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Professor of Theology (University of Thessaloniki — Greece)
Director of the Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies

Introduction

The progress of the Theological Dialogue between the Orthodox
Church and the non-Chalcedonian Churches of the East, although it has
raised the keen interest and admiration even of Western theologians!,
nonetheless has caused an intense climate of reactions on the part of
certain orthodox®. This has the result that some of them do not take
seriously into account and misinterpret even St. John Damascene’s sober
dogmatic valuation of the Anti-Chalcedonians, or Non-Chalcedonians as

' See characteristically A. M. Ritter, “Der gewonnene christologische Konsens
zwischen orthodoxen Kirchen im Licht der Kirchenvétertradition”, in Logos.
Festschrift fiir Luise Abramowski, Berlin - New York 1993, pp. 469 f. D. W. Winkler,
Koptische Kirche und Reichskirche, Altes Schisma und neuer Dialog, Tyrolia —
Verlag, Innsbruck — Wien 1977, pp. 222 ff.- 332 f. D.Wendebourg, “Chalkedon in der
0kumenischen Diskussion”, in Chalkedon: Geschichte und Aktualitit. Studien zur
Rezeption der christologischen Formel von Chalkedon, herausgegeben von J. van
Oort und J. Roldanus, Leuven 1998, p. 193 f.- 208 ff.

2 See relatively Th. Zissis, H «OpBodofia» TEV AVTLIXAAKNSOV WV
Movopuot tdv, Editions «Bpvévviocy, Thessaloniki 1994. Same author, T dp 1o
1fi¢ ExkAnoloac. Olxkouueviouog kol IHamioudg, Thessaloniki 2004, pp.
104- 125. Holy Monastery St. Gregoriou, Elvat ol AvtixaAxknddviol
Vpbodoéot,; Keilueva 1iic Tepdc Koitvotntog toU Ayiou Qooug
xal GAAwv ayiopelTdv Hatépwv mepi toU OLaArdyou DVpboddéwv
kal Avtixaikndoviwv (Movopuoi1dv), Holy Mountain 1995. Holy
Community of the Holy Mountain Athos, Hoapatnproeig¢ mnepl 10U
BeoAoy L KOU ALaidyou VpbodS6&wv xal AVvTLXaAKndovIiwv
(Anavtnoic €l¢ KplLTLkNV TOU YeB. MnipomoAitou EABetiac K.
AauaocknvoU, Holy Mountain 1996. S. N. Bozovitis, T&¢ aidvia oGvopa Thi¢
Opbodoéiac kol ol Avrixaixkndovior, Editions of the society of
theologians «O Swtrp», Athens 1999. A. N. Papavassiliou, O OcoAoyxb¢
Altaroyog uetaéyU Opboddéwv kot AVTixaixkndoviwv, Tome A, Studies
Centre of the Holy Monastery Kykkou, Nicosia 2000. J. — C. Larchet, «To6
XplLotoAoyLlkd mpdPAnuoa mepl THC upeAgTwuévnge £VvOoewc THC
Vpboddou ExkAnoliog kol 1Y MA- XoAkndoviwv EXKRKANCLGV:
ERKOEPNOUVTIO OgoAoy LKA KOl €KKANOCLOAOY LKA MTPORBAAUXTO», In
Ocoloyio 74/1 (2003), c. 199-234- 74/2 (2003), pp. 633-670° 75/1 (2004), pp. 77-104.



they are called nowadays, which is made in his work De haeresibus®.
Actually in this work, the great and precise dogmatologist of the
Orthodox Church, aiming at examining the different heresies and making
them known, does not fail to mention among others also the Anti-
Chalcedonians, describing in a clear and indisputable way their dogmatic
identity. Although he detects their heretical character, which is
constituted in their secession from the Orthodox Church due to their
refusal to accept the Definition of Chalcedon and more generally the
decisions of the Fourth Ecumenical Council, he does not hesitate to
recognize their orthodoxy in all other matters pointing out the following:
“Egyptians or Schematics (in other manuscripts Schismatics) and
Monophysites, are those who on the pretence of the Chalcedonian dogma
seceded from the Orthodox Church. They are also called Egyptians,
because the Egyptians first started this schema (in other manuscripts
schism) at the times of the emperors Marcian and Valentinian, and they
are orthodox in everything else. These, sympathizing Dioscorus of
Alexandria who had been condemned in the council of Chalcedon as a
counsel of Eutyches’ teaching, became averse to the council and as far as
it was up to them they caused thousands of accusations against it...
proving that they are perverse and empty-minded” («AlyUntLiLolL,
ol Kol XNUAT LKO L [in other manuscripts
Sy lopatLkol], xoal Movopuoltal: ol mpoeh&oel TOoU €V
XoaAkndoév L ouvibdyupatoc toU tdémou amooylcavieg TfC
Vpbodbdéou ExrkAnolog. Alyuntiaxkol o6& mpooelipnvial,
dLd 1O mphtoucg Alyuntlioug xratd&péaocBbol ToUTOU TOU
oxAuoatoc¢ [in other manuscripts oxloupatog] eml
Mopxk LovoT kKol OUcAevTLVIOVOT 1OV PacLlAéwv: T O¢
AN IV T o6pbbdoEoL Un&pxovTeC. ovtol o¢
npooonabela T mpPoc TOVv £V AAefovdpela ALdoxopoOV,
TOV Umo T1fi¢ €v XaAkndoéviL ocuvddou KaBaLPeBEVIN, ®C
10V EUtuxoUcg OJdoyp&twv ouvihyopov, &vienddnoov T
ouvodw kol puploac tdye en’ avtolg upéuyelc xot’
aUTiig &V eTTAACOVTO... OKO LOUCQ aUTOUC Kol
notatbéepovac amodelEavtec»)?. Let us, though, see in detail

3 See for example Th. Zissis, H «0p60od0fia» 1HV AVTLIXAAKNSOV WV
Movoguot tdv, Editions «Bpvévvioc», Thessaloniki 1994, pp. 18 ff. Same author,
T&d Opta 1hH¢ ExkkAnolac. Olkouuevioudg kal Hoamioudc,
Thessaloniki 2004, pp. 115 ff. Holy Community of the Holy Mountain Athos, loc.
cit.,, p. 71. J. — C. Larchet, loc. cit., in Ocoloyio. 74/2 (2003), pp. 661 ff. See also D.
Tselegides, «EILOTNUOV LKA KO LT LKA uLdc dLdaKTOP LKAC
dLatpLPBfic», in I'pnydptog o Haioaudg 85/792 (2002), pp. 311 f.

* See PG 94, 741 A.



which is the dogmatic identity of the Anti-Chalcedonians, on the basis of
St. John Damascene’s description and evaluation of this heresy.

a) The dogmatic identity of the Anti-Chalcedonians

Certain orthodox theologians are of the opinion that the dogmatic
identity of the Anti-Chalcedonians according to St. John Damascene
consists in their Monophysite Christology. They hold that this is already
manifested by their characterization by Damascene as “Monophysites” in
the above passage from his work De haeresibus®. We should stress from
the beginning, though, that the opinion of these theologians is completely
erroneous because the characterization “Monophysites” is not used in the
above passage to state the dogmatic identity of Dioscorus and his
followers; it is simply one of the various names which were given to them
by their orthodox rivals and by which they were known in Damascene’s
times. As the characterizations “Egyptians” and ‘“Schematics” were
attributed to them according to Damascene “because the Egyptians first
started this schema (schism) at the times of the emperors Marcian and
Valentinian ™, in the same way the characterization “Monophysites” was
attributed to them by the orthodox because they had apparently turned
down the Chalcedonian Definition and had exclusively accepted only the
Cyrillian formula “One nature of God the Word incarnate” («Mia
eUoLg TOoU ©coU NOyou oeoapkwuévn»), and certainly not
because they approved of Eutyches’ Monophysite Christology, which
they also had condemned together with Eutyches himself already from
the setting up of the anti-Chalcedonian schism’. Anyhow, we should take
into account that Damascene in his work De haeresibus, displaying the
various heresies, first mentions the names with which they were known
and then goes on to the exposition of their teaching and their evaluation.
Accordingly, the dogmatic identity of the anti-Chalcedonian adherents of
Dioscorus in  Damascene’s above sited passage, is not stated with the
characterisation “Monophysites” but with that which Damascene later
points out. Namely, that due to the Chalcedonian Definition they seceded

> See Th. Zissis, H «0p6080f (a» 1AV AVTLXAAKNSOovVIiwv Movopuo !l Tdv,
Editions «Bpvévviog», Thessaloniki 1994, pp. 19 f. Same author, T&@ Spia tij¢
ExxkAnolag¢. Olxkouuevioude kal IHamioudc, Thessaloniki 2004, pp. 117.
Holy Community of the Holy Mountain Athos, loc. cit., p. 71. D. Tselegides, loc. cit.,
p.311.

6 See PG 94, 741 A.

7 See specifically Le Livre de Synaxaire, Patrologia Orientalis 9, pp. 372 ff., as well as
the Letter of Dioscorus To Secundinus, R. Y. Ebied — L. R. Wickham, “A Collection
of unpublished Letters of Timothy Aelurus”, in The Journal of Theological Studies 21
(1970), pp.337- 360.



from the Orthodox Church, but they remained orthodox in everything else
(“on the pretence of the Chalcedonian dogma seceded from the Orthodox
Church... and they are orthodox in everything else’”). We should also
underline the fact that Damascene is obliged to stress this point so as to
differentiate Dioscorus and his followers from the anti-Chalcedonian
followers of Eutyches, the so-called Eutychianists, who were real
Monophysites®.

Besides, the fact that Damascene characterises Dioscorus as “a
counsel of Eutyches’ teaching” does not mean that he accepts a dogmatic
identification between Dioscorus and Eutyches, in which case he would
have included Dioscorus and his followers in the heresy of the
Eutychianists and would not have differentiated them. This
characterization is simply related only to Dioscorus’ deeds during the
“Robber Council” (449), where with his advocacy in favour of Eutyches
he had actually contributed decisively to the acquittal of the condemned
by the “Standing Synod” (EvdnuoUtoa ZUvodocg) (448) Monophysite
heresy leader. Damascene though, certainly knew that Dioscorus and his
followers had specifically and categorically condemned Eutyches in
retrospect. Besides, that is why apart from their secession from the
Orthodox Church due to their refusal to accept the Fourth Ecumenical
Council which constitutes the essence of their heresy, he regards them as
orthodox in everything else, that is in their teaching. This is exactly the
reason why in his work Contra Jacobitas he regards these Anti-
Chalcedonians as agreeing with the essence of the Christological teaching
of the previous Fathers of the Church, underlining those Christological
elements which differentiate them from Eutyches’.

8 See characteristically PG 94, 740 A — 744 B.

? See Touoc, oc éx mpoodmou IMETpou TOU AYLWIATOU EILOKAIOU
AauaoxkoU, I[Ipog¢ tov émiokomov Ofbev 10U Aapaliag 1OV
TakwBitnv 14, PG 94, 1444 BCD: «QuoAdyntal Ttoivolv mop’
ool T1Tol¢ ayiolg Hatpd&olv €x Begdtntog kKol &vBpwndInTog

veyevijobal 1tV évoolv, kol 1OV XpLotov év  Begdintl
TEAELOV, Kol TEAELOV Kol AV EAN LTI OV AUTOV &V
avopwndétnti. Elmate tolvuv nAuiv-. kol UPIv Ttoalta dokel;
SuvouoloyhoeTte, ®C Y& upolL dokel.. El vap éx Bgdintog Kol
avBpwadiniogc TOV XPLOoTOV Afyovieg, €k dUo @Uogwv oUTOV
opoArovyelte, kol loov map’ Upiv dUvatal TO €k 0gdTNTOC Kol
avOpwndINTOQ 0 £X dUo  o@Uoegwv, infole OedtnTar Kol
avBpwadinTta TOV XPLoTOV Aéyovied Kol HeETX TNV EVOOoLY,

Kol €v 0egdtnttl kol &avOpwmdinIiLl, ou dUo oUocelg aUTOV Kol
év duolv opodoyhoete oUoeol;». See relatively also A. Louth, St John
Damascene. Tradition and Originality in Byzantine Theology, Oxford University
Press, Oxford — New York 2002, p. 161. As is known, Eutyches denied confessing
Christ “out of two natures” («é¢x dUo @Uoswv»). He said «Mny yévoito éus
elmeTv éx OUo @Uogwv TOV XpLotdv 11 QUOCLOAOYETIV TOV B@gdv



This is the correct evaluation of the dogmatic identity of the Anti-
Chalcedonians according to St. John Damascene. Exactly the same view
is also represented by two distinguished Greek dogmatologists of
accredited orthodox conviction and international scientific prestige, the
memorable professors John Karmiris and Rev. John Romanides.

Specifically John Karmiris in his paper during the theological meeting
of Orthodox and Anti-Chalcedonians in Aarhus, Denmark (1964)
underlined the following: “The classical dogmatician of the Orthodox
Church, John of Damascus, successfully expressed Orthodoxy’s positive
attitude towards the non-Chalcedonian Christians of the East when he
said that he considered them, ‘on the basis of the Constitution of
Chalcedon, to be separated from the [Orthodox] Church... while being
Orthodox in all other things’. Because of this situation, it is necessary
that on both sides intensive efforts be made towards the reunion of the
non-Chalcedonian churches with the Orthodox Church”®. In the
discussion that took place after his presentation, he made the following
important statement, having previously studied, as he himself stressed,
not only the works of the Fathers of the Church but also those of the
leaders of the Non-Chalcedonians: “I have come to the conclusion that
there is no real difference between the Orthodox and the non-
Chalcedonians as far as the essence of the Christological dogma is
concerned, as all of them accept the teaching of St. Cyril of Alexandria.
There is a difference only regarding the terminology and formulation of
this dogma”"!. Analogous is the attitude of Rev. John Romanides who,

pou» (See ACO 1II, 1, 1, 136) He only confessed «éx &Uo @Ucswv
veyevijobal TOv KUplov nudv mpd Tic &vodoeswg» (See ACO 1L, 1, 1,
143) and union «é¢x dUo oUoewv» (See ACO II, 1, 1, 140) so that he would have
space to confess one nature after the union. For Eutyches, confessing Christ «éx
dUo @Uoewv» meant accepting two natures after the incarnation (See on this matter
G. D. Martzelos, I'éveon kol mnnyéc 100 Opoou T1h¢ XaAkndovac.
JuuBoAn otnv (otoptltkodoyuatikny SdiLepeuivnon toU Qoou ThHC A
Olxouuevikfic Suvédou, Thessaloniki 1986, pp. 129 ff.), which constituted a
basic difference against the anti- Chalcedonian followers of Dioscorus. And
Damascene knew this very well during his dogmatic evaluation of the Anti-
Chalcedonians, as it comes out of the above-cited texts.

10 See J. N. Karmiris, «The Problem of the Unification of the non-Chalcedonian
Churches of the East with the Orthodox on the basis of Cyril’s formula: “Mia physis
tou Theou Logou sesarkomene”», in The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 10
(1965), p. 62. See also P. Gregorios — W. H. Lazareth — N. A. Nissiotis, Does
Chalcedon divide or unite? Towards Convergence in Orthodox Christology, Geneva
1981, pp. 30 f.

' See “DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Professor Karmiris” in The Greek
Orthodox Theological Review 10 (1965), p. 75. See also P. Gregorios — W. H.
Lazareth — N. A. Nissiotis, loc. cit., p. 43.



regarding the anti-Chalcedonian followers of Dioscorus as orthodox
concerning the essence of their Christological teaching, speaks
persistently of “Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Orthodox 2,
making it clear that the only substantial theological difference between
the “Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Orthodox” is the acceptance of
the Fourth Ecumenical Council.

Nevertheless, it i1s a fact that St. John Damascene in his Expositio
Accurata Fidei Orthodoxae gives the impression that he regards them as
heretics also due to their Christology where he writes “not by confusion
or mixture or blending as said the pursued by God Dioscorus... and
Severus and their polluted faction” («.. oU xrAT& @UPEUOV 0
oUyXUOo LV n AVEKPOUO LV, W< o BenAaTOC £on
A1LboKOPOC.. Kol XeBfijpog, kKol 11 TOUTWV  &€Vayng
oupupop Lox) B3,

Firstly we should stress that, as has come out of the thorough and in
depth study of the works of the above two anti-Chalcedonian leaders,
these characterisations are not connected to their actual Christology,
which is proven to have no essential difference to the Christology of Cyril
of Alexandria'®. They are connected to the fact that Dioscorus and
Severus denied to accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, thus becoming
leaders and founders of the anti-Chalcedonian schism. According to
Damascene and the other Fathers this is exactly what constitutes the
essence of their heresy, not their actual Christology. Given that they had
turned down the Fourth Ecumenical Council as Nestorian, in this way
tearing themselves apart from the body of the Church, the Fathers were
not at all concerned whether their Christology was in itself orthodox or
heretical. And this is because generally for the Fathers of the Church the
criterion of orthodoxy is not simply ideological but also ecclesiological. It
is connected to the acceptance of the Ecumenical Councils and therefore
has ecclesiological dimensions. It is characteristic for instance, that
whereas Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa had insulted St. Cyril of
Alexandria by their deeds and writings and had supported Nestorius and
his teaching - for which they could have very easily been characterised as
heretics -, nevertheless, because they had accepted the ecumenical

2. See J. S. Romanides, «St. Cyril’s “One physis or hypostasis of God the Logos
incarnate” and Chalcedony, in The Greek Orthodox Theological Review 10 (1965),
pp. 82 1.

13 See PG 94, 993 A.

14 See on this matter the above statement of Professor J. Karmiris, as well as the two
doctoral theses on this subject, E. Kesmiris, H Xpiotoloyia kol n
EKKANOLOOT LKD) MTOALTLKD 10U ALoOKOpOU Aielavopeiac,
Thessaloniki 2000 and J. Th. Nikolopoulos, H XptotoAoyia 10U ZXefripou
Avtioxelac kal O Opoc 1ii¢ XaAikndovac, Thessaloniki 2002.



decision of the Church and had condemned Nestorius, they were regarded
as orthodox by the Fathers of the Fourth Ecumenical Council without
having renounced their Nestorian-like positions. And this is why later the
Fifth Ecumenical Council, which was concerned especially with their
Christology, condemned their Nestorian-like and anti-Cyrillian writings,
although the Fourth Ecumenical had already restored them as orthodox
(condemnation of the “Three Chapters”)!®. This fact indisputably shows
that the criterion of orthodoxy for the Church is not only whether
someone phrases a dogmatic teaching correctly or incorrectly. It is
basically whether or not someone accepts the related ecumenical decision
of the Church. Therefore, in this sense it was enough for the Fathers that
the leaders of the Anti-Chalcedonians and their followers had turned
down the Fourth Ecumenical Council, so as to reproach them as heretics.
They needed nothing more to convince them about the heretical character
of the Anti-Chalcedonians.

Besides, it is scientifically unacceptable to interpret the various
characterisations given by the Fathers of the Church to the Anti-
Chalcedonians from a one-sided view and independently from the
irrefutable historical and theological facts found in the proceedings and
even in their writings.

Moreover, as is known, Dioscorus of Alexandria who was the
instigator of the anti-Chalcedonian schism was condemned by the Fourth
Ecumenical Council not for dogmatic reasons, but only for canonical
reasons. This comes out not only from the third session of the Council
during which Dioscorus’ condemnation took place'S, but also through
what Anatolius of Constantinople stated categorically and explicitly
during the fifth session of the Council, so as to preserve the phrase «&x
Svo @uoewvy (“out of two natures”) in the text of the initial Definition,
which the imperial representatives, instigated by the papal legates,
regarded as Monophysite-like connecting it to the person of Dioscorus.
He stressed that “Dioscorus was not deposed because of his faith, but
because he made himself excommunicated from the archbishop Leo and
was called three times and did not come; that is why he was deposed”
(«Arax [tv] miotiv oU xkabnpédn ALOCKOPOG, OAAN'
emme LOn Gxolveovnolov ¢noinoe 1§ KUplw NAfovIL T
BOX LETLOKOMTY KAl TPlTov €KAAON xol oUK NHABsv, SL&
ToUt0o xaBnpeé6n») . If Dioscorus had been condemned as a heretic

15 See V. K. Stefanidou, ExxAnoiaotixny Totoplia, Athens 1970, p. 239.
VLI. Feidas, ExkAnoitaoct ik Totopia A, Athens 1992, pp. 708 ff.

©*See ACOL 1, 2, 8 [204] - 29 [225].

7See ACO 11, 1, 2, 124 [320].



for dogmatic reasons'®, we understand that St. Anatolius would not have
opposed such an argument against the imperial legates, because this

'8 The view that Dioscorus was condemned during the Fourth Ecumenical Council not
only for canonical but also for dogmatic reasons is represented with no serious
argumental basis by professor D. Tselegides. He supports this view, on the one hand
on isolated “proclamations” («é¢xBonoe tg») of certain Fathers of Chalcedon who
anathematised Dioscorus together with Nestorius and Eutyches, and on the other hand
on the document (libellus) of Eusebius of Doryleum, who, accusing Dioscorus in
Chalcedon for his misdeeds during the “Robber Council” (449), characterised him as
«ouddofo.. rkal oudbppova 10U EUTuxoUg.. kol alpetixd» (See loc.
cit., p. 309). This view though, apart from the above facts which prove the opposite, is
completely mistaken also for the reason that the isolated proclamations of certain
Fathers which were heard in the Council, as well as the characterisations of Eusebius
of Doryleum against Dioscorus do not constitute a decision of the Council related to
the heretical character of Dioscorus’ Christology. Besides it is clear that the isolated
proclamations or accusations of certain Fathers in a local or an Ecumenical Council
do not constitute a synodical decision, therefore they do not express the universality
of the church conscience. For example, John of Germanicea and the papal legates,
who during the fifth session of the Council had asked for a change of the initial
Definition, were characterised as “Nestorians” by many of the Fathers of the Council
(See ACO 1L, 1, 2, 123 [319] f.- 125 [321]). That though, does not mean that those
Fathers, who contributed decisively with their insistence to the modification of the
initial Definition and the formation of the final Definition, were regarded as heretics
and Nestorians nor that they were condemned by the Fourth Ecumenical Council as
such. Not by all means! Accordingly, it is scientifically impermissible to receive to
the letter and take a jaundiced view of the isolated proclamations or accusations of
certain Fathers in an Ecumenical Council or even more to attribute to them universal
weight if there has not previously been a related decision of the Council. Only the
Council expresses on this matter the universality of the Church conscience.
Independently from this fact though, we should note that there is no specialist
researcher in international bibliography who adopts this view that Dioscorus was
condemned by the Fourth Ecumenical Council not only for canonical but also for
dogmatic reasons. On the contrary, distinguished orthodox theologians and historians
support exactly the opposite. Rev. G. Florovsky has emphatically stressed that the
reason for which the Fathers of Chalcedon did not condemn Dioscorus for heresy was
that Dioscorus did not deny the “double consubstantiality” (3 L1mAn
opoovotlétnta) of God-man as Eutyches had done in the “Standing Synod”
(EvdnuoUoa zUvodocg) of 448. (See G. Florovsky, The Byzantine Fathers of the
Fifth Century, in the series The Collected Works of George Florovsky, vol. 8§,
Biichervertriebsanstalt, Vaduz 1987, p. 327). Also Rev. John Romanides, in his
presentation of a special study in Aarhus Denmark 1964, supported and substantiated
the view that Dioscorus was not condemned as a heretic during the Fourth
Ecumenical Council because the “Robber Council” (449), at which he presided, was
not regarded by the Fathers as heretical, as the restoration of Eutyches was apparently
based on his confession that Christ is “of the same substance as his mother”
(«dpooUoloc T pntel ovtoU») (See J. S. Romanides, loc.cit., pp. 97 f.).
See also VI. Feidas, ExxAnociaot ik Totopia A’, Athens 1992, p. 646, and
also G. D. Martzelos, «H émiotnuovikOTNTA PLAC “EémLOTNUOV LKAC



argument would have had no proving cogency for the orthodoxy of the
phrase «éx SuUo @uUoewv» (“out of two natures”) which Dioscorus had
actually used and was included in the initial Definition!. As Rev. John
Romanides supported relatively to John Karmiris® paper in Aarhus,
Denmark (1964), “...Dioscorus was considered quite Orthodox in his
faith by such leading Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon, as those
represented by Anatolius of Constantinople ™.

Nevertheless, independently from this fact we should stress that not
even one passage from Dioscorus or Severus exists where it comes out
that they accept any blending or confusion of the two natures, as they are
accused for by Damascene. On the contrary, there are many points where
Dioscorus and Severus verbatim reject the blending, the confusion and
the blurring of the two natures. Already in the Fourth Ecumenical Council
Dioscorus had stated emphatically “We say neither confusion nor
division nor change. Accursed be the one who says either confusion or
change or mixture” («OUte oUyYXUOLV Aéyouev oUTe TOUNV
oUte Tpomnv. Av&Bepa TH AEyovilL 1 OUYyXUOoLlLV 1
Tponnv 1 &avhrkpooLv»)?l Besides, Severus time after time clearly
and categorically condemns the confusing and the change of the two
natures, emphatically highlighting the unconfused and the unchangeable
of the two natures in Christ after the union?’. Consequently, it is

KOLTLKAC” oty OLdakToplkh dlatplPry ToU 'HA. Keoulipn, “H
XplLotodoyloa xol 1) €XKANOLOOTI LKA TOALTLKA ToU Alookdpou
AAsEavdpelac”, ©sgoocorovikn 2000», in I'onydpLog O Haloaudg 86
(798), THovteAehpovi 1@ B’, 16 Iovaylwtdte MnipomoAltn
®cocoaiovikng, TeUxog aeLepwthptlov ¢nl 1TH elgc KlpLov
¢xdnuia autol, Thessaloniki 2003, pp. 598 {f.

' For more on this matter see G. D. Martzelos, I'éveon kol mny&c¢ toU Opoou
1fj¢c XaAxkndovag. XSuuBoAn otnv (O0TopLkKoSOYUAT LK OLepelivnon
100 Opou tfj¢ A~ Olxouuevikijc Suvédou, Thessaloniki 1986, pp. 70 £,
129 1.

20 See “DISCUSSION: Concerning the paper of Professor Karmiris”, loc.cit., p. 77.
See also P. Gregorios - W. Lazareth - N. A. Nissiotis, loc.cit., p. 45.

21See ACO 11, 1, 1, 112. See also what he mentions about the double consubstantiality
of the incarnate Word in his “Letter to Secundinus” (R. Y. Ebied - L. R. Wickham,
“A collection of unpublished Letters of Timothy Aelurus, in Journal of Theological
Studies 21 [1970], p. 337, 360).

22 See indicatively the passages saved by Leontius Byzantius from Severus’ letter
Hod¢ ZdAwva (Katd Movoouoitdv), PG 86, 1845 D: «T& £¢E&’ ov o
EupoavounA UQEeECTIAKEL KAl PETA TNV EVOCLY OU TEéTpAITAL,
UQEéOoTNKE d¢ &V f EVOoe L Kol v pL&  vnootdoe L
BewpoUpevo») and from his second oration IIpo¢ Twdvvnv  TOV
I'oapuatixdv (loc.cit, PG 86, 1848 A: «Kal 16V €& OV 1) EVWoLg
PEVOVTOVY  HUELOTWV  KAL  AVOAAOLOTWV, €V ouvBéoelL de
UPeoTOTWOV, KOl OUK £&év povhdolLv (dlLoovuot&tolc.. Kal wg 1&



scientifically unacceptable to be based one-sidedly on Damascene so as to
be informed on the teaching of the Anti-Chalcedonians, as do
unfortunately certain theologians and researchers® completely
erroneously and misleadingly, when we have the writings of the Anti-
Chalcedonians, where they themselves clarify what they do and do not
accept. In other words, when we examine the teaching or the views of
certain writers, whether they are heretics or orthodox, it is extremely non-
scientific to be solely based on others’ views and not on the source texts
of the writers themselves. Such a method in no way could constitute a
scientific research. So in this case also we should firstly and mainly be
based on the writings of Dioscorus and Severus themselves, so as to come
to any conclusions concerning their teaching. When we discover that
other views exist, like those of St. John Damascene or other Fathers,
which are different or opposed to our conclusions, then we are obliged to
explain the reason for this differentiation. Therefore, when examining the
Christology of Dioscorus or Severus from a dogmatic point of view and
in the light of orthodox tradition, a researcher is obliged to answer to the
following question: Why does Damascene accuse Dioscorus and Severus
of accepting the blending and the confusion of the two natures in Christ
when they explicitly reject any blending and confusion? —And the answer
in this case is one and only: Damascene at this point is not interested in
scientifically analysing the Christological teaching of Dioscorus and
Severus on the basis of their statements or their writings as does the
science of Theology today. For him the criterion for evaluating
Dioscorus, Severus, and the rest of the Anti-Chalcedonians is the fact that
they do not accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council and its Definition,
where the words without confusion and unchangeably are used to
describe the union of the two natures in Christ. Exactly this gives every
right to Damascene to accuse them of denying the unconfused and
unchangeable union of the two natures in Christ, thus accepting their
blending and confusion, even though they themselves assert that they
reject “confusion” and ‘“change”. It is an accusation though, which has

€87 Qv e£lc XpLoTOC év 1f] ouvbéoel, TeAslwg xXol AUELOTWC
Upéotnkev»), also the passage from Severus which has been saved by the monk
Eustathius (EmiotoAn moo¢ Tiudbeov SYoAaoTLKOV, HePL  SUO
puceswv kKatd Sefrnpou, PG 86, 912 CD: «To vap €x 300 TLVHV
CUVEVNVEVIEVOY, oUTe T& €&/ Qv ouveTéOn ouvéyeev.. TOV HEV
87 OV ¢0TLV O XPLOTOC PEVOVTWOV AUELOTOV KA1 AVOAAOLOTOV,
¢v ouvBéoel O& Upeotdtwv») . Analytically on this matter see J. Th.
Nikolopoulos, H XpiotoAoyia 10U Sefripou Avtioxeliag kal O ‘Opog
1fi¢c XaAxknddovacg (Doctoral Thesis), Thessaloniki 2002, pp. 89 ff.- 93 ff.- 249 ff.
2 See for example D. Tselegides, loc. cit., p. 311 and J.-C. Larchet, loc. cit., in
@coAoya 74/2 (2003), pp.663 f.
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come out of this particular way of understanding the facts on the basis of
the above reasoning, and not on the basis of any research which
Damascene might have conducted on the source texts of either Dioscorus
or Severus or the rest of the Anti-Chalcedonians. Anyhow, he was not
interested in any research of this kind, because his purpose in this case
was polemical and pastoral. He wanted to protect the orthodox flock from
the danger of the ones who repudiated the Fourth Ecumenical Council.
He was not interested in this case whether their Christology was in itself
heretical or orthodox. For him as the Anti-Chalcedonians had not
accepted the Church’s ecumenical decision during the Fourth Ecumenical
Council, they were heretics.

Moreover, we should always keep in mind that the Fathers were
pastors and as such were interested not so much in exact scientific
analyses, but mainly and exclusively in safeguarding the orthodox flock
against the danger of the heresies. For this reason, in their polemics
against the various heresies, in many cases they did not express
themselves with exact scientific accuracy as would be demanded by
modern scientific deontology, for example. What concerned them the
most was basically the pastoral way to deal with the heresies and not
approaching them exactly and scientifically if that did not promote their
pastoral objectives. This ascertainment constitutes a basic principle which
no theologian researcher should ignore during the study of patristic texts,
so as to be drawn to the right conclusions. It is exceptionally
characteristic that this basic principle is underlined already by St.
Gregory Palamas, who cites St. Basil the Great for its consolidation. He
notes, “Controversy about piety is a different thing to the confession of
faith. And there is no need to be precise in language in the case of such
controversy, as Basil the Great says. But in the case of confessing the
faith, preciseness concerning everything is observed and is asked for”

(«Etepdv éotLv 1 Unep 1Hic evoelelagc avILAoyia rol
eTepov 1 Tfi¢ miotewg oOpoAroyla, xroal éml pev 1AC
&GvtLAoylac OUK VAV KD mepl TAC AéCeLc
GrpLBoAoyelobal TOV VI LAEYOVIOA, ©C Kol O Mévocg
pnol BoaolAegiog, éml o0& Tfic Ouodovioag axkpifela S
nédviev tneeltoat kol {nteltoat»)?. Thus it is a great
methodological mistake to take literally, during the scientific quest for the
truth, what the Fathers have said against the heretics, as if we were
dealing with modern scientific approaches. The Fathers themselves define
that in their disputes against the heretics it is not necessary to have
accuracy. Accuracy is adhered to and requested only in the confession of

# See J. Karmiris, T&¢ dSoyuatikd kKol SUuBoALk& uvnuela Th¢
Opbodséou KaboAkij¢ ExkAnoiag, Tome 1, Athens? 1960, p. 378.
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faith, namely during the formulation of the orthodox dogma. Of course
this does not mean that the Fathers avoid making ascertainments some
times, which one could say remind us of modern scientific analyses, as
for example does St. John Damascene in his work De haeresibus.
Nevertheless, the Fathers should not be seen as modern theologian
researchers whose aim is simply to make the scientific truth known. They
are not interested in such an objective if the unity of the Church is not
promoted or, even more, when the unity of the Church is in danger. If this
pastoral dimension and objective of Patristic theology is not considered
seriously, and if its decisive significance in dealing with heresies is not
realised, it will not be possible to understand rightly the patristic anti-
heretical positions and formulations.

b) Ideological orthodoxy and the Church’s Orthodoxy

Apparently the objections of the above mentioned orthodox
theologians are connected mainly to the characterisation of the anti-
Chalcedonian followers of Dioscorus as “orthodox”. In this context we
should be allowed to give an answer to certain questions which may have
come up concerning this matter. For example, is it lawful from an
orthodox point of view for Dioscorus and his followers to be
characterised as orthodox, when at the same time in the conscience of the
Church they are condemned heretics?

Even though these questions have been indirectly answered above, in
order to give clear answers we have to keep in mind that the meaning of
true orthodoxy for the Fathers of the Church is not ideological but
ecclesiological. That is why the Fathers of the Church do not hesitate to
regard as saints and great teachers of the Church certain earlier Fathers
who, although they put forward certain incorrect dogmatic views, were
always in full communion with the Church until the end of their lives, for
example St. Gregory of Nyssa and St. Augustine. On the other hand, they
characterise as ‘“orthodox” from a clearly ideological point of view
certain heretics who, having retained their orthodoxy in relation to the
essence of the dogma, were regarded as heretics because they severed
their communion with the Church. A typical example of this is again St.
John Damascene, this profound and precise dogmatologist of the
Orthodox faith, who characterises as “orthodox” not only Dioscorus and
his followers but also other heretics in his work De haeresibus.

Here is how Damascene describes two other heretical movements the
«Ixkétal» and the «AUTonpooxkdéITOL» . “lketae; they are ascetics
who are orthodox in everything else, but they gather together with women
ascetics and offer hymns to God with some kind of choir and dance...”
(«IxkéTOL - oltivec dornTtal nev un&pxouo Ly,
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6p06d0¢0 L &V 101C &GANOLC ATIOO LV bdvteg,
ouvayouevol & quo yuvalglyv aoxkniplolc, UBVOUG T
Oe® TIPOOPEPOUC L pnetTo xope lag TLVOCQ Kol
OpXNoewag...») 2%  “Autoproskoptae; they are orthodox in everything,
but without any fear they cut themselves off from the universal Church
and communion for an insignificant pretext” («AUTONQPOCKOTITOL *
ndvta ueEv  o0pbddofol uUnmbpxovieg, &dedg O& TfiC
KaOOA LKC ’ExkAnoclac xrol xkolveovioag oedc auUutoucg
neoeAoedC TLVOC €UTEAOTUC €VeEKA AIMOKOITOVTEC») 28,

If the meaning of “Orthodoxy” was simply a theological ideology and
nothing else, St. John Damascene who is distinguished for his dogmatic
sensitivity and preciseness would never have possibly characterised the
above heretics as “orthodox”, and especially the «AUTonmpookbITOL»
as orthodox in everything. And this is because this characterisation would
have meant the equalisation of the above heretics with the members of the
Orthodox Church and would have been contrary to the previous patristic
tradition which thought of them as heretics. Consequently, this
“orthodoxy” which Damascene attributes to the above heretics
exclusively refers to the essence of dogma and has simply an ideological
character. For Damascene, though, this ideological orthodoxy which he
attributes to them is not enough for him to pardon them as heretics.
Besides, this is the reason why he includes them in his work De
haeresibus between the other heretics. Certainly we are of the opinion
that especially his description of the «AuUtonpooxkdmtal» shows
clearly the way in which this ideological orthodoxy differs from real
Orthodoxy, which is not simple ideology but communion with the
Church. Actually it is amazing that although he characterises them as
orthodox in everything, he nevertheless regards them as heretics, for no
other reason, but only because they severed themselves from the
communion of the Church, due to a worthless reason, as he says, which,
from what he goes on to say, is indeed not so worthless. Therefore
ideological orthodoxy, which is orthodoxy according to the essence of
dogma and can be attributed even to heretics, is something different to
true and complete Orthodoxy which is communion with the Church and
characterises the Orthodox people. In other words, according to
Damascene who summarizes on this matter the previous Church Fathers,
Orthodoxy is not simply ideological, as we have previously stressed, but
ecclesiological. If there is no ecclesiological dimension to Orthodoxy,
ideological orthodoxy is not enough for someone to be regarded as
Orthodox. Communion with the Church is what gives ideological

2 See PG 94, 756 C- 757 A.
% See PG 94, 761 B.
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orthodoxy the fullness and Holy- spiritual content of ecclesiastical
Orthodoxy.

Pointing out these facts is particularly important if we take into
account that the above descriptions made by Damascene concern not
simply schismatics, in which case it would be understandable for him to
consider them orthodox according to the essence of dogma, but heretics
with the full meaning of the word. Besides, when Damascene exclusively
refers to schismatics he does not fail to mention it, although he regards
them also as heretics in the wider meaning of the term. That is why he
includes them in his work De haeresibus®*’. Anyhow, we should keep in
mind that the boundaries between schism and heresy are not completely
clear, not only in Damascene but generally in the Fathers of the Church.
For this reason, many times the terms “schism” and “heresy” alternate in
their writings®®. Certainly this is understandable because the criterion of
Orthodoxy and heresy for the Fathers, as has come out from what we
have already said, is not simply ideological but ecclesiological.

Consequently, if it gets across that the Fathers can attribute ideological
orthodoxy even to heretics wherever they ascertain it, no one should be
tempted to think that, when the orthodoxy of Dioscorus and his anti-
Chalcedonian followers is mentioned, the Fathers of the Church who
think of them as heretics are being disputed and in this way the orthodox
conscience of the Church is being offended. Only if one does not
distinguish between the Orthodoxy of the Church and the ideological
orthodoxy of certain heretics he will be able to reach such conclusions.
And this 1s because he cannot understand that, where scientific views on
the subject of Dioscorus and his anti-Chalcedonian followers’ orthodoxy
are being stated, this concerns only the ideological orthodoxy of the
heretics who have been condemned by the Church’s conscience. This
orthodoxy is not identified with the Church’s Orthodoxy. In this context
we would like to ask: Is the orthodox conscience of the Church or the
heretical character of the Txé Tt L and the AUtonpooxkdémta L offended
in such a way that one could think that the Fathers who thought of them
as heretics were mistaken, when Damascene characterises them as
“orthodox”, especially the AttompooxkémTarl as “orthodox in every
way”? — Absolutely and categorically not. For Damascene knows that he

27 See for example PG 94, 720 AB.

2 See for example the characterisation of the Arians by St. Basil the Great other times
as “heretics” and others as “schism” (see Iepl 10U Ayiou Mvevuatocg 30,76,
PG 32, 212 C EmitotoAn 204, Tolc¢ NeokaiooapeUotlv, 6, PG 32, 753 B
EmiotoAn 214, Tepevtie xounti, 3, PG 32,788 B), although he attempts
in his first canonical letter to make a clear distinction between the heresies, the
schisms and the rival assemblies (see EmiotoAn 188, Aupiioxiew mepl
xkavovov, 1, PG 32, 665 AB).

14



is talking about the ideological orthodoxy of certain heretics. That is why
he is not at all troubled about characterising them as “orthodox”. In other
words, the subject of the ideological orthodoxy or heresy of Dioscorus
and his followers is not a subject of interest for the Church, but only of
scientific interest. For the Church this subject has already been solved:
Dioscorus and his anti-Chalcedonian followers, as we have stressed many
times, are heretics because they refused to accept the Church’s
ecumenical decision during the Fourth Ecumenical Council.
Nevertheless, the subject of the ideological orthodoxy or heresy of
Dioscorus and his followers is mainly and exclusively of scientific
interest. Therefore it is a task for the science of Theology, and especially
for the fields of History of Dogma and Dogmatics, to answer certain
individual questions which emerge during the study of their works or
other connected source texts. Such questions could possibly be: a)
whether or not Dioscorus and his anti-Chalcedonian followers accept the
consubstantiality of the nature of Christ and our nature, b) whether or not,
together with regarding the characteristic properties of the natures as
common in the person of the Word Incarnate, they also accept their
distinction into godly and manly, attributing the godly to Christ’s divinity
and the manly to His humanity, c¢) whether the expressions «éx o&vo
puocwv» (“out of two natures”) and «uio @UoLC peTd TNV
gvwo vy (“one nature after the union) are understood in the Cyrillian
or the Eutychian meaning, d) whether their denial of accepting “two
natures” in Christ is due to the acceptance of the Monophysite
Christology of Eutyches or to their fear of Nestorius’ Dyophysite
Christology, etc. Of course it is proper to listen to what the special
scientific papers and doctoral theses have to say on these matters.
Whatever their conclusions may be, they will not offend at all the
Church’s faith and evaluation of the Anti-Chalcedonians. In these
scientific matters, according to the wise saying of St. Gregory the
Theologian “to succeed is not unworthy and to fail is not dangerous”
(«kal 1O émiTuyyx&velv oOUK  Adxenotov, Kol 10
Slapaptdvetlyv  axivduvov»)?. Only if someone confuses or
identifies ideological orthodoxy, which can characterise even the heretics,
with genuine Orthodoxy, which is the full communion with the Orthodox
Church, he can be disturbed by the conclusions of scientific research and
believe that, in order to justify the characterisation of Dioscorus and his
followers as heretics, it is necessary for them to have heretical elements
also relatively to the essence of dogma. If he is not troubled even by the
fact that St. John Damascene, referring to heretics (the Anti-

»  See Adyoc Kz, BOcoAOy LKOC A, Kato Evvoutavav
noodiaieé g, 10, PG 36,25 A.
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Chalcedonians, the Txétalr and the AUtonpookdémtal) he
characterises them ‘“orthodox”, he will never understand the specific
difference between the ecclesiological and the ideological view of the
heresies, or more particularly between the pastoral way of dealing with
them and their scientific evaluation, in this way getting rid of the
“scandal” of the 1deological and scientific evaluation as “orthodox” of the
Anti- Chalcedonians, i.e. Dioscorus and his followers.

Conclusion

After all that we have said, we think it comes out clearly that, although
St. John Damascene regards the Anti-Chalcedonians as heretics because
they refused to accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, he nevertheless
does not hesitate to acknowledge their ideological orthodoxy or, in other
words, their orthodoxy according to the essence of dogma, characterising
them as “orthodox” in everything else.

This ascertainment is of great significance and is decisive for the
promotion of the Theological Dialogue with the Anti-Chalcedonians or,
as we call them nowadays, Non-Chalcedonians. In other words, during
our theological contacts with them, we as Orthodox should ask from them
nothing more than what our Church Fathers asked during all the centuries
after the schism of 451, in order for them to come back to the Orthodox
Church: To fully accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, and of course
also the following Ecumenical Councils, which continue and essentially
confirm the Fourth Ecumenical Council, being holy and Ecumenical.
Exactly as they rejected the Fourth Ecumenical Council and broke away
from the Orthodox Church and fell to heresy, in the same way, as long as
they accept the Fourth Ecumenical Council, the dogmatic cause of their
separation from the Orthodox Church will be automatically lifted and the
basic and necessary prerequisite for their reunification will be created.
This is the end to which all our Theological connections with the Anti-
Chalcedonians should be driven and our attitude as Orthodox on this
matter should be unified and universal.
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