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THE ORIGIN OF THE DYOPHYSITE FORMULA IN THE

DEFINITION OF CHALCEDON

Introduction

The dyophysite formula in the Definition of Chalcedon («éva

Kal Tov avtov XpLotov...év 6vo ¢pvoeow...yvwptlouevov» — “One

and the

Same Christ...known... in two natures”)!, which

constitutes, as is well known, its most crucial and decisive
expression, existed immediately after the Fourth Ecumenical
Council a controversial point among its Orthodox supporters and

! The main dogmatic part of the Definition of Chalcedon, the so-called “Symbol of

Chalcedon”, has in its verses as follows:
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«Emopevol tolvuv toig aylows mateaoty

&va katl v OpoAoYELV VIOV

OV kVOELOV U@V Tnoovv Xototdv

OLUPOVWS ATIAVTES EKDWDATKOUEY,

TEAELOV TOV aUTOV €V BedTnTL

kal TéAeov oV adToV év avBowmdtn T,

Bedv aANBws kal dvOowmov AANBWS TOV avTOV

£k Puxnc Aoykn¢ kal cwpatog,

OHOOVOLOV T MATEL Kata v Bedtnta

Kal OHOOVOLOV ULV TOV aUTOV Katd TV avOowmoTtnTa,

Katd mavta Gpolov MUty Xweic auagtiag,

TEO AlVWV HéV €k ToL mMatEog YevvnOévta katd v Oeotnta,
€U E0XATWV D€ TV NUEQOV TOV AVTOV

OU Nuag kat dx v fpeTégav owtneiav

&k Mapiag g mapBévou g Beotokov katd v avOownotnta,
&va katl Tév avTtov XoLoTov LGV KUQLOV LLOVOYEVT),

&v. dVo Ppuoeowv  AOLYXVTWGE  ATEETTWS  AOWAIQETWS  AxwEloTwg
YVWELLOHEVOV,

oVOAUOD TNG TV PUOEWV dLADOQAS AVIENHUEVNS dLd TV EvwoLy,
owCopévng d€ paAAov g OTNTOG EKatégag PLoews

kal elg €v mpdowmov Kkal piav vdoTAoLY oCLVTEEXOVOTG,

OUK €l¢ OV0 TEOCWTIAL LEQLLOLEVOV T] OLALQOVLLEVOYV,

AAA” Eva kal TOV aTOV VIOV HOVOYEVT)

Bedv Adyov kvoov ITnoovv Xolotdv,

kaBdmeQ dvwOev ol moodntat el avToL

kal avtog Nuag Tnoodvg Xolotdg E€emaldevoey

Kal T v matéowv MUV apadédwke ovpPoAov» (Mansi [= J. D. Mansi,

Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio, Graz 21969-1961] VII, 116, ACO [= E.
Schwartz, Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum, Berolini et Lipsiae 1927-1940] 11,1,2, 129[325] f.).
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their anti-Chalcedonian opponents. This fact is not unexplainable,
because at first glance this formula does not have any connection
to Cyril of Alexandria, who was considered by the anti-
Chalcedonians as the sole and undisputable authority for the
solution of the Christological problem; moreover, it seems and
strikingly resembles some particular dyophysite expressions used
by Nestorius.

However, as we will see in the development of our subject,
the direct source of this dyophysite formula was not Nestorian,
but, as proven more convincingly by modern research, is
completely Orthodox, especially with a very clear Cyrillian
character: it is the Confession formulated by Basil of Seleucia at the
Endemousa Synod of 448, who generates this formula from the
Epistle of Cyril to John of Antioch?. In other words, this formula,
before its use by Basil of Seleucia and the Fathers of Chalcedon,
with its Orthodox, and of course with its Cyrillian meaning, had
been understood and used by the very same Nestorius with a
divisible Christological meaning.

Let us look into more detail at the concept, which was the
formula used by Nestorius, and the concept which was used both
by Basil of Seleucia in his above-mentioned Confession and by the
Fathers of Chalcedon in the Definition of Faith they drafted.

a) The meaning of the dyophysite formula “One Christ or Son...
known...in two natures” according to Nestorius and to Basil of
Seleucia

As is already known, the dyophysite formula in the
Definition of Chalcedon “one Christ or Son...known... in two
natures” was expressed for the first time from an Orthodox

2 See Th. Sagi-Buni¢, «Duo perfecta’ et ‘duae naturae’ in definitionem dogmatica
chalcedonensi», in Laurentianum 5(1964), p. 325; see also the same author, «Deus perfectus et
homo perfectus» a Concilio Ephesino (a. 431) ad Chalcedonense (a. 451), Romae-Friburgi Brisg. -
Barcinone 1965, p. 219 f.; M. van Parys, «L'évolution de la doctrine christologique de Basile de
Séleucie», in Irénikon 44(1971), p. 405 f; A. de Halleux, «La définition christologique a
Chalcédoine», in Revue Théologique de Louvain 7(1976), p. 160; see also G. D. Martzelos, ['éveon
kal inyéc tov Opov 1 XaAxndovag. LvupoAn oty iotopikodoyuatikn OLepevvnon Tov
Opov t11¢c A’ Oixovueviknc ovvodov, P. Pournaras Pub., Thessaloniki 1986, p. 173.
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viewpoint by Basil of Seleucia in his Confession at the Endemousa
Synod of 448%. However, it is an indisputable fact that before the
formula was used by Basil, it was used, perhaps not verbatim, but
with a similar form, by Nestorius. At least two of Nestorius’
sermons show that he must have been the architect of dyophysite
expressions such as “one Son... known... in two natures” in the
Antiochian Christological tradition. In an excerpt from one of his
sermons, which refers to the Nativity of Christ, he writes
characteristically: “We know therefore the humanity of the baby
and the divinity, [we confess the difference of the natures...], we
keep the oneness of the sonhood in the nature of humanity and
divinity”4. Additionally, in an excerpt of one of his sermons
Concerning Faith, which is saved in a Syriac translation, it is noted:

3 See G. D. Martzelos, op. cit., p. 172; see also the same author, H XptotoAoyia tov BaotAeiov
Xedevkelac kal 1 oikovuevikn onuacia tng, P. Pournaras Pub., Thessaloniki 1990, pp. 119 £,
235. See also the Confession of Basil at the Endemousa Synod of 488 with the following
verses:

1. «Tig dvvatat taic Tob pakaiov mateog Nuav KvotAdov péppacbat pwvais;
0¢ Vv aoéPetav Neotogiov péAAovoav EmukAvlewy v olkovpuévnyv
ETEOXEV OLX OlKELAG OUVETEWCS
KA&Keivou dLapovvTog eig dvo MEdowna Kal dvo viovg
oV éva KUQLOV U@V katl Bedv kal cwtnoa XoLotdv
avTog €detfev €Ml VO MEOOWTOVL Katl LoD Kal kKLELOL Kal deTTIOTOL TG KTloEWS
OeotnTa e Yvwollopévny teAeiav kal avOowndtnta teAeiav.
amodexopeba Totvuv mavTa Td TR’ AVTOL YeYoapUéva kal EmeoTaApuéva
Ws AANON Kkal g evoePeiag ExoOpeva
Kal TEOOKLVOLEV TOV éva KVELOV U@V Inoovv Xolotov
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€v dVo PLOETL YVWOLLOUEVOV.

TV HEV YAQ ELXEV €V EQVTQM TEOALWVIOV

WS AV AMavYAoUA THS TOD TATEOg dOENg,

v 9€ ¢ €k UNTEOG dU Nuag yevvnOeig

AaPadv €€ avtng fjvwoev éavte kad’ vmdoTaoy
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Kal kexenuatikev 0 téAetog Beog kal viog tov Oeob

—_
N

kal téAetog avOowmog Kal viog avBewmov,
Tidvtag MUag cwoat BovAndeic
&v 1@ yevéoDal Kata idvTo UV TaQanAr|olog ANV apaQTiog.
TOUG O€ EVAVTIOVHEVOUG TOIG TOLOVTOLS DOYHAOLY

21. €xBpo0vg ¢ ExkAnoiag eivar papév» (Mansi VI, 828, ACO1L1,1, 179).
4 See Fr. Loofs, Nestoriana. Die Fragmente des Nestorius, Halle 1905, p. 328: «I'vwoilopev Toivuv
™MV dvOowmotnTta ToL PeédPouvg kal TV BedtnTar, [OHOAOYODHEV TV TV PUOEWV
OxpoEAv...], TO TG VLIOTNTOC TNEOVUEV HOVADKOV €V &vBpwmotntog Kol Oedtntog
¢voew. The passage in brackets is only saved in the Syriac translation, from which Loofs
included it translated into German in the extant Greek quote. In Greek we attach the archaic
style, trying to give the approximate original form.
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“[...one and the same regarded in uncreated and created
nature...He is known therefore as one Christ in two natures,
divine and human, visible and invisible... one son in two
natures]”®. As is becoming clear, not only the expression “one
Christ or Son in two natures,” but also the connection with this
expression of the verb “know” is commonplace in the
aforementioned excerpts of both sermons of Nestorius and in the
dyophysite formula of Basil. Perhaps this explains why, when
Basil expressed his dyophysite formula for the first time in
Chalcedon, the Egyptian and other Monophysite bishops cried:
“this is what Nestorius believed; this is what Nestorius said”®.

This certainly does not exclude Basil, who knew well, as we
have shown in our related study, the sermons and the teaching of
Nestorius’, to take the dyophysite formula “one Christ or Son
known... in two natures” from Nestorius, or, even if that did not
occur, he took the formula via the Antiochian Christological
tradition, where it would have been widely known. However, he
had already undertaken by his Confession in the Endemousa
Synod of 448 — and here exactly appears his fruitful and creative
contribution in bridging the chasm between the Antiochian and
Alexandrian Christologies — not merely to orthodoxly use this
dyophysite formula and even against the teaching of Nestorius,
characterizing him as “lunatic”®, but also to genetically link it,
concerning its content, with Cyril, considering his Christological
teaching as its source.

Furthermore, already from the beginning of his Confession,
he not only explicitly turns against the heresy of Nestorius, but
argues with fervour and enthusiasm the undisputed character of
Cyril's Christological teaching®. While, as noted, Nestorius with

5 See op. cit, p. 330: «[...éva kal OV avTOV Oewpovpevov &v AKTiOTE KkKal KTLOTH)
¢dvoet...I'vweiletal odv wg eig XpLotde €v dvo Gvoeoty, Oela te kal avBowmivr, dpati) Kol
QA0QATW...E1G LIOG €v dVO Ppvoeowv]». What is said in the above footnote because of Nestorius’
excerpt, surviving in the Syriac translation, applies also to this passage.

¢ See Mansi VI, 636; ACO I1,1,1, 93 : «tavta Neotdorog édpodver tavta Neotoplog €3da».

7 See G. D. Martzelos, H Xpiotodoyia tov Baoideiov ZeAevkeiag kat n otkovpevikn onuacia
t1¢, P. Pournaras Pub., Thessaloniki 1990, pp. 44 ff.

8 See Mansi VI, 636; ACO11,1,1, 92.

9 See footnote 3, v. 1-7.

[4]



his impious teaching divided “our one Lord and God and Saviour
Christ” to “two persons and two sons” (v. 4-5), Cyril showed that
“perfect divinity and perfect humanity is known in one person and
Son and Lord and Master of creation” (v. 6-7). Especially at this
point, Basil paraphrases, in an original and creative way, the
interpretation that Cyril makes in “double perfection” (“perfect
God and perfect man”)!° of the Formulary of Reunion (433), the so-
called Symbol of Union, as expressed in his letter to John of Antioch
(“perfect... in divinity and the same perfect in humanity” -
«TéAel0G... €v OedmnTL Kat TéAelog O avTog év AvOowTdTNTL )1
and in this way he essentially summarizes the quintessence of the
Christology of Cyril, so as to clearly exclude Nestorianism.

Precisely for this reason, regarding the under discussion
dyophysite formula, there exists a radical difference between
Nestorius and Basil. For Nestorius the “one Christ and Son”, for
whom he speaks about, is not the Son and Word of God, as is for
Basil, but the moral person which resulted from the union of the
two natures. For Nestorius the terms “Christ” and “Son” do not
exclusively declare the Son and Word of God, but both of his
natures; they are “messages” of the two natures'?. Contrarily for
Basil, the “one Christ” who “is known in two natures”, as already
shown in his Confession and as he explicitly underlined in
Chalcedon, is solely “the only-begotten Son of God, God the
Word”?3, something which Nestorius would not be able to accept
on the basis of his teaching.

However, beyond that, Basil clearly stresses that his
dyophysite formula is not only anti-Nestorian, but also originates
from the Christological teaching of Cyril and is inextricably tied to
it'Y. Indeed, already in his Confession, his dyophysite formula (v.
10-11) not only conclusively summarizes the paraphrase that he

10 See Mansi, VI, 668; ACO1I,1,1, 108.

11 See PG 77, 180 B; Mansi VI, 672; ACO 11,1,1 110.

12 See Fr. Loofs, op. cit., pp. 171, 175, 176, 182, 192, 196, 211, 254, 269, 271, 273, 274, 295, 307,
317, 318, 336, 358, 361. See also F. Nau, Nestorius. Le livre d’ Héraclide de Damas (traduit en
francais), Paris 1910, pp. 146, 184, 185; G. L. Driver — L. Hodgson, Nestorius. The Bazaar of
Heracleides (newly translated from the Syriac), Oxford 1925, pp. 166, 207, 209.

13 See Mansi, op. cit,; ACO1L1,1,92 f.

14 See footnote 3, v. 1-11.
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himself makes regarding Cyril's interpretation of the “two perfect
[natures]” of the Symbol of Union, but also it is considered in a
way to be dogmatically equivalent to that, since it produces the
same dogmatic truth in a slightly different way. In his dyophysite
formula “our one Lord Jesus Christ” is known “in two natures” (v.
10-11), while in the paraphrase that is made in Cyrillian
interpretation of “two perfect [natures]” of the Symbol of Union,
the perfect divinity and perfect humanity is known as “over one
person and Son and Lord and Master of creation” (v. 6-7).
Common points between these two Christological formulas are not
only the emphasis on “one Lord” or “one person”, but also the use
of the participle of the verb “to know”. The close relationship
between these two Christological formulas becomes even more
evident for Basil’s dyophysite formula with his clarifications which
he affirms in Chalcedon: "What I said: known in two natures after
the union, in perfect divinity and perfect humanity”!>. This
clarification clearly shows that the two natures in the dyophysite
formula of Basil’s Confession are just the perfect divinity and the
perfect humanity, for which he speaks in the paraphrase that he
makes in Cyril's interpretation of the “two perfect [natures]” in the
Symbol of Union (v. 6-7)%.

b) The source of the dyophysite formula
of Basil of Seleucia

These data inevitably lead us to the source from which Basil
produces his dyophysite formula and, as is plausible, this source
can not be other than the above-mentioned passage from Cyril’s
Epistle to John of Antioch, in which Cyril interprets, with his own
manner, the “two perfect [natures]” of the Symbol of Union.
Indeed, in this passage, Cyril does not refer only to the double
perfection of one and the same person “in divinity
and...humanity”, but also explicitly calls his “divinity” and

15 See Mansi, VI, 636; ACO II,1,1,93 : «O éAeyov- év Ovo ¢pvoeoy yvwpilouevoy petd tHy
&vwory, OeotntL tedeia kal dvOpwmoTnTL TEAEiq».

16 See also Th. Sagi-Bunié, «Deus perfectus et homo perfectus» a Concilio Ephesino (a. 431) ad
Chalcedonense (a. 451), Romae-Friburgi Brisg.-Barcinone 1965, p. 192
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“humanity” “natures (pvoeig)” (“even if the difference of
natures...” — «xdv 11 Twv Qvoewv...0tadopa»)’, and that, as it
appears, did not go unnoticed by Basil. Already in the Endemousa
Synod of 448 he has a clear and crystallized opinion on this subject.
It is very enlightening for the meaning, of which Basil observes in
the phrase “two natures”, the question he asks Eutyches at the
Endemousa Synod: “do you say that two natures are known in the
Lord, divinity and humanity?”18,

Certainly the characterization of the “divinity” and the
“humanity” of Christ as “natures,” and of course different from
each other, not only responds to the above-mentioned passage
from Cyril’s Epistle to John of Antioch, but also to his Second Epistle to
Nestorius®. However, the advantage of the above-mentioned
Cyrillian passage is that the characterization of the “divinity” and
the “humanity” of Christ as “natures” is combined with the double
perfection of the one and the same person of Christ and this is
exactly what Basil exploits theologically. Thus from the phrase
"one Lord Jesus Christ...perfect...in divinity and perfect...in
humanity” of the above-mentioned Cyrillian passage very easily
produces the phrase “one Lord...Jesus Christ in two natures” of
his dyophysite formula.

Th. Sagi-Buni¢ holds the opinion that Basil could be in his
conclusion probably influenced by Proclus of Constantinople®.
Perhaps the fact that Proclus spoke of “two natures in one
hypostasis”?, thus distinguishing the terms “nature” («pvoic»)

17 See PG 77, 180 B; Mansi VI, 672; ACO IL,1,1, 110: «téAetog v €v OeotntL kal TéAelog O
avTég &v avOWTOTNTL, Katl WG €V EVi TROOWTW VOOUHEVOGS: €1 YA KVELOG ITnoovg Xototog,
K&v 1 Twv pvoewv pr ayvontat dxdood, €€ v v amopontov Eévwotv memoaxOat
dapév.

18 See Mansi VI, 813; ACO II,1,1, 173: «Aéyetc yvwpiCeoBat 600 ¢voeic v T kvpiw, Oeotnta
Kol dvOpwndtnTa;».

19 See PG 77, 45 C; Mansi VI, 661; ACO I1,1,1, 105: «ovX w¢ s twv ¢V 0 € @ V dxPpoag
avnonpévne dix MV évwoty, anoteAecacwv dé paAAov tov éva kvgLov kai XoLotov kol
viov BedtnNTog tTekal AvOow MmO TN TOG dd TS APEATTOL KAl ATTOQQET|TOV TIEAS
EVOTNTA CLVOQOUTG».

2 See Th. Sagi-Buni¢, op. cit., p. 195 f.

2 See Proclus of Constantinople, Sermo de dogmate incarnationis (excerpt), Fr. Diekamp,
Doctrina Patrum De incarnatione Verbi. Ein griechisches Florilegium aus der Wende des 7. Und 8.
Jahrhunderts, Aschendorff Miinster 21981, p. 49: «kat éotwv €ig vidg, OV TV PVoEWV €ig dVO

[7]



and “hypostasis” («0mooTaoic»), constitutes a precedent for Basil,
in order to consider as a “nature” not only the “divinity” but also
the “humanity” of Christ??>. Moreover, at the Endemousa Synod of
448 there existed certain points of Proclus’ Christology, which
undoubtedly cannot be ignored?®.

However, regardless of the fact that there are some elements
of Proclus’ Christology on the doctrinal formulations of the Fathers
of the Endemousa Synod, we have the opinion that in this
particular case there is absolutely no need to resort to Proclus’
Christology, in order to explain the origin of the phrase “one...in
two natures” in Basil's dyophysite formula. This is not only
because Basil stresses its direct origin from Cyril?%, but also
because the same Cyril, as we have seen, explicitly calls the
“divinity” and the “humanity” of the one Lord “natures.”
Consequently, the passage, in which Cyril in his Epistle to John of
Antioch interprets with his own manner the “two perfect [natures]”
of the Symbol of Union, has all the prerequisites to allow Basil
with the liveliness and fruitfulness of his thought to generate from
the phrase “one...perfect...in divinity and perfect...in humanity”
the phrase “one...in two natures” of his dyophysite formula. With
this phrase Basil essentially summarizes, in a conclusive way, the
double perfection “in divinity and...humanity” of the one person
of Christ, according to the above-mentioned passage of the Epistle
of Cyril to John of Antioch®.

As far as the participle «yvwpilouevov» (“known”) is
concerned, with which Basil puts down his dyophysite formula (v.
11), we can reasonably argue that, like the participle

UMOOTACELS DUQOVHEVWY, AAAQ TG POIKTNG OlKOVOoUlng Tas dvo ¢uoelg eig piav
UMOOTACLY EVWOAOTG...».

2 See Th. Sagi-Bunié, op. cit., p. 194: «Novum episcopi seleuciensis in so est, quod — post
Proclum Constantinopolitanum - clare terminum “natura” ponit ex parte quidditatis,
seiungendo decisive naturam ab illo qui in natura dignoscitur atque in ea perfectus est».

2 See op. cit., p. 196 {.

24 See in footnote 3, verses 6-7, which are formulated, as we have seen, in a different way from
v. 10-11 of the Confession of Basil.

25 See Th. éagi—Bunié, «'Duo perfecta’” et ‘duae naturae’” in definitionem dogmatica
chalcedonensi», in Laurentianum 5(1964), p. 325; see also the same author, «Deus perfectus et
homo perfectus» a Concilio Ephesino (a. 431) ad Chalcedonense (a. 451), Romae-Friburgi Brisg.-
Barcinone 1965, p. 209; see also G. D. Martzelos, op. cit., p. 204.
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«yvwptCopévny» (“known”) of his dyophysite Confession (v. 7), he
produces it in all likelihood from the phrase «un dyvontar (= “not
to be ignored” = “to be known”), which also exists in the same
Cyrillian passage?. With this participle Basil essentially renders
with one word the basic teaching of Cyril, which survives in this
passage, that the unity of the person of Christ does not negate the
difference of His two natures which came together in this “secret
union” («amoppntov Evwowv»)?”, as well as his widespread
teaching, after the Reconciliation of 433, that the knowledge of the
difference of natures after the union does not mean division or
separation or a breakdown of a person of the incarnate Word in
two natures and two persons, because his natures are
distinguished by themselves “only in a theoretical manner”
(«xata povny v Ocwpiav»)?.

Characteristics for the notion, in which Basil of Seleucia
understands the participle “known” (v. 7 and 11) in his dyophysite
Confession, are his two following clarifying interventions at the
Council of Chalcedon:

2 See the passage in footnote 17.

%7 See in this case also the passage in footnote 19.

28 See Cyril of Alexandria, Epistle 46, To Succensus Bishop of Diocaesareia, Second Epistle, PG 77,
245 A; ACO L1,6, 162: «AAA” fjyvonoav 6tL 6oa un katda povny tiv Gewpiav dapetobat
GLAEL TavTat MAVTWS kal elg €teQdTnTa TV Av& HEQOS OAOTQOTIWS kal duknv
amodoltioelev v AAANAwV. éo0tw O€ NUIV elg magdderypa maAw 6 kad’ fuag avOowmog.
AvVo pév yap xal &’ avtob vooLpev tag duoels, plav pév g Puxns, étéoav dé Tov
OWHATOG AAA” v PrAaic dteAovtec évvoiaic kal wg v ioyvaic Ocwpialc 1jtoL vod pavraociaic
™V dxPopav de&apevol ovk ava népog tibepev tag dpvoelg ovte PNV DAUTAE dXTOUNC
dvvapy édlepev avtaic aAA” évdg elval voobuev, OoTe Tag dVo pNKETL PEV elvat dVO, O
audotv d0¢ 10 €&v AamoteAeloBar C@oov». See also Epistle 44, To Eulogios Presbyter of
Constantinople, PG 77, 225 B; ACO L1,4, 35: «... 6motdv €0tv katl €ml TOD KOWOoU &elmelv
avOpwmov: 0Ty UéV YA €Kk dadopwv Pvoewv, and te cwpatos, epnui, kal Puxne. Kat o
Hév Adyoc kal 1) Bewpia oide v dadoodv: Evioavteg d¢, TOTE TMOLOVLLEV Liav dvOQwTov
dvowv. OOkoLV 0V 10 €idévar Twv Puocwy THY dladopdv, datévely 0Tlv eig dVo TOV Eva
Xotwotov»; Epistle 45, To Succensus Bishop of Diocaesareia, First Epistle, PG 77, 232 D — 233 A;
ACO [,1,6, 153 f.: «O0koOV doov uév nkev eic Evvolay kai €ic povov 16 opav 1oic TN YPvxne
duuaocwy tiva teomov évnvBpdmnnoev 6 Hovoyevrg, dVo Tac GUoElS elval Papév Tag
évwOeloag, éva d¢ XpLotdv kal vidov kal kVLov, TV ToL Beob AdYov évavOowrrjoavta kat
oeoagkwuévov»; Epistle 40, To Akakius Bishop of Melitene, PG 77, 192 D, 193 A, 193 C; ACO
L1,4, 26, 27. See also R. V. Sellers, Two ancient Christologies. A study in the Christological thought
of the schools of Alexandria and Antioch in the early history of Christian doctrine, London 1954, p.
93. See also the same author, The Council of Chalcedon. A historical and doctrinal survey, London
21961, p. 144.
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a)  When the Egyptians and other monophysite bishops reacted
because of his dyophysite formula, shouting: “No one should
divide the undivided; no one should say the one two”%, he agreed
with them while underlining at the same time his opposition to
Monophysitism, with the following statement: “Anathema to
splitting, anathema to dividing the two natures after the union; but
also anathema to not knowing the peculiarity of the natures”*.

b)  Also, when Eustathios of Beirut, also obviously alarmed by
Basil’s dyophysite formula and other dyophysite expressions that
were heard at the Council, expressed the fear that there was a
danger for some to claim that “a doctrinal decision was taken to
say two divided natures after the union”?!, then Basil interrupted
him abruptly and, wanting to make clear the difference of the
Orthodox Christological doctrine from Nestorianism and
Monophysitism, he emphatically gave the following clarification:
“We know the natures, we do not divide them; we do not say them
either divided or confused”32.

In the Nestorian division and in the Monophysite confusion
of the natures Basil puts up their simple “knowledge,” which is
not understood differently than the Cyrillian way as a distinction
of natures “only in a theoretical manner”. The expressions “to
know the natures” and “to know the peculiarity of the natures”,
which Basil used above, are identical to each other. “To know the
natures” means “to know the peculiarity of the natures”. In this
sense, as we understand, these expressions are parallel with the
expression “the difference of the natures is not ignored” that Cyril
used in the above-mentioned passage of his Epistle to John of
Antioch, where he interprets the “two perfect [natures]” of the
Symbol of Union33. Of course there are other similar expressions
that Cyril used mainly in his epistles after the Reconciliation of

» See Mansi, VI, 636; ACO11,1,1, 93.

3 See Mansi, op. cit.; ACO, op. cit.: «cAvaBepa 1@ pepllovtt avadepa t@ dLlpovVTL TAS dVO
dvoelg peta TV Evwory: avabepa O€ kal ¢ pr] yvwellovtt T Wialov v pvoewv»

31 See Mansi, VI, 744; ACO1I1,1,1, 143.

% See Mansi, op. cit; ACO, op. cit.: «I'vwoiCopev tdc PUOES, 0D dxlQODHEV: OUTE
dmoeEnuévag olTe CUYKEXVUEVAS AEYOULEV»

33 See footnote 19.
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43334, expressions that Basil certainly knew, because he was, as it
seems from his Christological statements in the Endemousa Synod
(448) and in the so called “Robber” Synod (449), well learned of
both two aspects of the Christology of Cyril. However, we have
the opinion that the term «yvwpiCetv» (“to know”) in its various
forms, which Basil consciously and persistently connects with the
“two natures”, can only be derived from the expression «un
ayvontar (= “not to be ignored” = “to be known”) of the above-
mentioned Cyrillian passage. This not only because both
participles “known” (v. 7 and 11) in his Confession are organically
connected with the expressions “perfect... divinity... and perfect
humanity” (v. 7) and “in two natures” (v. 11) respectively, which
also originate from the same Cyrillian passage, but also because
the “two natures,” which are attached with the verb “to know” or
“to be known”, mean, as we have seen, according to Basil just as in
the above-mentioned Cyrillian passage: as perfect divinity and
perfect humanity.

Consequently, even if the dyophysite formula of Basil’s
Confession (v. 10-11) is morphologically associated with Nestorius
and perhaps originates from him, we can reasonably accept with
certainty that essentially Basil produces it from Cyril. This is
because its morphological relationship with Nestorius does not
primarily matter as much as the genetic and according to its
content relationship with the Christology of Cyril. Only in the
way that Basil understands and uses his dyophysite formula can
be understood, according to the teaching of Cyril, the distinction of
natures of the incarnate Word after the union, without risking a
danger of splitting His person. Exactly for that reason in relation
with the expressions “to know the natures” or “to know the
peculiarity of the natures”, which are certainly associated with the
dyophysite formula of his Confession, Basil feels, as we have seen,

3 See the particular expressions: «t0 €idévat twv Ppvoewv TV dxdogav» (Epistle 44, To
Eulogios Presbyter of Constantinople, PG 77, 225 B; ACO 11,4, 35); «&v PAaic dteAdvteg
évvoliaic katl wg év loxvaic Oewgloig ftoL vou paviaciaig v diadodv (evv. Twv GLoEwWV)
defapevow (Epistle 46, To Succensus Bishop of Diocaesareia, Second Epistle, PG 77, 245 A; ACO
L1,6, 162); «Kai xat" avto 01 tovto vonbein &v 11 twv PvoewvV, TYouV VTTOOTACEWY
Opopd: 0V Y&Q TOL TAVTOV &v ToloTNTL Guokt) Bedtng Kal dvOowmdtne» (Epistle 40, To
Akakius Bishop of Melitene, PG 77, 193 BC; ACO 11,4, 27).
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the need to emphasize the “unconfused” and “indivisibile”
character of the two natures. This emphasis is indeed done in such
a way as to be considered an integral element of “knowing the
natures” and by extension of his dyophysite formula. Moreover, it
is by no coincidence that since the Endemousa Synod of 448,
where his dyophysite formula was expressed for the first time,
Basil stresses with particular emphasis the unconfused and
indivisibile character of the two natures, while rejecting both
Nestorianism and Monophysitism3. In his two-sided struggle
against the two extreme and opposite amongst them Christological
heresies his dyophysite formula is the most effective weapon in his
hands, based on the Epistle of Cyril to John of Antioch.

¢) The emphasis of the Cyrillian character of the dyophysite
formula of Basil in the Definition of Chalcedon

The value of Basil’s dyophysite formula for the addressing
against both Nestorianism and Monophysitism on the basis of the
Christological teaching of Cyril was certainly not ignored by the
Fathers of Chalcedon, who in the Definition they composed, as
supported by our related study?®, sought not only to give a visibly
Cyrillian character, but also to keep it intact from the few additions
and modifications proposed in the Council. Consequently, when
during the fifth session of the Council there arose a question of
replacing the formula “of two natures” («éx 6vo pvoewv») of the
original Definition with another phrase, deriving from the Tome of
Leo and having a clear dyophysite character, the Committee set up
for the revision of the original Definition preferred for this purpose
instead of the dyophysite formula of Pope Leo, which was
proposed by the imperial representatives®”, Basil’s dyophysite

% See the remark made by Basil to Eutyches because of his monophysite confession at the
Endemic Council of 488: «éav un peta v évowov da X w QLo Tov g Kat aocvy XV ToUv g
elnng dvo Ppvoelc ovyxvowv Aéyels kal ovykoaowv» (Mansi VI, 637; ACO 1I,1,1 93. See also
Mansi VI, 817 f.; ACO1IL1,1, 175).

% See G. D. Martzelos, I'éveon xai mnyéc tov Opov 1rc XaAkndovac. ZvupoAn otnv
iotopirkodoyuatiky depevvnon tov Opov trc A" Oixovuevikne ovvodov, P. Pournaras Pub.,
Thessaloniki 1986, pp. 93, 136, 197.

% See Mansi VII, 105, ACO IL1,2, 125[321]: «Ot peyadompeméotatol katl &évdofotatol
agyxovteg eimov- IIpdoBete oV 1@ 60w kKot TV YPNPov 1oL AYLWTATOL TATEOS TJHWV
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formula, which had a Cyrillian origin and harmonised perfectly
with the general Cyrillian character of the original Definition®.
Indeed, the Committee which was set up for the revision of the
original Definition, in order to make clear in the text of the final
Definition the Cyrillian origin of the new dyophysite formula and
to thus exclude the possibility of being considered as Nestorian,
expressed the double perfection not in the form of the Symbol of
Union (“perfect God and perfect man”), which echoed the
Antiochian mode of expression, but in the interpretative form that
Cyril gave in his Epistle to John of Antioch (“perfect...in divinity and
perfect the same in humanity”), on the basis of which Basil, as we
have seen, produces his dyophysite formula¥®. For this reason the
review Committee formulated the double perfection in the text of
the final Definition as follows: «téActov Tov avtov év OcotnTt Kol
TéAetov OV adTov év avOpwriotnTi» - “perfect the same in divinity
and perfect the same in humanity” (v. 5-6).

With this manner, the review Committee of the original
Definition not only achieved to make the Cyrillian origin of the
new dyophysite formula irrefutable in the text of the final
Definition, but also strongly highlighted its intimate and
inseparable relationship with the “double perfection,” as,
according with what we have said, similarly occurred in the
Confession of Basil of Seleucia at the Endemousa Synod in 448%.
In other words, the dyophysite formula of the Definition of
Chalcedon “one and the same Christ... known... in two natures”
does not mean for the Fathers of the Fourth Ecumenical Council
anything more than the perfection of the one and the same person,
the incarnate Word, “in divinity and in humanity”, so as to
exclude the Nestorian division or the Monophysite confusion of
the two natures, of divinity and of humanity, in Christ. Moreover,
this also is clearly underlined by the four adverbs («dovyxvtwe,

Aéovtog dVo PuOLS elval NMVwpévag ATEETTwS Kal dpeolotws kal dovyxVTwe év @
Xolot».

% See G. D. Martzelos, op. cit., pp. 175 £., 200.

¥ See also op. cit., p. 207 £.

4 See also G. D. Martzelos, H Xpiotodoyia tov Bacideiov ZeAevkeiag kai 1) 0iKOVUEVIKT
onuaocia tng, P. Pournaras Pub., Thessaloniki 1990, p. 242 f.
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atpéntwe, adlalpétwe, dxwplotwe» - “unconfusedly, immutably,
undivisibly, inseparably”) inserted in the dyophysite formula of
the Definion of Chalcedon.

It is characteristic that the Fathers of the Fifth Ecumenical
Council (553) understand the dyophysite formula of the Definition
of Chalcedon in the same sense, not only stressing its anti-
Nestorian, but also its anti-Monophysite meaning. As explicitly
mentioned in their Definition, “If anyone using the expression ‘in
two natures’, does not confess that our one Lord Jesus Christ is
known in divinity and humanity, so as to designate by that
expression the difference of the natures of which the ineffable
union is unconfusedly made... but shall take the expression with
regard to the mystery of Christ in a sense so as to divide the
parties, or recognising the two natures in the same our Lord Jesus
Christ, God the Word incarnated, does not content himself with
taking only in a theoretical manner the difference of the natures ...
which is not destroyed by the union between them... let him be
anathema”*!. Just as much as the Fathers of Fourth Ecumenical
Council, the Fathers of the Fifth Ecumenical Council fully accord
as to the Cyrillian meaning of the dyophysite formula of the
Definition of Chalcedon and in this respect there is no doctrinal
differentiation between the Fourth and the Fifth Ecumenical
Councils, as certain Western researchers have erroneously
assumed*2.

41 See Mansi IX, 381; ACO IV, 242: «El tig év d0o Ppvoeot Aéywv un we €év BedtntL kal
avOowmoTNTL OV Eva kvpLov @V ITnoovv Xootdv yvweileoOat opoAoyet, tva did tovTov
onuav MV dxdogAav TV GLoEWY, €€ OV ATLYXVTWS 1) APOAOTOS EVWOlg YEYOVeV... AN
emtl dxgéoel T Aava HEQOg TNV TOAUTNV AauPdavel pwvnv €nl tov katd XQLOTOV
pvotneiov 1] Tov AQOROV TV GUoEWV OLOAOYWV €Ml TOU avToL €vOg KuElov Njpav ITnood
Xowotob tov Beob Adyov cagkwBévroc un T Oewola povn v dadoodv ToUTWV
AaBAVEL... OVK AVALQOVLLEVTV DA TV éVvwoLv... 6 ToloDTog Avabepa é0Ttw» .

# See indicatively A. von Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 2. Bd. (Die Entwickelung
des kirchlichen Dogmas I), Akademische Verlagsbuchhandlung von J. C. B. Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), Freiburg i. B. 21888, p. 36 f., 399; Al. Grillmeier, «Vorbereitung des Mittelalters. Eine
Studie {iiber das Verhdltnis von Chalkedonismus und Neu-Chalkedonismus in der
lateinischen Theologie von Boethius bis zu Gregor dem Grossen», in A. Grillmeier — H. Bacht,
Das Konzil von Chalkedon, Bd. 1, Wiirzburg 1953, p. 563; R. Devreesse, Essai sur Théodore de
Mopsueste, Studi e Testi 141, Citta del Vaticano 1948, p. 220; Ch. Moeller, «Le chalcédonisme et
le néo-chalcédonisme en Orien de 451 a la fin du VIe siecle», in A. Grillmeier — H. Bacht, Das
Konzil von Chalkedon, Bd. I, Wiirzburg 1952, p. 647; see also Metropolitan Meletius of
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Conclusion

After everything that we have said, we believe that it has
been made clear that, even though the dyophysite formula in the
Definition of Chalcedon was initially in all probability of Nestorian
origin, nevertheless following the step taken by Basil of Seleucia
from the Antiochian side to link it genetically and according to
content with the Christology of Cyril of Alexandria, was
unconditionally used by the Fathers of the Fourth Ecumenical
Council in the Definition they drafted, not only with an anti-
Monophysite, but also with an anti-Nestorian meaning. In other
words, the Fathers of Chalcedon in the most crucial and decisive
point of their Definition of Faith, i.e. in its dyophysite formula, in
order to express clearly the Orthodox Christology, did not hesitate
to use the terminology that even Nestorius used, after they first
have given it an entirely Cyrillian content, thus bridging the gap
between the Antiochian and Alexandrian Christological
terminologies.

This fact, although not unique in the history of Orthodox
theology, however, highlights in the most eloquent and impressive
way the theological principle that prevails within the entire
Orthodox tradition, according to which what interests the Church
Fathers in the formulation of the Orthodox doctrine is not the
terminology itself or its origin, but the meaning it obtains, so as to
be in the position to express clearly the Orthodox doctrine. In this
regard the dyophysite formula of the Definition of Chalcedon is
indeed one of the most characteristic examples in the history of the
Church.

Nicopolis, H [1éumntn Olxovuevikn Zovodoc (Eicaywyn, Ipaxtixad, XxoAwa), Athens 1985, p.
131 f.
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