the Lord’s incarna​tion, speaking in divine terms of the “form” which received God (theodochos) together with the divine Logos, as the inseparable image of the divine authority, as the image of the hidden Judge. We confess both and adore them as one, for the duality of the natures is one on account of the unity. Hear Paul proclaiming both the eternity of the Only-Begotten’s deity and the recent birth of the humanity, and the fact that the dignity of the association or conjunction has been made one. “Jesus Christ,” he says, “is the same yesterday and today and forever” [Heb. 13:8]. Amen.

C3. St. Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius

Cyril sends greeting in the Lord to the most religious and beloved of God, the reverend fellow​ minister Nestorius

I understand that there are some who are talking rashly of the reputation in which I hold your reverence, and that this is frequently the case when meetings of people in authority give them an opportunity. I think they hope in this way to delight your ears and so they spread abroad uncontrolled expressions. They are people who have suffered no wrong, but have been exposed by me for their own profit, one because he oppressed the blind and the poor, a second because he drew a sword on his mother, a third because he stole someone else’s money in collusion with a maidservant and since then has lived with such a reputation as one would hardly wish for one’s worst enemy. For the rest I do not intend to spend more words on this subject, in order not to vaunt my own mediocrity above my teacher and master or above the fathers. For however one may try to live, it is impossible to escape the malice of evil people, whose mouths are full of cursing and bitterness and who will have to defend themselves before the Judge of all.

But I turn to a subject more fitting to myself and remind you as a brother in Christ always to be very careful about what you say to the people in matters of teaching and of your thought on the faith. You should bear in mind that to scandalize even one of these little ones that believe in Christ lays you open to unendurable wrath. If the number of those who are distressed is very large, then surely we should use every skill and care to remove scandals and to expound the healthy word of faith to those who seek the truth. The most effective way to achieve this end will be zealously to occupy ourselves with the words of the holy fathers, to esteem their words, to examine our words to see if we are holding to their faith as it is written!, to conform our thoughts to their correct and irreproachable teaching.

The holy and great synod, therefore, stated that the only-begotten Son, begotten of God the Father according to nature, true God from true God, the light from the light, the One through whom the Father made all things, came down, became incarnate, became man, suffered, rose on the third day and ascended to heaven. We too ought to follow these words and these teachings and consider what is meant by saying that the Word from God took flesh and became man. For we do not say that the nature of the Word was changed and became flesh, nor that He was turned into a whole man made of body and soul. Rather do we claim that the Word in an unspeakable, inconceivable manner united to Himself hypostatically flesh enlivened by a rational soul, and so became man and was called Son of Man, not by God’s will alone or good pleasure, nor by the assumption of a person alone. Rather did two different natures come together to form a unity, and from both arose one Christ, one Son. It was not as though the distinctness of the natures was destroyed by the union, but divinity and humanity together made perfect for us one Lord and one Christ, together marvelously and mysteriously combining to form a unity. So He who existed and was begotten of the Father before all ages is also said to have been begotten according to the flesh of a woman, without the divine nature either beginning to exist in the holy virgin, or needing of itself a second begetting after that from his Father. (For it is absurd and foolish to speak of the one who existed before every age and is coeternal with the Father, needing a second beginning so as to exist.) The Word is said to have been begotten according to the flesh, because for us and for our salvation He united what was human to Himself hypostatically and came forth from a woman. For He was not first begotten of the holy Virgin, a man like us, and then the Word descended upon Him; but from the very womb of His mother He was so united and then underwent begetting according to the flesh, making His own the begetting of His own flesh.

In a similar way we say that He suffered and rose again, not that the Word of God suffered blows or piercing with nails or any other wounds in His own nature (for the divine, being without a body, is incapable of suffering); but because the body which became His own suffered these things, He is said to have suffered them for us. For He was without suffering, while His body suffered. Something similar is true of His dying. For by nature the Word of God is of itself immortal and incorruptible and life and life-giving, but since on the other hand His own body by God’s grace, as the Apostle says, tasted death for all, the Word is said to have suffered death for us, not as if He Himself had experienced death as far as His own nature was concerned (it would be sheer lunacy to say or to think that), but because, as I have just said, His flesh tasted death. So too, when His flesh was raised to life, we refer to this again as His resurrection, not as though He had fallen into corruption - God forbid - but because His body had been raised again.

So we shall confess one Christ and one Lord. We do not adore the man along with the Word, so as to avoid any appearance of division by using the word “with”. But we adore Him as one and the same, because the Body is not other than the Word, and takes its seat with Him beside the Father, again not as though there were two sons seated together but only one, united with His own flesh. If, however, we reject the hypostatic union as being either impossible or too unlovely for the Word, we fall into the fallacy of speaking of two sons. We shall have to distinguish and speak both of the man as honored with the title of Son, and of the Word of God as by nature possessing the name and reality of sonship, each in His own way. We ought not, therefore, to split into two sons the one Lord Jesus Christ. Such a way of presenting a correct account of the faith will be quite unhelpful, even though some do speak of a union of persons. For Scripture does not say that the Word united the person of a man to Himself, but that He became flesh. The Word’s becoming flesh means nothing else than that He partook of flesh and blood like us; He made our body His own, and came forth a man from woman without casting aside His deity, or His generation from God the Father, but rather in His assumption of flesh remaining what He was.

This is the account of the true faith proclaimed everywhere. This was what the holy fathers believed; therefore they have ventured to call the holy Virgin, the Mother of God, not as though the nature of the Word or His godhead received its origin from the holy Virgin, but because from her was born His holy Body with a rational soul, with which the Word was hypostatically united and is said to have been begotten in the flesh. 

These things I write out of love in Christ, exhorting you as a brother and calling upon you before Christ and the elect angels, to hold and teach these things with us, in order to preserve the peace of the churches and that the priests of God may remain in an unbroken bond of concord and love.

C4. Third letter of Cyril to Nestorius & 12 Anathemas
We believe in one God…

Following in all points the confessions of the holy fathers, which they made with the holy Spirit speaking in them, and following the direction of their opinions and going as it were in the royal way, we say that the only-begotten Word of God, who was begotten from the very essence of the Father, true God from true God, the light from the light and the one through whom all things in heaven and earth were made, for our salvation came down and emptying himself he became incarnate and was made man. This means that he took flesh from the holy virgin and made it his own, undergoing a birth like ours from her womb and coming forth a man from a woman. He did not cast aside what he was, but although he assumed flesh and blood, he remained what he was, God in nature and truth. We do not say that his flesh was turned into the nature of the godhead or that the unspeakable Word of God was changed into the nature of the flesh. For he (the Word) is unalterable and absolutely unchangeable and remains always the same as the scriptures say. For although visible as a child and in swaddling cloths, even while he was in the bosom of the virgin that, bore him, as God he filled the whole of creation and was fellow ruler with him who begot him. For the divine is without quantity and dimension and cannot be subject to circumscription.

We confess the Word to have been made one with the flesh hypostatically, and we adore one Son and Lord, Jesus Christ. We do not divide him into parts and separate man and God in him, as though the two natures were mutually united only through a unity of dignity and authority; that would be an empty express​ion and nothing more. Nor do we give the name Christ in one sense to the Word of God and in another to him who was born of woman, but we know only one Christ, the Word from God the Father with his own flesh. As man he was anointed with us, even though he himself gives the Spirit to those who are worthy to receive it and not in measure, as the blessed evangelist John says. But we do not say that the Word of God dwelt as in an ordinary man born of the holy virgin, in order that Christ may not be thought of as a God-bearing man. For even though “the Word dwelt among us”, and it is also said that in Christ dwelt “all the fullness of the godhead bodily”, we understand that, having become flesh, the manner of his indwelling is not defined in the same way as he is said to dwell among the saints, he was united by nature and not turned into flesh and he made his indwelling in such a way as we may say that the soul of man does in his own body.

There is therefore one Christ and Son and Lord, but not with the sort of conjunction that a man might have with God as unity of dignity or authority. Equality of honor by itself is unable to united natures. For Peter and John were equal in honor to each other, being both of them apostles and holy disciples, but they were two, not one. Neither do we understand the manner of conjunc​tion to be one of juxtaposition for this is not enough for natural union. Nor yet is it a question of relative participation, as we ourselves, being united to the Lord, are as it is written in the words of scripture “one spirit with him”. Rather do we deprecate the term “conjunction” as being inadequate to express the idea of union. Nor do we call the Word from God the Father, the God or Lord of Christ. To speak in that way would appear to split into two the one Christ and Son and Lord and we might in this way fall under the charge of blasphemy, making him the God and Lord of himself. For, as we have already said, the Word of God was united hypostatically with the flesh and is God of all and Lord of the universe, but is neither his own slave or master. For it is foolish or rather impious to think or to speak in this way. It is true that he called the Father “God” even though he was himself God by nature and of his being; we are not ignorant of the fact that at the same time as he was God he also became man, and so was subject to God according to the law that is suitable to the nature of manhood. But how should he become God or Lord of himself? Consequently as man and as far as it was fitting for him within the limits of his self-emptying, it is said that he was subject to God like ourselves. So he came to be under the law while at the same time himself speaking the law and being a lawgiver like God.

When speaking of Christ we avoid the expression: “I worship him who is carried because of the one who carries him; because of him who is unseen, I worship the one who is seen.” It is shocking to say in this connection: “The assumed shares the name of God with him who assumes.” To speak in this way once again divides into two Christs and puts the man separately by himself and God likewise by himself. This saying denies openly the union, according to which one is not worshipped alongside the other, nor do both share in the title “God”, but Jesus Christ is considered as one, the only begotten Son, honored with one worship, together with his own flesh.

We also confess that the only begotten Son born of God the Father, although according to his own nature he was not subject to suffering, suffered in the flesh for us according to the scriptures, and was in his crucified body, and without himself suffering made his own the sufferings of his own flesh, for “by the grace of God he tasted death for all”. For that purpose he gave his own body to death, though he was by nature life and the resurrection, in order that, having trodden down death by his own unspeakable power, he might first in his own flesh become the firstborn from the dead and “the first fruits of them that sleep”. And that he might make a way for human nature to return to incorruption by the grace of God, as we have just said, “he tasted death for all” and on the third day he returned to life, having robbed the underworld. Accordingly, even though it is said that “through man came the resurrection of the dead”, yet we under​stand that man to have been the Word which came from God, through whom the power of death was overcome. At the right time he will come as one Son and Lord in the glory of the Father, to judge the world in justice, as it is written.

We will necessarily add this also. Proclaiming the death according to the flesh of the only begotten Son of God, that is Jesus Christ, and professing his return to life from the dead and his ascension into heaven, we offer the unbloody worship in the churches and so proceed to the mystical thanksgivings and are sanctified, having partaken of the holy flesh and precious blood of Christ, the savior of us all. This we receive not as ordinary flesh, heaven forbid, nor as that of a man who has been made holy and joined to the Word by union of honour, or who had a divine indwelling, but as truly the life-giving and real flesh of the Word. For being life by nature as God, when he became one with his own flesh, he made it also to be life-giving, as also he said to us: “Amen I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink his blood”. For we must not think that it is the flesh of a man like us (for how can the flesh of man be life-giving by its own nature?), but as being made the true flesh of the one who for our sake became the son of man and was called so.

For we do not divide up the words of our Savior in the gospels among two hypostases or persons. For the one and only Christ is not dual, even though he be considered to be from two distinct realities, brought together into an unbreak​able union. In the same sort of way a human being, though he be composed of soul and body, is considered to be not dual, but rather one out of two. There​fore, in thinking rightly, we refer both the human and divine expressions to the same person. For when he speaks about himself in a divine manner as “he that sees me sees the Father”, and “I and the Father are one”, we think of his divine and unspeakable nature, according to which he is one with his own Father through identity of nature and is the “image and impress and brightness of his glory”. But when, not dishonoring the measure of his humanity, he says to the Jews; “But now you seek to kill me, a man who has spoken the truth to you”, again no less than before, we recognize that he who, because of his equality and likeness to God the Father is God the Word, is also within the limits of his humanity. For if it is necessary to believe that being God by nature he became flesh, that is man ensouled with a rational soul, whatever reason should anyone have for being ashamed at the expressions uttered by him should they happen to be suitable to him as man? For if he should reject words suitable to him as man, who was it that forced him to become a man like us? Why should he who sub​mitted himself to voluntary self-emptying for our sake, reject expressions that are suitable for such self-emptying? All the expressions, therefore, that occur in the gospels are to be referred to one person, the one enfleshed hypostasis of the Word. For there is one Lord Jesus Christ, according to the scriptures.

Even though he is called “the apostle and high priest of our confession”, as offering to the God and Father the confession of faith we make to him and through him to the God and Father and also to the holy Spirit, again we say that he is the natural and only-begotten Son of God and we shall not assign to another man apart from him the name and reality of priesthood. For he became the “mediator between God and humanity” and the establisher of peace between them, offering himself for an odor of sweetness to the God and Father. Therefore also he said: “Sacrifice and offering you would not, but a body you have prepared for me; [in burnt offerings and sacrifice for sin you have no pleasure]. Then I said, ‘Behold I come to do your will, O God’, as it is written of me in the volume of the book”. For our sake and not for his own he brought forward his own body in the odor of sweetness. Indeed, of what offering or sacrifice for himself would he have been in need, being as God superior to all manner of sin? For though “all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God”, and so we are prone to disorder and human nature has fallen into the weakness of sin, he is not so and consequently we are behind him in glory. How then can there be any further doubt that the true lamb was sacrificed for us and on our behalf? The suggestion that he offered himself for himself as well as for us is impossible to separate from the charge of impiety. For he never committed a fault at all, nor did he sin in any way. What sort of offering would he need then, since there was no sin for which offering might rightly be made?

When he says of the Spirit, “he will glorify me”, the correct understanding of this is not to say that the one Christ and Son was in need of glory from another, and that he took glory from the holy Spirit, for his Spirit is not better than he nor above him. But because he used, his own Spirit to display his godhead through his mighty works, he says that he has been glorified by him, just as if anyone of us should perhaps say for example of his inherent strength or his knowledge of, anything that they glorify him. For even though the Spirit exists in his own hypostasis and is thought of on his own, as being Spirit and not as Son, even so he is not alien to the Son. He has been called “the Spirit of truth”, and Christ is the truth, and the Spirit was poured forth by the Son, as indeed the Son was poured forth from the God and Father. Accordingly the Spirit worked many strange things through the hand of the holy apostles and so glorified him after the ascension of our lord Jesus Christ into heaven. For it was believed that he is God by nature and works through his own Spirit. For this reason also he said: “He (the Spirit) will take what is mine and declare it to you”. But we do not say that the Spirit is wise and powerful through some sharing with another, for he is all perfect and in need of no good thing. Since he is the Spirit of the power and wisdom of the Father, that is the Son, he is himself, evidently, wisdom and power.

Therefore, because the holy virgin bore in the flesh God who was united hypostatically with the flesh, for that reason we call her mother of God, not as though the nature of the Word had the beginning of its existence from the flesh (for “the Word was in the beginning and the Word was God and the Word was with God”, and he made the ages and is coeternal with the Father and craftsman of all things), but because, as we have said, he united to himself hypostatically the human and underwent a birth according to the flesh from her womb. This was not as though he needed necessarily or for his own nature a birth in time and in the last times of this age, but in order that he might bless the beginning of our existence, in order that seeing that it was a woman that had given birth to him, united to the flesh, the curse against the whole race should thereafter cease, which was consigning all our earthy bodies to death, and in order that the removal through him of the curse, “In sorrow you shall bring forth children”, should demonstrate the truth of the words of the prophet: “Strong death swallowed them up”, and again, “God has wiped every tear away from all faces”. It is for this cause that we say that in his economy he blessed marriage and, when invited, went down to Cana in Galilee with his holy apostles.

We have been taught to hold these things by the holy apostles and evangelists and by all the divinely inspired scriptures and by the true confession of the blessed fathers. To all these your reverence ought to agree and subscribe without any deceit. What is required for your reverence to anathematize we subjoin to this epistle.

(THE TWELVE ANATHEMAS)

1. If anyone does not confess that Emmanuel is God in truth, and therefore that the holy virgin is the mother of God (for she bore in a fleshly way the Word of God become flesh), let him be anathema.

2. If anyone does not confess that the Word from God the Father has been united by hypostasis with the flesh and is one Christ with his own flesh, and is therefore God and man together, let him be anathema.

3. If anyone divides in the one Christ the hypostases after the union, joining them only by a conjunction of dignity or authority or power, and not rather by a coming together in a union by nature, let him be anathema.

4. If anyone distributes between the two persons or hypostases the express​ions used either in the gospels or in the apostolic writings, whether they are used by the holy writers of Christ or by him about himself, and ascribes some to him as to a man, thought of separately from the Word from God, and others, as befitting God, to him as to the Word from God the Father, let him be anathema.

5. If anyone dares to say that Christ was a God-bearing man and not rather God in truth, being by nature one Son, even as “the Word became flesh”, and is made partaker of blood and flesh precisely like us, let him be anathema.

6. If anyone says that the Word from God the Father was the God or master of Christ, and does not rather confess the same both God and man, the Word having become flesh, according to the scriptures, let him be anathema.

7. If anyone says that as man Jesus was activated by the Word of God and was clothed with the glory of the Only-begotten, as a being separate from him, let him be anathema.

8. If anyone dares to say that the man who was assumed ought to be worshipped and glorified together with the divine Word and be called God along with him, while being separate from him, (for the addition of “with” must, always compel us to think in this way), and will not rather worship Emmanuel with one veneration and send up to him one doxology, even as “the Word became flesh”), let him be anathema.

9. If anyone says that the one Lord Jesus Christ was glorified by the Spirit, as making use of an alien power that worked through him and as having received from him the power to master unclean spirits and to work divine wonders among people, and does not rather say that it was his own proper Spirit through whom he worked the divine wonders, let him be anathema.

10. The divine scripture says Christ became “the high priest and apostle of our confession”; he offered himself to God the Father in an odor of sweetness for our sake. If anyone, therefore, says that it was not the very Word from God who became our high priest and apostle, when he became flesh and a man like us, but as it were another who was separate from him, in particular a man from a woman, or if anyone says that he offered the sacrifice also for himself and not rather for us alone (for he who knew no sin needed no offering), let him be anathema.

11. If anyone does not confess that the flesh of the Lord is life-giving and belongs to the Word from God the Father, but maintains that it belongs to another besides him, united with him in dignity or as enjoying a mere divine indwelling, and is not rather life-giving, as we said, since it became the flesh belonging to the Word who has power to bring all things to life, let him be anathema.

12. If anyone does not confess that the Word of God suffered in the flesh and was crucified in the flesh and tasted death in the flesh and became the first born of the dead, although as God he is life and life-giving, let him be anathema.

C5. Formula of Union – 39th Letter of St. Cyril – to John of Antioch
Cyril to my lord, beloved brother, and fellow minister John, greeting in the Lord. 

"Let the heavens rejoice, and let the earth be glad" for the middle wall of partition has been taken away, and grief has been silenced, and all kind of difference of opinion has been removed; Christ the Savior of us all having awarded peace to his churches, through our being called to this by our most devout and beloved of God kings, who are the best imitators of the piety of their ancestors in keeping the right faith in their souls firm and immovable, for they chiefly give their mind to the affairs of the holy Churches, in order that they may have the noted glory forever and show forth their most renowned kingdom, to whom also Christ himself the Lord of powers distributes good things with plenteous hand and gives to prevail over their enemies and grants them victory. For he does not lie in saying: "As I live says the Lord, them that honor me, I will honor." For when my lord, my most-beloved-of-God, fellow-minister and brother Paul, had arrived in Alexandria, we were filled with gladness, and most naturally at the coming of such a man as a mediator, who was ready to work beyond measure that he might overcome the envy of the devil and heal our divisions, and who by removing the offences scattered between us, would crown your Church and ours with harmony and peace. 

Of the reason of the disagreement it is superfluous to speak. I deem it more useful both to think and speak of things suitable to the time of peace. We were therefore delighted at meeting with that distinguished and most pious man, who expected perhaps to have no small struggle, persuading us that it is necessary to form a an alliance for the peace of the Church, and to drive away the laughter of the heterodox, and for this end to blunt the goads of the stubbornness of the devil. He found us ready for this, so as absolutely to need no labor to be bestowed upon us. For we remembered the Savior's saying; "My peace I give unto you, my peace I leave with you." We have been taught also to say in prayers: "O Lord our God give us peace, for thou hast given us all things." So that if anyone should be in the participation of the peace furnished from God, he is not lacking in any good. That as a matter of fact, the disagreement of the Churches happened altogether unnecessarily and in-opportunely, we now have been fully satisfied by the document brought by my lord, the most pious bishop Paul, which contains an unimpeachable confession of faith, and this he asserted to have been prepared, by your holiness and by the God-beloved Bishops there. The document is as follows, and is set down verbatim in this our epistle. 

Concerning the Virgin Mother of God, we thus think and speak; and of the man-net of the Incarnation of the Only Begotten Son of God, necessarily, not by way of addition but for the sake of certainty, as we have received from the beginning from the divine Scriptures and from the tradition of the holy fathers, we will speak briefly, adding nothing whatever to the Faith set forth by the holy Fathers in Nice. For, as we said before, it suffices for all knowledge of piety and the refutation of all false doctrine of heretics. But we speak, not presuming on the impossible; but with the confession of our own weakness, excluding those who wish us to cling to those things which transcend human consideration. 

We confess, therefore, our Lord Jesus Christ, the Only Begotten Son of God, perfect God, and perfect Man of a reasonable soul and flesh consisting; begotten before the ages of the Father according to his Divinity, and in the last days, for us and for our salvation, of Mary the Virgin according to his humanity, of the same substance with his Father according to his Divinity, and of the same substance with us according to his humanity; for there became a union of two natures. Wherefore we confess one Christ, one Son, one Lord. 

According to this understanding of this unmixed union, we confess the holy Virgin to be Mother of God; because God the Word was incarnate and became Man, and from this conception he united the temple taken from her with himself. 

For we know the theologians make some things of the Evangelical and Apostolic teaching about the Lord common as per-raining to the one person, and other flyings they divide as to the two natures, and attribute the worthy ones to God on account of the Divinity of Christ, and the lowly ones on account of his humanity [to his humanity]. 

These being your holy voices, and finding ourselves thinking the same with them ("One Lord, One Faith, One Baptism,") we glorified God the Savior of all, congratulating one another that our churches and yours have the Faith which agrees with the God-inspired Scriptures and the traditions of our holy Fathers. 

Since I learned that certain of those accustomed to find fault were humming around like vicious wasps, and vomiting out wretched words against me, as that I say the holy Body of Christ was brought from heaven, and not of the holy Virgin, I thought it necessary to say a few words concerning this to them: 

O fools, and only knowing how to misrepresent, how have ye been led to such a judgment, how have ye fallen into so foolish a sickness? For it is necessary, it is undoubtedly necessary, to understand that almost all the opposition to us concerning the faith, arose from our affirming that the holy Virgin is Mother of God. But if from heaven and not from her the holy Body of the Savior of all was born, how then is she understood to be Mother of God? What then did she bring forth except it be true that she brought forth the Emmanuel according to the flesh? They are to be laughed at who babble such things about me. 

For the blessed prophet Isaiah does not lie in saying "Behold the Virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, and shall call his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is God with us." Truly also the holy Gabriel said to the Blessed Virgin: "Fear not, Mary, for thou hast found favor with God. And, behold, thou shall conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a Son, and shall call his name Jesus. He shall save his people from their sins." 

For when we say our Lord Jesus Christ descended from heaven, and from above, we do not so say this as if from above and from heaven was his Holy Flesh taken, but rather by way of following the divine Paul, who distinctly declares: "the first man is of the earth, earthy; the Second Man is the Lord from heaven." 

We remember too, the Savior Himself saying, "And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of Man." Although he was born according to his flesh, as just said, of the holy Virgin, yet God the Word came down from above and from heaven. He "made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant," and was called the Son of Man, yet remaining what he was, that is to say God. For he is unchanging and unchangeable according to nature; considered already as one with his own Flesh, he is said to have come down from heaven. 

He is also called the Man from heaven, being perfect in his Divinity and perfect in his Humanity, and considered as in one Person. For one is the Lord Jesus Christ, although the difference of his natures is not unknown, from which we say the ineffable union was made. 

Will your holiness vouchsafe to silence those who say that a crasis, or mingling or mixture took place between the Word of God and flesh. For it is likely that certain also gossip about me as having thought or said such things. 

But I am far from any such thought as that, and I also consider them wholly to rave who think a shadow of change could occur concerning the Nature of the Word of God. For he remains that which he always was, and has not been changed, nor can he ever be changed, nor is he capable of change. For we all confess in addition to this, that the Word of God is impassible, even though when he dispenses most wisely this mystery, he appears to ascribe to himself the sufferings endured in his own flesh. To the same purpose the all-wise Peter also said when he wrote of Christ as having "suffered in the flesh," and not in the nature of his ineffable godhead. In order that he should be believed to be the Savior of all, by an economic appropriation to himself, as just said, he assumed the sufferings of his own Flesh. 

Like to this is the prophecy through the voice of the prophet, as from him, "I gave my back to the smiters, and my cheeks to them that plucked off the hair: I hid not my face from shame and spitting." Let your holiness be convinced nor let anyone else be doubtful that we altogether follow the teachings of the holy fathers, especially of our blessed and celebrated Father Athanasius, deprecating the least departure from it. 

I might have added many quotations from them also establishing my words, but that it would have added to the length of my letter and it might become wearisome. And we will allow the defined Faith, the symbol of the Faith set forth by our holy Fathers who assembled some time ago at Nicea, to be shaken by no one. Nor would we permit ourselves or others, to alter a single word of those set forth, or to add one syllable, remembering the saying: "Remove not the ancient landmark which thy fathers have set," for it was not they who spoke but the Spirit Himself of God and the Father, who proceeds also from Him, and is not alien from the Son, according to His essence. And this the words of the holy initiators into mysteries confirm to us. For in the Acts of the Apostles it is written: "And after they were come to Mysia, they assayed to go into Bithynia; but the Spirit of Jesus suffered them not." And the divine Paul wrote: "So then they that are in the flesh cannot please God. But you are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwell in you. Now if any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his." 

When some of those who are accustomed to turn from the right, twist my speech to their views, I pray your holiness not to wonder; but be well assured that the followers of every heresy gather the occasions of their error from the God-inspired Scriptures, corrupting in their evil minds the things rightly said through the Holy Spirit, and drawing down upon their own heads the unquenchable flame. 

Since we have leaned that certain, after having corrupted it, have set forth the orthodox epistle of our most distinguished Father Athanasius to the Blessed Epictetus, so as thereby to injure many; therefore it appeared to the brethren to be useful and necessary that we should send to your holiness a copy of it from some correct ancient transcripts which exist among us. Farewell. 

Theodosius the Great (died in 395) 
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