


Why do the study

%tand the Schism that happened in

the chu c@@g the Chalcedonian Council.

To clarify the ev that led to that, before
and during {he Coun\?

IO

Divisions happ@r(dc}' the(éﬁ%@f}%rat did not
last more than hunc{r?e{& fiyears, il}the
5t Century two divisions hyppened: One®dter
the Council of Ephesus in 431AD, and the

second after the Council of Chalcedon in
451AD



Nestorious

- /glﬂééj ised by the Antiochian theology,
and too[@@@er into a heretical dogma:
Can God be bor‘l(,‘é.

= His priest Al't}s@;ius gaQ&JQe mon
criticizing the terrﬁllipeotoko '

i . ?’/» _L
People of Constantinople/weére out ragéd@wd
expected their Bishop Nestorious to do
something.



Nestorious

2 I\/Igg@i s supported Anastasius
O’/J PP

* The Peop%@*@?nstantinople sent to Pope
Cyril of Alexandrid-s8 heywrote letters to

Nestorious 0@,, O(/O

= Nestorious was exc/c!ﬁ}ynica?ed‘d{e/to his
insistence on the heresy fJ/ / O




After Council of Ephesus

. T
A

- %mmumcatlon of Nestorious

e dlffeQ@ the definitions of the

exandrian anc!l@e \ntiochian Theology

= Why the Antipehian an Iexandnan’
= Some of Antioc a' reaga

excommunication of |<%}OUS he@de/dgy

Theodoret the Bishop of

ash

* The Alexandrian side was headed by St. Cyril
who wrote the 12 anathemas against

N

estorious



Orthodoxy - St. Athanasius

= SY nasius "when explaining his
doctrind s after the Synod of
Alexandriain ﬂ@@ad set out for his

listeners th@t@ﬁz{;ok@éﬂ@ eans ousia
(essence), nothi re. 7




Trinitarian Terms
development

- --%yi@itarian debates of the late fourth

centurya %deal of theological effort, on

* the part of the ![gp'édocian Fathers among
others, had SDgaeeded }'R%'ng new
technical senses fé/t)‘nie.word pqsg‘a;sis.

* TheTrinity doctrine haﬂﬁﬂé define th(ab
God was one ousia expressed in three
hypostases.



Trinitarian terms - East and

West

- Iﬂb{e’@}ntarlan theological application, the
West use antla (substance) where the
Greeks applie 661 &fessence), and the reeks
applied hyp@@s whe‘fl Latins used
persona. Thus JT/ ity doctan;g'as defined
by the Latins is that G e subs it
(substance) expressed in t ee personae O
(Persons), while the Greeks defined it as one

expressed in three




Ousia - Hypostasis

o M hat essence and hypostasis are

concepts |nd|cate the existence of
existing things. E€36nce ( ) discloses

that the sul:ﬂbcé!(ls and}l@wg and
says that it su bséfs’ Sever@gf'Antloch

Hom 125: PO 29, 235) dfy 0




Ousia - Hypostasis

o M hat essence and hypostasis are

concepts |nd|cate the existence of
existing things. E€36nce ( ) discloses

that the sul:ﬂbcé!(ls and}l@wg and
says that it su bséfs’ Sever@gf'Antloch

Hom 125: PO 29, 235) dfy 0




Ousia - Hypostasis

- Vﬁ)()@g({ard to the Trinity, the is the
godhea r, Son and Spirit are God

without dlmlnut466.8r gradation.
= With regar OLJ “°in each case a

particularity is ex{n@ys d ofth\? ss of
the Father, Son and Spw us for’gﬂ‘éfﬁer
the non-begotten applies (agenetos in the
twofold meaning of ‘'unbecome'and
‘unbegotten');



= (cont’d) at the same time, however, the
begétting is in reference to the Son; for the
Soﬁﬁé@?' begotten of the Father,
independently gl pime, and for the Spirit the
proceeding from t &F@ther.
= ‘The particuldh@slrema}r?ﬁal@ﬁnd
t

unalterable; they cl{lllgterize h‘e,.g'
mingling each of the hyp?s‘fgees and do oty

divide the common essence.'




St. Cyril of Alexandria

- % Lord Jesus Christ is "One incarnate nature
Logos St. Cyril's own contribution,

"it seems gHS definition of the union of

the Logos with %s ay hypostatic' and
‘natural’ un d it i antly clear that
he introduced |t prce thetrgthy, . that

Jesus Christ is one Persm e Logo
incarnate state, and that any "dividing' of
One Person is altogether Impossible"




The Alexandrian and the
Antiochian Terms

Aﬁgﬁ)@jla “"Word-Flesh Christology”

Relied ma@ﬂ John1:14
Antioch: “Wor Mé@ hrlstology

Feared that @élexandr@ re close to the
Appolonarianh

59
Appolonarious denled t enceltlfe;b

rational soul and mind in Che#fSt claiming t
Divine Nature played that role.

So Antioch refused the Word-Flesh term and
used the Word-Man term



More Explanation

1—Unio o NEIIEES

2 — Hypostatic (i r(@)@\lature) Union

3—Since it Q@/postat}t)tﬁd then Christ is One

Hypostasis “One I\[E#f; of the IQa;quGod the

Logos”
One Compound One, not a §I/ple one
4 — Christ is full God, full Man

: ﬁ)@@ i Theological Terms

15




g VM) rms: Two Natures after the Union -
Exists i |n tures

= The Antiochian s(cfe@ I-}gted the term “Two

Natures aftébl@e Unio

= So Alexandria says/Myp tat/c r(‘F
Antioch says Prosopic Un{ o (Unio tﬁ@

Prosopon = person. Prosopon is the same
term used for the "mask” that actors wear to
act as in a theatrical play




Reunion of the Camps in 433

= 1- Getting rid of Nestorious did not solve the

#e@f@eror (Theodosius the second)

pressured ion between Alexandria and
Antioch to happe ('\S
= Thisledto) AntiodR {o/send Paul Bishop
of Homs to Alex r(cfr |tht § 5&?
"Our Lord Jesus Christ is !C(]y'nj/ete God i);nylete
Man
Begotten of the Father before all ages in regards to

the Divinity

Himself in the last days was incarnate of Virgin Mary.

He is of the same essence of the Father, He has the
same essence of us”

17



The Result

- S/tﬁ@@?éepted this statement and there

was an "A @@}t union between Alexandria
and Antioch /CS

0@/77 JUOO

0752}' ’q(,/c>



Change of Leadership

h: John of Antioch departed, was

" In !
followe g@eg/_ushis nephew
* |n Alexandria; .@i&il departed, was

followed by@:@}gscorb’s(/o 5

M, ACrs



Result of Change of
Leadership

is mnus was of weak personality, so he

as comp yunder the control of Theodoret of
Korash.

In 447 AD Th odoret {gresh published a book
called Eran/s eren% which
disfigures the Alex d/i;n Fathers

Lﬂllt@

Because of this the Empe c[ ued an é

Antioch confining Theodoret to His See in
Korash, and not come to Antioch (Where
Domnus is the Bishop). Coupled with Theodoret
was another Bishop called Ibas Bishop of Raha



Eutyches

: ﬁﬂé@}}m head of Job Monastery in
Constanty@@ which had 300 monks

= Was a friend of Popeyril and claimed that he
received co#ﬁl&p}‘ the IJ:“BM Council (431
AD) decision frorr{lfbp/e.Cyril a:?dkfa’iit with
him. /A / S

)

Y

= He was the God father of his nephew
Chrysaphius the chief of the Emperor palace
staff. He, hence, had direct access to the
palace staff.




Eutyches

m I—TE‘@@ the Alexandrian side, in a time of
tension g&{%,z Alexandria and Antioch, was
met with great éﬁ@ition of the Antiochians.

In fact, this @gased th-é(cysion.

o P95
M, ACrs



His opposers and Their faith

- FAWQ}}BBhop of Constantinople)

" |t seems hq@@ plled into the problem by
Eusabius B. of Dl{&eﬂiem if we assume that
the statemé&ef aith ave to the

emperor afterthl!ﬂ)t; il ref ‘Tétrue
faith, then there is noA%( drlanT do&an

that will have a problem W|th him.




Flavian (cont’d)

" I-/I;'Q((j):he following terms:

= 1—Of two @r S
= 2-0OneHyp stasé’&/hdh stlpulatesthe
Hypostatic

= 3—and, theAIexanc{r{alﬁﬂJIden ﬁt@ag

“"One Nature in the Flesh od the LoGosy




His opposers and Their faith

- M'@?&Bishop of Durrelleem) :

= Did not |ea@@f)nd any written statement
of his faith.

= Durrelleem ithin g%@ers of the
Patriarchate of Corfd inople, féfe'visited
often the city for church rﬁ}fters, wher!l@
met with Eutyches and had theological
debates with him.



The Spark that started the
Flre

: At ical discussion between Eutyches and
Eusebio f Dorylaeum) let to a sharp
contention

= Eusebius wentto FIa\?kjs\g of Constantinople)
accusing Eut f heres‘%@@st the faith of

Councils of Nicea'a lVEyhesus /Ql C

= Flavious advised Eusabius'that the latter n
again together of Eutyches to eliminate the
contention, but Eusabious insisted on a holding a
Council to judge Eutyches. Council started Nowv.
12, 448AD




The Local Council 1n

Constntpl (448 AD)
M’cﬁs priest called John with a deacon

called to,the monastery to question
Eutyches. g/@l/()§

The priest ] afte ijhg-with Eutyches
that his faitgslé'[iy}lows: ZFSQ)
A —He denies being !I]éj;jl/c opﬁég(;;l‘g}o0

Nicea and Ephesus
B — After the Incarnation of the Logos, i.e.
after the birth of Christ, He is worshiped as

One Hypostasis, which is the Nature of God in
the Flesh who became Man.



The Local Council 1n

Constntpl (448 AD)

—ﬂ@ utyches dismissed being accused
that he &s that Christ’'s Body descended
from Heaven. (/C\S'

« D—He belie\D&tPat Chistiss Full God, Full

Man, but says tha{U}elBody h‘(?tdqltv'vas not
consubstantial with oug/y / S

= E - Because Eutyches was leaning to the
Alexandrian side he stipulated that "Christ
was the One Nature of God the Logos
Incarnate in the Flesh” (St. Cyril)




The Reports after visiting

Eutyches
h (p? s of the Council accused him of:

t

I Denia{)qy@? Natures united (not true at
all, because he béliefed-in the union of Two
Natures) 0@/ O(/O

= 2-That he refuseélﬂqgﬁlief ’h?aﬂﬁ ristis of
the same nature as ours ({Hré may have/s@ye
truth, but he will retreat from it in the
Council)




More visits to Eutyches

- m@}'ﬁo priests; Mamas and Theophilus

went, ca k.reporting that Eutyches was
_ gslyeporting that Euty
sick ('6
* Third time @@;sts M OEpiphanius,
and deacon Germ‘gflysl. A C

= Nov 16: Archimandrite?ﬂﬂinam repor(ed)
that Eutyches was sick, Eutyches offered to
write his faith but the Council did not agree.




- m ouncil reconvened, priest
Theophi S! &l;atloned a remark (that may
have been based c(n‘ is meetmg with

Eutyches), h&) u asking” |
which bible boa'[rf ys th ;IE' atures”?,

But Theophilus acknomﬁd d that éetyc as
believes that He is a Full God, Full Man, b
refused discussing the Two Natures issue, or
the Nature of God.




The Trial of Eutyches

faith, but not read by the Council.

= Eutyches preser{{e.(el'@profession of faith and
an appealtdbr@ }nod. lan-answered
that there was no

nggd for a
statement of faith. 9q/J/ W{L

- Eﬁ!}@@; 5resented a written statement of his

/'S



= Af i@ndemnation Eutyches mentioned
to Leo of that he presented a

profession of a{'ﬂ(,‘e)nd an appeal, and

complained@@ it was%rsad from him.

» Leowroteto FIa\{Hlp)JI men{%mp(;tothing
of the profession of faitqlhyjust me iélEd
the appeal. In his reply to Leo, Flavian denied
that Eutyches presented any appeal

33



Why was the confession of
faith ignored?

=1 sion of a document would require a
decision éﬁyéynod whether it was Orthodox
or not.

* |nthe histori I cont e Synod, they

wanted to a mg it ttg'f@ thodox, and in
the meantime ju gilgﬁpto be n O%] odax
would have deadly cons .epces / S

= 2 - May be it may force the Council to discuss
Eutyches stand on the Alexandrian and the
Antiochian views of the Unity between Antioch
and Alexandria enforced in year 433 AD

34




Eutyches presented an Oral

Confession

= Th /eve | worship the Father with the
Son, an gﬁ%p with the Father, and the Holy
Spirit with th t!{/(e‘ and. the Son. Concerning
his coming /@sj esh Ndn) ])‘?55 that it
happened fromthé jﬁs of t and that
he became man perfectly] o pur s
Thus | confess in the presence of the Fathe nd

of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and of your
holiness.




Eusebius pressed..two points

2 1/37(01Q)}atures after the Union.

s 2 —Christ ? consubstantial with us.
. -@?~ o
* Regarding the,Fir ﬁle\:)Eutyches said (his
famous stat -/ co at our Lord

was from two natbrddBefore the dhjampbut
after the union | confess oﬁdf;ature. i O



the Second one: Eutyches was
relucta n‘i/q the phrase "consubstantial with
us” (not bec‘gé' enled the reality and

perfection ofChrls ood nor because he

refused to aded s reaI lﬂﬂ{g Q Mary, but)
because Christ fo I[In as Go

= The manhood which Gooq{ﬁkson assu d the
incarnation was not the marthood of a man,
of God the Son who accepted on Himself an

incarnate state. (He wanted to avoid, in his
mind, the doctrine of two Sons.)

37




Confrontation

» Flovent s(The Emperor representative)
insisted tﬁr@?t ches would accept “from
two natures” condemn all those who
oppose it. Q

= Eutyches said tha{fﬁr ad St Qyﬁll nd St.
Ath. And they speak ofq/gm two nd bas
referring to the two before the union. As for

after the union and the incarnation, they no
longer affirm two natures but one.




Condemnation of Eutyches

= Co j)n The statement “consubstantial
with us &9?; more the Antiochene view of
the reunion of 4 ‘Iéwas written in the
Formulator he reuh-l{_ry ovhen
Eutyches wasre in com‘&;zqi'
meant that heis not ng the 0
document.

= This led to Eutyches Condemnation.

39







Reaction to the Condemnation
of Eutyches

- ﬁ%@@&j Council of Ephesus on August 8§,

449 Q@[/CS
Q.. VU5
h O
Nap, " C) S




The Second Council of

Ephesus in 449

- I{r?"&(g}Theodosius Il asked Dioscorus
(Alexandt &pxercise supreme authority,
with Juvenal (Je(ﬁéa@m) and Thalassius

(Caesarea ir@@padoc@(]'Sge Orderin the
Council was Dioslcblpf (as c |é:f)p;qsiding
officer), then Julius of{‘?aéf)i (Rom&),» Y, S

Juvernal (Jerusalem), Domnus (Antioch),
Flavian (Constantinople)




The Second Council of
Ephesus in 449

- Do e of Dioscorus: first, investigate
the co Z@@on of Eutychus
= Second, his theo é@@l conV|ct|on WEE

obwouslyoﬁ) KAIexa de(as
opposed to the r{tlbﬁ ene side)

reference to the reunlogéﬂ/g?, Th;{]Engor

was in agreement on this with Dioscorus.

43



Another Force: Pope Leo of
Rome

- A{r?!ﬁl‘@/force: 7 weeks before, Pope Leo of
Rome hag@%ﬁis Tome to Constantinople.
Well-received f'm,asian, and the party
opposed to@@chus. 0(/0

= Tome was intenc(e,d/bﬂll?ope Lg%zq ffer the
final and infallible teacﬁ{g}@fthe C rd“Gn
the person of Christ (as if the explanation

coming from none than Apostle Peter
himself).

A




The Council (EphII,449)
events:

- EIpid)’Qf (one of the two imperial commissioners, the
other béi Fﬁogius) gave direction that the faith

should be co @E;%;ﬂ, then discuss minutes of
the synod of Consta t(n‘@ole to assess the
justification for@@ches’ cb)r(decgmation.

= Dioscorus argued tha/{{l/'ﬁ,faith ha?béf astablished

by the fathers already, and%{ﬂexamine ¢ §
matching what had risen to the faith of the fathers.

The Council shouted to anathemize anyone who
objects to the faith of the fathers.

45




- E/:Md@; was invited to present his appeal.

His appe has been extracted from
reading the m/naéssf thjs Council in the
Council of Ch)é,edon. 0(/0

= This appeal doesll{dl,c?ntain 'I:W&' ntences
of crucial importance irﬂﬁ}ed by EUtyghgsiin
his confession, but Eutyches had these TWO
sentences in the appeal he sent to Pope Leo
after the local Constantinople synod.

46




Why 2 sentences were removed
from Chalcedon

o B/egwég{tée Council of Chalcedon was

moving beginning in the direction to
accuse Eutyche { a.heretic. Soremoved

47




What are they?

- 'I%Q/j) sentences: “For He who is the Word

of God ca wn from heaven without flesh
and was made f(Jﬂj som the very flesh of the
Virgin unch ably ar#é nvertibly, in a
way He Himse I(l[g'” nd willedl And He
who is always perfect Ged hefore theage
was also made perfect man in the end of days
for us and for our salvation.”




The Council events..

= FlawafZaonstantinople) asked the Synod to

let Euse Qg@rylaeum) speak.

= Elpidius (emperéﬂ(e@nmissioner) expressed

that Eusebi@@;ady rﬁ%ﬁl’@lﬁd his view,
and that the focu!!Mp)JJd go to'reading.the
minutes of the local coﬁfythe cou ciY%

Constantinople 448)

49




- ID/%Q(QJ/S asked the council if they support

Elpidius. ishops (what is the total number
of bishops) agreg((,c@-that course of action.
They all exclgjpped, “Wedllant the minutes

" / D)
to be read ,//,lef ,g' C
Y N\




- Dllgc’[d(ry/s asked the roman bishops specially
for their cﬂ!@&m Their opinion matched the

council providecﬂﬁ%.the letters of Leo were

read first. Q@[ 0(/0

= Eutyches complalﬁé()‘}hat thecaoﬂ' n
delegates were on the s%feyf Flaviarrin/
opposition to him, and that he did not getto
get justice from them. Based on this
Dioscorus ruled to read the minutes of the

home synod, then the letter of Leo.




Condemnation of Flavian and

Eusebius, and others

= Th was opened in the context of
reading inutes of Ephesus 431 (and the
condemnation c‘?’&@torious)

= Dioscorus a&b@, he cob?w(‘)lcrf arding Flavian

and Eusebius, 89 Igﬁy'?ps declated
individually that they Pg\/ejh’ansg re(5§elzl @e

faith.




Condemnation of Flavian and
Eusebius, and others

= So es was rehabilitated and
condemn \éian and Eusebius.
= This way, the COL{rQ@)f 4,9 asserted the

AIexandrine@@N of thetéufian-of 433, as

againsttheAntic{c.,He!/ry.interp taomwhich

the synod of Constanti%ﬁlyin 4,48 hdd/ S

owned.
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A Comment

= Eutyches had not understood the idea behind
tbq hrase “from two natures”. He took the
‘fr @/E}e phrase in a chronological sense
of a ‘beforegﬁgll n ‘after’. This appears from
his statements in ga'éSynod affirming ‘two

natures bef%ﬁd ‘ong(dt96after’ the
union. ,////e | A'L
/J/ / S

54




A Comment

* Leo found Eutyches statements to be ‘absurd

aﬁj@erverse’. Neither the local synod

%ople 448) nor this council
(Ephesus 4@@?}v in it the idea which the

pope Leo saw.in |t('6 3

= This councilgaﬁu'p}aly the%@eydrine
emphasis in these \{/@ﬁ;lé}o be o “bf tive
natures’ for Christ is ‘One’ig€arnate natﬁn@of
God the Word'.
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A Comment

= |t4§ safe to say that pope Leo’s evaluation of

s colored by his lack of
understa% the Alexandrine tradition.
= Note: Following {I(e&n ochene S|de the
home synocg@f;pts the
4,31(Ephesus Ecu éfﬁ al |n a afﬁ at
matches the reunion o fj{LocaI O
Constantinople), but in conformity with the

Alexandrine tradition the council of 449
insisted on an acceptance of the council of

431




The Omission of the Tome of
Leo

o 'Ihz%%*main accusation against Dioscorus.

The Rom ates asked 3 times forit to

be read but the g nojone in the council to

support theiry uest IQ the records of

Ephesus show tHat D] scorus

suggested the reading Qigg,letter / S

= Why did it get ignored? (by the whole council,
not Dioscorus)

57




Why was it Omitted?

. 1/jtﬁl(ﬁyme was widely circulated in the east

from abo mlddle of June 449, so its
contents was w ”Q%G)WH

= 2 —They hadll@r ed th%@?@an able
defence of the t\/\[d/)e;ures a r/q\@mon



. 3%(ji>uncil gave Its extreme opposition to
this state éQn several occasions, hereis

one: Seleucus o#@&sia said “We believe in
one Lord Je hrist irQ\(/pcsatures”, the
whole council's éblp/d at him{‘?\lp\i)ne says of
the Lord that He is twb@tpres afteLth;
union. He is not Bishop of Amasia. Do Nb}
divide the undivisible”

59



- A'ﬁd@}l e the Tome contained ‘two nature’,

We canv the conjecture that the
council did not l‘é/a@‘ he.JTome then out of
respect for tigsee of R So in all
probability, D|os€6ly nd t fthe
council not to declare{‘j who on the
See of Rome, Leo, (in light'of this council
heretic.

» 5 —|Leo declared this council as latrocinium — a
meeting of robbers.




Some remarks on Eutyches

: F n (in the local Synod of Constantinople
Leo of Rome and the council of

Chalcedony@dle the the following points
against Eutyghes: C\S

I Rewvmg‘R@yﬂ}\arlus UOO

= 2 —According to Eut/;/chg?- ‘The ﬁrﬁ; Pody
derived from St. Mary was-kot of our
substance, nor of human matter.”

= Though he calls it human, he claims it is not
consubstantial with us.




Some remarks on Eutyches

. 3/3}4@@)% roached for saying “two natures
before” ant Jane nature after” the union.

" 4 —ltis asserted({f(a'ﬂ'\e refused to affirm the
reality ofClﬁé/manhb)&yO

= The basis of all the,!é/f'%,in EU\PY‘HEQ
hesitation to affirm Chris(JConsubstanfiq‘ﬁty
with us.

= And on using the terms “two natures before”
and “one nature after” the union.




- T/P?!)Q@}\o acquitted him in Ephesus 449
council tcg'g}g oral and written statements
to validate his z!lfﬁ,S-ut did not stand to look
deeply into Wositior\?{bﬁ created
difficulty for his [nfﬂ;f. O A
Ié’f @
'S
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After the Council of Ephesus
449

. Co as a triumph to the Alexandrine
understaﬁg%pfthe Nicene faith, without
adopting the Fo A@@ry of Reunion of 433.

* The Emperdb@ nrec e counC|I
report, took prow that re\éj

Bishops to sign on the 86 il, in thl /
connection he asked pope Leo to acceptt
decisions.
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- Jﬂ[s]@p}j Hilary (the delegation of Rome) left
to Rome after the council started. A
synod convenec(( me, from which Leo
ensured supppgt to h|s h? res against the
Ephesus counci /////

= Death of Flavian, whlcf%yshortly(aﬁéréis
condemnation, elicited sympathy to the
cause of Leo.
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rote two letters to Emperor
4& ne denouncmg the council,
second as nther council in Italy.
Emperor |gnored

On the feast oﬁfﬂ; dra pela\tj\e Wester
EmperorVaIentlnlai'ﬂlcp mothe @pd his
wife Eudoxia, came to Ro 0
complained to them that the See of St. Peter
was humiliated. They sent letters to
Theodosious who responded that Leo’s story
was not the truth concerning the council.
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. I_/e%(ol(g to the monks and clergy of
Constant @ who oppose Eutyches, urging

them to stay Ioﬂ(t%Flavian.
= Anatolius, a%;;ptian}?r(ek{t)ﬁas notified in
450 that he will b!iMplpatriar of]

Constantinople in pIace%ﬂ[)ravian. L(e’o/ )
refused to acknowledge him.
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Death of Theodosius II,

then
’Z,I ear later, in 450, Theodosius fell off his

d died. His sister Pulcheria gained
contr @?ﬁ of the son), and her consort
Marcian beca Jth%Emperor

= Pulcheria w@§'tremel‘§)@jBent|al person,
she determine {cf///

Support Rome over AIe she WO“|<E¢’E
establish the Tome as a doc?ent of authorl’;;
Anatolius, the Egyptian patriarch of
Constantinople (who resisted the document)
signed the Tome in the presence of two bishops
and two presbyters sent by Leo.
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Death of Theodosius II,
then...

EIevate Constantinople against Rome, so the
Fﬁ{or wrote to Leo to convene a council under
the I~gthor|ty in order to do away with all

Impious e Ié'(/
= Leowasde andln h@j move names of
Dioscorus an @f,h/e[s fro |ptychs and

was trying to take céﬁi@l and WILU
theory that Dioscorus andJéw ignorant man
had been solely responsible for the decisions

of 449.
* On 17 May 451, orders were issued to
convene the Council of Chalcedon.
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Part 4

“bhe Council

of g‘l‘lfal,gedon

O
’77//7(9/3/\‘)/<|(//\5




Some preliminary remarks

= By ber 1%t, delegates arrived at Nicea,
but were to.proceed to Chalcedon.

= About 500 deleglg{e'égathered in the church
of St. Euphéa'@/First sgéil@gas held on
Oct. 8 /]
ct. 8, 451. ///’ | /QlL
= Highly interested in th&()jﬁcil, Marciaﬁ@d
Pulcheria nominated 18 high-ranking officials
to preside on the Council.

= Seating: Facing the Altar; at the center s
placed the Holy Gospel




o [Ql;@@\i of the Council which will be studied

. ~10
are:
Depositiongmcé[))lgﬁ@s

The acceptbbcepfthe Tb#%Leo
Adoption of thed pfy:li)n of fai /Ql
Exoneration ofTheodorg&‘}yrus andgtfalOb

Edessa
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Deposition of Dioscorus

(

A), Set apart and accused

As 7 they were seated the Roman
legate Pa inus demanded that Dioscorus
be execluded réﬂﬁ&e cauncil (by the order
of the Bish Rome)\)(/o

The Charge: staté%ypcentl S ther

Roman) “Dared to con%@,a councl 'thsut
the authorization of the apostolic see”

Required that Dioscorus seat be placed in the
middle (the place of heretics)
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. IEAL@@/S Dioscorus ill-treated him,
damageé"@l@?}th and Flavian had been
(;

killed
= Marcian an IIeagéé& ntinian

accused him of 2 ééf@i)stlcal"m es

1 -Establishing heresy of Etkyches as 0
orthodoxy

2 -Deposed Eusebius and Flavian, neither of
whom had trespassed against the faith
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= Pope Dioscorus: This is a charge against the

vx}zr‘(:clz council of 449 which had been
co (15;1 by the emperor

= (Pope Leg‘@@?stern supporters and they
had planned tog!ﬂa’@to single out

Dioscorus.)Q@/ O(/O

= Commissioners o(t%ﬁ/iouncil [0sCOrus,
that since there are per%yr charges agaﬂsst
him, they have to be discussed before
discussing the faith issue that was discussed
in the council of 449.

)



. 'ﬁ?&l@}}mg of the minutes

= Minutes oq&@gvhlch contained also minutes
of 448 were rea

= Dioscorus réQ@ Pe ques@(@duvenal and
Thalassius of Caesa(/dq’§ﬁre pre ts also
why is he alone set apar Oivtrial?
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The Story of The Blank

Papers

" Ba (0)7 Dioscorus question, the oriental
party sho at nobody agreed to the
decisions of 449{/@‘5&hey had been forced to
sign “blank @@rs” 0(/0

= Stephen of Epheé&/g?o mengbs.' e
followers of Dioscorus ﬁe@pt aIIowEt;ﬂM Q)
leave the church until he took down the
decrees made by Dioscorus, Juvenal,

Thalassius, other bishops.
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The Story of The Blank

Papers
Q@}s and his part conducted several

meetlngs i own, made their decisions
and they were né&@ordec but extended to
the rest “blaﬁ@ ers”o(/o
Nar 2 A
9y TS
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Dllgc![d(r))/s "“they claim they had not agreed to
things deQ@&,and simply signed blank
papers present fp&hem”,

so here is th'&e.}llenge\gﬂléys:orus:

1—"why did they glldvf “they werél@in
3 £ /J/
greemen

2 — “"Everyone wrote with the help of a
notary” (Juvenal confirmed the words of
Dioscorus)
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o 3ﬂ‘%§1e report of Juvenal, of Thalassius,
or of the @@ of Corinth, and see whether
theirs is a copy f @yominutes”

« NOATTEN )%A/S, ED@ODZszrus!!
fJ/ / S




Continuing on the blank

papers
- /tj;ﬁd@ f Ephesus: While his secretaries
were rec the minutes, the secretaries

of Dioscorus ca%/e(ﬁsd took away from them
the writing tai)@ts. TheQ’(I)% tore off the

previous reports.///// ) O/g'

/Q
* “The next day when thgﬂyection ’&mk{ O

place, we had the papers inscribed. The
bishops who had not taken down wrote from
the pledged copy”




0 m@]}ﬁontradicts that Dioscorus filled

blank pa Q@
= Dioscorus: "Let %@'&;count in the possession
of Stephen f be r‘e)a@d) t NO

ATTENTION AGAINAVAS PA] ojoscorus!




THREE COMMENTS ON THE STORY

OF BLANK PAPERS
T2

- Stephen @ that writing the minutes
happened by.sec gt@ﬂes of the bishops
themselves@&f hat 9\&/ n is different

from what the bls‘ﬁligs W|tnes }lw nthese
bishops did not have t gfr dom to Iit&
down the minutes of the varlous incidents as

they witnessed them.
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THREE COMMENTS ON THE STORY

OF BLANK PAPERS

- ﬁ?’g@@ﬂ tion is answered by Dioscorus to
simply co all the recordings of the
minutes and se!(f(f@re is any difference
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. c’S'»@My)\l

= Even for t%}é!é'k of argument the story of
blank papers.is tlltfe,& wauld then should
accuse not 6ol |oscoP'3 aIso Juvenal,

Thalassias, and o{lzféj Jshops aﬂdsﬁl
Eusebius himself who a%éjded th uﬁ@of

449
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= COMMENT 3

. E)(iebius was present at the council, and
pre a petition which was read in this
council o ich most probably is the
same appeal he{?@ggnted to Emp
Theordosiuﬂ)&f}er 445}?&({7@n both there
was no mention of)‘};@nk papgskl C

= Isit then that the man wHolshould b&an
eyewitness to the alleged story had to wait
for two years to hear it for the first time on 8
Oct 451, from the men who had signed the
Tome of Leo and agreed to support it?
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Eutyches condemned and
Flavian and Eusebius

acguitted

= Th | of Eutyches was being read to the
council rg@ég minutes of Ephesus. When it
came to where 14:( onk affirmed the Nicene

creed, his aatyiger said tH tyches was
lying. §ff] @BJO
i /S




Eutyches condemned and
Flavian and Eusebius

itted
@j}'al point: when in reading the
minutes i to "“the flesh of our Lord and

God Jesus Chrls#é%come down from

heaven”, Euig ius commépted.that Eutyches
avoided the “froé{b!,e/a en” @@bﬁ{j Aot
specified where it was 0
Basil of Seleucia observed that Eutyches
affirmation of God the Word became man by

assuming flesh was enough to confess the
Incarnation.
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* Immediately Dioscorus stated that words of
Bgal!ﬂw@re his own, without any recorded

/Qy@minutes of 448.

evidence

Dioscorus addeé‘@@utyches holds notions
disallowed by doctﬁaézﬁfthe Church, he
deserves not onl ,M/yri,shmengutf en fire.
But my concerniis for tﬁéyholic a th%
apostolic faith, not for any man
whomsoever.”

AGAIN, NO ONE ANSWERED THE POINT
MADE BY HIM!!
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Consecutive Incidents:

o Mj}eucia stated his conviction: 'l

worship'odfgps Lord Jesus Christ, the Only

Son of God, Goc{(ﬁ,eg.Vord, as made known in

two nature rheb Incarnate and
bl éémqio

was made man ///// )
» The commissioners asﬁgiﬂzw tl::ln(ﬁal/i@

(who had passed away already) who believes
in the same thing could be excommunicated.




. C/;Wﬂj;ioners asked: “did you not complain
that you en forced to sign on blank

papers the exco“ﬁg‘3nication of Flavian?”

" [nanswer tlﬁa/@it repé‘g%“we all have
sinned; we ask for’ﬁéfygr’\” V A C
fJ/ /'S




Core 1Issue

= “T es after the Union” is not stated in
the Form ofthe Union of 433, norin
the statement oﬂﬁ faith of Flavian. This
made Flavi f ith seb-ﬁ(y rect and hence
should not be ex{@yﬁ}umcz;j

/S




Core 1Issue

0 Dloscorus asked for the minutes to be read to
FIaV|an and insisted on “Two natures

after thd &

= And that he had(ﬁéﬁé,ages of writing of the
holy fatheray anasm%ory, and Cyril,
forbidding the ﬁfypﬁ ures 3,-but
sanctioning only ‘one (rﬁa!ry e na &:-eprod
the Word'’

= BUT THERE WAS NO RESPONSE!!

= Note: He was open to: ‘from two natures after
the union’
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- C/;’)Q@)/n Flavian’s faith as written by him
was not @@the Formula of faith of 433
(by John ofAntiééﬁ.‘&nd sent to Cyril) had no

mention of(be&qaturesg(/o

= Then there was alélé,a; confus‘%nﬁr‘cld
Dioscorus biggest suppgpfg;duvena f/ S

Jerusalem wavered.

= THIS LED TO THE CONDEMNATION OF
DIOSCORUS
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= THIAA O THE CONDEMNATION OF
DIOSC

St
Sery; 055




The Tome of Leo

- %; relied on his imperfect

understa‘{(y&pfthe faith. Had he only
paused to exam«é@refully the creedal

statement, U:béleve m% od the Father
omnipotent, and usCth onlyson

our Lord, who was bo e Hon |y|t nd
the Virgin Mary’, He would'not have faIIe
into the folly of heresy.




- %ment, then, furnishes evidences

from the Q@b@res to show that the ‘Self-

same who was the Jy begotten and the
Everlasting ofthe @eyl tlng Parent was
born of the Ho yé@] nd i 'n Mary’. In

this way God the son tcﬁ{ r natu of
healing. O

97



. %}t this clear teaching Eutyches uses
‘deceptivg@ﬁs’, saying that *having been
conceivedint el%@n’s womb’, Christ
‘possessed rm of without a real
body taken from,hﬁﬁ/ym ther™ @ny\iruth s
that ‘the Holy Spirit mdde’ Virglrﬁbrip
forth, but it was a real body taken from h
body’ that she brought forth.




0 TAL@@}\aI God the Son assumed the

manhoo h a way that ‘the properties
of both natures &Y bstances were
preserved anyépexmte!d)l e.Person’. The
Son of God, ‘desédiding from@i;ﬁeavenly
seat’ and at the same ith

from the Father’s Glory/, entered this wor
being born in a new way.
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= By this birth Godhead was not changed into
nhood, neither was manhood absorbed in
. But they were so united that ‘each

0
nature \/\/Q%\(yi&proper to its self in

communion Wltﬁ/ﬂjsother; the Word, for

instance, p%rzgng whigt jscproper to the
Word, and the h/;aryying)[)@t)glhat IS
proper to the Flesh’. Agw he was(a—b)eg
feel hunger and thirst, to be weary and to
sleep; but as God, he satisfied thousands of

people with five loaves and worked other
miracles.




It is true that'in the Lord Jesus Christ there
Pgrson of God and Man, yet that

whenceéﬂlg ng in common to both is
another; fo he has the humanity
inferior to thke)Fathe a(ij:tljom the Father He
has the dlvmlt tot e t. Thus the
unity of person is to Qs%erstoo&é
existing in two natures’, se'that it is possﬂs)e
to say that the Son of Man came down from

heaven and that the Son of God took flesh
and was born from the Virgin.




Observations on The Tome of
Leo

. ﬁ%ﬁ had been compiled by Pope Leo in

the light Q\é]@ssumption that Eutyches had
failed to affirm y@sality of Christ’s human
birth and hi hoodJ ()

O
= So, with a defini{e,ﬂfpose ofg@hl ing.the
dangerimplied in the p%ﬁjgn ascrib dﬁ(@he
monk, Leo makes three points;




= 1 - Christ’s manhood was real.
As Man, He was Born of the Virgin Mother,

e had all the essential human properties
ﬁ&i@? nd rose again from the dead.
= 2 -Throug ?'rth, life and dispensation of
Jesus Christ, God théWard, the second
person ofth@l@l)/ trinit‘%‘H@ elf entered the
mundane plane o(ét[;tence ard ked out

the salvation of the hur%@;ace. / S

= 3-The Godhead of the Word and the
manhood which he assumed continued in
him without change in his one person.
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The Tome of Leo

: ]Zlinf}letter of Leo speaks of 'one
persSﬂC)ygat did the pope mean
by it? I/C\S‘

= gth CentuR@ﬁ;}ns%(F’Dlgology:
employing the/\{/@ﬂ}Prﬁ&pg
and Hypostasis to correspond é
the persona of the Latin
Language.



Alexandrian and Antichene
= Alexandrian

= the union of the

nat as according |
to hypg = Antiochene

= and that Chnstg = 3 union of the natures
hypostasis and &S the realm of

prosopon %9

= The two natures of //) O they
Godhead and W‘?ht th
manhood were so L atures unlte
united that Christ was one prosopon
not 'two natures after




Alexandrian ( and Leo )

was always 'from two natures' and
theQ@ 'one incarnate nature of God the

Word' OQ@

In fact, the theo{ Q& sis on which the
council of 4 zéc; estorius as a
heretic was this |ne e pd‘rp S\

So the question, which Leo[ﬁweant oY, tI(eQ
words 'one person', is indeed most relevant.

Did he, for instance, take the 'one
person' to be 'one hypostasis' or simply
'one prosopon'?




Weakness in Leo’s tome

. 56|,@hile affirming the unity of Christ's
persoﬂﬂ(g' sists also that ‘each nature
performs g.'d;@.rqper to itselfin
communio%vgh the ij\;#

the Word, forifgtance, petfadmirig what is
) )q(,

proper to the Word, lé’/fj/

/
and the flesh carrying out' what is proper\%
the flesh" and that the unity of person is 'to
be understood as existing in both the
natures'.



- I\ﬁﬁ@}med in the Alexandrine theological
tradition WQ@,see in the one person existing
In two natures o (L'g{qe prosopon, and in

each natur ormin Is.proper to
itself in commum,@nyith thé 6313qa

' IQf L
hypostasis. Q'/J/

/
= js precisely what Antiochene theologians?ad
all along been teaching




Alexandrene would object

» Alexandrines would thus take Leo to maintain
t wo hypostases, namely God the Son
and the ngglgus were united in one

prosopon. [/ICS

* Thereisa réa\.b@s repahau!@l’;geen the
teaching of the %ne t o}Qp'(a’n and
the emphasis of pope (fJ/ / S

= Cyril, forinstance, had made it clear that the
words and deeds had been expressed by the
one hypostasis, but for the Tome the words
and deeds had been expressed by the natures
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The Correct Terms

/ﬂe@@)dbe of the Incarnate God the Logos
= Ephesus Q@f/




Wrong Terms

" TwolN es (after the Union)
.cyTwoéQQ@%zgs
\) ‘SCE%S

Qp .
AUZQGV}, /4(:723




