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The one veneration belonging to the One Son:
The union of worship as the criterion of teaching
“the One and the same” during the Monophysite
controversy™

Az egy Fiunak kijaro egyetlen imddat, mint ,,az egy €s ugyanazon Fiirol”
sz0lo tanitds ismérve a monofizitizmus Roriili vitaban

OsszeroGLALAS

Jelen irds igyekszik feltdrni a kalcedoni dogmdban meghatdrozott krisztologiai modell (egy Személy — két ter-
mészet) és a Fii imdddsdnak modja kozotti liturgiai és tanbeli kapcsolatot. Amint az a rendelkezésre dllo bi-
zonyitékok alapjdn kideriil, az efézusi-kalcedoni korban Krisztus imdddsdnak modjdt is a személyi egységhez
katotték. Mindenki egyetértett abban, hogy Krisztust egyetlen imddds illeti, nem kettd. Annak ellenére, hogy
foleg az alexandriai tdbor egyes képuiseldi igyekeztek ezt az egyetlen imdddst Krisztus egy természetéhez, ti.
a Kiirillosz-féle uio pvoig-hez kitni, a Kalcedoni Hitvallds tanisdga szerint végiil az antiochiai dlldspont
gyozedelmeskedett: Krisztus egyetlen imdddsa az & egyetlen Személyéhez kapcsolodik, mikdzben isteni és emberi
természete csorbitatlanul megmarad.

ne of the greatest challenges of the Nestorian and Monophysite controver-
sies in the fifth century was to find an acceptable dogmatic formula, which
could encompass both the reality of the single person of Christ, the Word
made man, and the simultaneous existence of his two natures: his full
divinity and complete humanity respectively. The primary and secondary literature
connected with this issue could almost fill a library. In the present paper we set out
to investigate not as much the well-researched doctrinal aspect of this dispute, but
rather the relationship between specific acts of worship and their dogmatic rele-
vance vis-a-vis one’s orthodoxy as it appears in the writings of Theodoret of Cyrus,
Cyril of Alexandria as well as a few of their predecessors and contemporaries.
Our first question is, then, the following: do cultic activities like veneration, adora-
tion or praise offered to Jesus Christ bear any relevance upon one’s belief regard-
ing who our Lord really is? Does the liturgy itself somehow influence or reveal the
worshipper’s doctrinal attitude towards “the One person” and “the two natures’?
Having investigated the available primary evidence, I incline to affirm that such a
connection exists, and it is even emphasised by the theologians of the time, both in
their polemical writings and in their instructive tracts or correspondence.
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The idea of a union of worship in Cyril and Theodoret

Following the death of Theodore of Mopsuestia in 428 and the subsequent out-
break of the Nestorian controversy in 430, the otherwise withdrawn and gentle
bishop, Theodoret of Cyrus became the leading figure of the Antiochene system
of thought! mostly by necessity. Although he is chiefly known for his refutation of
Cyril of Alexandria’s famous Twelve Anathemas, Theodoret’s positive contribution
towards the development of Christological thinking before the synod of Ephesus
(431) should not be neglected. One of these was undoubtedly his two-part treatise
On the Holy and Vivifying Trinity and On the Inhumanation of the Lord, written
shortly before the second ecumenical council, which survived under the name of
Cyril of Alexandria.?

As the heir of the teachings of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia,
Theodoret conceives the one Person of Christ as an unconfused union of the
two natures, without the diminishing of either. The most important aspect of this
picture is the correct expression of the union’s mode, i.e. a real e [nwsij, which pre-
serves the completeness (16 téletov) of both natures. As our author writes:

It can be seen more clearly from the Epistle to the Hebrews, that on the one hand

the divine nature and the human are different one from another according to

their operations [toig ¢ evapyawtg pev dinpnuevag], yet on the other hand are
united in the person [t mpocwnw 8¢ cuvvnuuévog] and show the One Son
kol tOVv €va LTOdelkvicag Yiov]?

The difference between 8in pnue vog and suvnupévog underlies the idea of an
unmingled union: although the gvepyelar are different, the “being together”, i.e.
the union is real, since it happens on the level of the one npdécwnov. The author
repeatedly uses “One Son” to whom the single worship belongs:

But how can God, denominated with the article [6 0gdg], whose throne stands

forever and ever, be anointed [yp1o0gin] by God? How could He receive king-

dom by election [yeipotovnnv], when He [already] owns the kingdom by
nature [puoiknv gxwv Pactielav]? [...] So then again we will understand,
that the One whose throne is for ever and ever is God, the eternal One [tov del
ovta ], whereas the latter [tov 8¢ Uotepov] being later anointed for his hatred
towards sin and his love for righteousness is that which was assumed from us

[to & nuav Anedév], which [td] is of David and of Abraham, which has fel-

lows and exceeds them by anointment, possessing in itself [gv gavt@]* all the

gifts of the most Holy Spirit. Hence, let us worship the one Son in both natures

[Ev Exatepa 8¢ @VoeL TOV Eva. YIOV Tpockuvnowuev].’

1 Following A. M. Schor’s valid affirmations, one may indeed consider to speak of the Antiochene tradition as a
“network” rather than a “school”. See Sctor, Theodoret on the “School of Antioch”.

2 See Piszrori-Kupin: Theodoret of Cyrus, 109-171.

3 Theodoret, De incarnatione Domini, in: Migne, Patrologia Graeca, 75, 1456 (hereafter: PG).

4 Following the rationale of the preceding sentences I translated v €avtg with “in itself”.

5 Theodoret, De incarnatione Domini, in: PG 75, 1456.
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The last sentences of the passage are not easily translatable into English in order
to reflect Theodoret’s formulation accurately. In the same manner as in his other
writings, the author speaks of the assumed humanity taken on by the Word out
of David and Abraham as a “what”, granting it the title of “person”, i.e. of “who”,
only from the moment of its union with the Logos. The pre-existence of a separate
human person as opposed to the person of the Word preceding the union does
not seem to possess any substantial support within Theodoret’s oeuvre, although
he refers to the assumed manhood in concrete terms after the union has been ef-
fected. As he himself will assert in Ch. 34 [32] of the same treatise:

We both recognise the nature of the God-Word and acknowledge the essence

of the form of the servant; nevertheless, we worship either nature as one Son

[Exatépav 8¢ QUOLY OG Eva. TPOGKLVODUEY Y10V]S

The duality of persons is in both cases refuted by the unity of worship. This is
what during our private consultations Prof. Luise Abramowski came to label as
the Antiochene “liturgical” or “cultic” npécwnov, or even “the one worship of the
one Tpo cwnov”, emphasising that the confession of a true personal union can be
accepted as valid if it is supported by a union of worship, since the liturgical act is
one of the most fundamental and the least changing features of any ecclesiastical
tradition. To this I would like to add the observation that in both the above cases
Theodoret speaks of a worship belonging to both natures [gv gxatépa 8¢ guoeL]
as to “the One Son” [tov €vo Yiov], admitting, as it were, the prevalence of the
Word within the one veneration. weight of this ‘one veneration’ during the Nesto-
rian controversy already is also shown by Cyril, the chief representative of the
Alexandrian tradition in his eighth anathema against Nestorius:

El 11¢ toApg Aéyetv tov avoingdévta If anyone has the temerity to say that
aviponov  ovunpockvveicfal deiv the assumed man should be wor-
T 0e® AOY® Kol cuvvdofdalechal shipped along with God the Word and
Kol ovyypnuotilety 0s0v ¢ £tepov should be glorified and called God
£Tép 10 Yap ovv del mpootidéuevov along with him as if they were two
T0UT0 VOelv Gvaykdoet kai ovyi o1 different entities (for the addition of
pdriov pig mpookuvicer Tud tov the expression ‘along with’ will always
Eppovounk kai plov  avte tnv necessarily imply this interpretation)
doforoylav avamter, kafo véyove instead of honouring Emmanuel with
oapE O AOYOg, avabepa £0To. a single act of worship and ascribing to
him a single act of praise in view of the
Word having become flesh, let him be
anathema.’

In the quoted text we may observe that Cyril expressly refuses to speak of the
one worship of Christ as being some “co-worshipping” or “worshipping along” of
an assumed man with God the Word. Instead, he emphatically claims that Em-

6 Theodoret, De incarnatione Domini, in: PG 75, 1472. Concerning the problem of chapter numbering within this
treatise see Piszrori-KurAN, An unnoticed title.
7 Scuwarrz: Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum 1, 1, 1, 41 (hereafter: ACO).
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manuel has to be honoured with a single act of worship. As it is obvious from the
textual environment, the single worship belonging to Christ is a proof that one
proclaims only one Son and not two sons: a divine and a human. Theodoret in fact
agrees substantially with Cyril's eighth anathema despite his counter-statement,
which is rather concerned to speak of the same One whilst preserving the proper-
ties of each nature:
As I have often said, the doxology which we offer to the Master Christ is one [ut
av [..] v 8o&oroylav npoceepouev], and we confess the same [tov adtod
v] to be at once God and man, as the method of the union [6 thg &évicemng
A6yog] has taught us; but we shall not shrink from speaking of the properties
[rag 1816tntac] of the natures. For the God-Word did not accept a change into
flesh [tnv €lg capka tpomnv], nor yet again did the man [0 dvOpwmog] lose
what [6] he was and undergo transformation [uetepAn0n] into the nature of
God. Therefore, maintaining [Aéyovteg] the properties [ta i8ia] of each nature,
we worship the Master Christ.®
Theodoret recognised the Son as the divine Word and the Son of Man as being
“one and the same” (e1g kal 6 avTOg) after the union, without division (ywpiouo
¢) in his early years already in Ch. 12 of his Expositio rectae fidei.’ The importance
of Theodoret’s “union of worship” of the one npécwnov cannot be ignored, the
more so since the idea is present in four of his replies to Cyril's anathemas. The
first three occurrences are noteworthy also because they appear before the reply
to the eighth anathema, which is the only one related indeed to the question of
worship.” Whilst being concerned with the Cyrilline “hypostatic union” in Anath-
ema 2, Theodoret concludes:
Therefore the union according to hypostasis, which I think they put before us
instead of mixture [avti kpacewg], is superfluous. It is quite sufficient to de-
clare the union [tnv €évwoiv], which both shows [8sikvuciv] the properties of
the natures [tag T@v @Voewv 1d10tnToG] and teaches [us] to worship the one
Christ [kol TOv &éva Tpockvvely diddckel XpioTov]H
The emphasis upon this “union of worship” due to the One Christ is not an emp-
ty or negligible formula, but rather the counterpart of the equal worship given to
the three Ornoctaceig of the Trinity. We encounter this idea in a Trinitarian sense
within the Confession of Athanasius:

[Miotevopev eig €va Movoyeviy A6 We worship the one Only-Begotten
yov, coptlav, Yiov [...]tnv aAnbivn Word, Wisdom and Son, [...] the true
v glkova 100 [latpog icdtipov kot image of the Father, equally venerated
16080&0V. and glorified.”

8 ACO1, 1,6, 132.

9 See PG 6, 1229—1232. Cf. pe Otro, lustini Opera, 48.

10 Beside his reply to Anathema 8, the idea of the single worship returns in the answer to the first, second and
fifth anathema. See below.

11ACO L 1, 6, 115.

12 Hann: Bibliothek der Symbole, 265. It is important to note that this is the authentic confession of Athanasius,
consequently, it is not identical with Symbolum Quicunque.
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A similar emphasis upon this one veneration and one worship can be found also
in Gregory Nazianzen’s Oratio 41 on Pentecost:

[MTvedpo vioBestag [...] 81 ob Ilatn Spirit of adoption [...] through whom
p ywooketal, kol Yiog dofale— the Father is known and the Son is
T01, kol mop OV povev yivwoke— glorified, and beside whom alone is
to1, pta ovvre&lg, Aatpeion pilo, known, one order, one veneration, one
npookOvnols, dOvaplg, teleldtng, worship, power, perfection, holiness.”
GYLOGROG.

At the end of Ch. 8 of Theodoret’s De Trinitate, the Word receives the same wor-
ship with the Father from the believers: Tnv peto Iatpog mopa TV €0yVwUO
vov mpockvvnoly dexetar. This is one of Theodoret’s ways to show that the
Word “is eternally together with the Father” (Get 1@ IMatpt cvOvestt).” The un-
ion of worship as a picture of the unity within the Trinity is expressed also by the
repeated use of the formula “we, the worshippers of the Triad” in Ch. 4 and Ch. 15
of De Trinitate.s

Similarly, the worship — the least changing aspect of church life — concerning
Jesus Christ is not a simple liturgical, but also a Christological issue. That is why
Theodoret emphasises the “union of worship” against what he thinks involves a
mixture in Cyril's fifth anathema. The Son is the Person and the manhood is the
object:

Thus, while we use the label “sharing” [t ThHg Kolv@viag OVOUATL YpWUE—

vot], we worship both Him who took and that which was taken as one Son [wg

gva pev Yiov mpookvvoduev tov Aapovio kol 10 Anedev]. Neverthe-
less, we acknowledge [yvwpilopev] the distinction [tnv diagpopav] of the
natures.”

It may be argued that this single worship of the One Son in both natures is one
of the most decisive factors in Theodoret’s mind as to determine who is teaching
“two Sons”. The idea reappears both in his works and in his correspondence. His
little tract entitled That even after the inhumanation our Lord Jesus Christ is one
Son was written in 448, shortly after the Eranistes (447).® It contains Theodoret’s
apology against the charge of teaching ‘two Sons’. At its very beginning we read:

13 PG 36, 441.

14 See PG 75, 1157. Cf. with Gregory of Nyssa’s following statement: to. To0TO0 KOl Tap NUAOV pio
npockvVNolg kol do&oloyla Tolg TpLolv wg evi Bed. See Gregory of Nyssa, De creatione
hominis sermo primus, in: JAEGer et al. (ed.), Gregorii Nysseni opera, Suppl., 8a.

15 PG 75, 1157. Theodoret’s answer to the first anathema contains the very same idea’ 6 0gog A6yog t@®
Motpi cuvev kail peta o0 [Motpog yvepilopevos te kal Tpocskvvoduevog, in: ACO L, 1,
6, 109.

16 Cf. with Theodoret’s Letter 126 to Aphtonius etc.: ot tfg Gtdiov Tpradog mpockvvnat, in: Sources
Chrétiennes, 111, 98 (hereafter: SC).

17ACO 1, 1, 6, 126.

18 The little tract entitled 6t1 kol peta v evavBpornoiv elg Yiog 6 Koprog fuev’ Incovg
Xpiotog was published as an appendix to Letter 151 to the monks of the East (which had been written in
431-432) in PG 83, 1433—1440. Marcel Richard proved that the tract is a later composition, subsequent to the
Eranistes. See Ricuarn: Un écrit de Théodoret.
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Those who gather slanders against us claim that we divide our one Lord Jesus

Christ into two sons. Nevertheless, we are so far from conceiving such things that

we charge with impiety [all] those who even dare to say so.” Since we have been

taught by the divine Scripture to worship one Son [gva. Yiov mpockuveiv], our

Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten Son of God, the God-Word made human.?

In fact, the entire defence of the author’s orthodoxy within the aforementioned
tract is based upon this recurrent idea of the union of worship, which a little later
he combines with the perfection of the natures:

We therefore worship the Son, but we contemplate in Him each nature in its

perfection [gxatépav 8¢ @VoLv tedelav &v adt® Bewpodpuev], both that

which took on and that which was taken; the one of God and the other of David.

For this reason He is named [6vopaetai] both Son of the living God and Son

of David, thus either nature receiving its proper title [Ekatépag @Ooewg TV

GPUHOTTOVCAY EAKOVGTG TTpocnyoplav].?!

It is superfluous to repeat the issues already discussed. Nevertheless, a very
representative occurrence in the same tract ought to be observed, since there the
author connects his concept of Christological union with specific acts of worship:

The slanderers who assert that we venerate [rpecBeveiv] two sons [are refuted

by] the flagrant testimony of the facts [Bod T@v mpaypdtwv n poaptoptal.

Since for all those who come to the all-holy Baptism we teach the faith laid forth

at Nicaea. And when we celebrate the mystery of rebirth [to tfig maAryyeveot

oG £mitelodvieg puotnplov] we baptise those who believe in the name of the

Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, pronouncing each name by itself

[EVik®g gkacTtnV Tpocnyoplay npoceepovies]. And when we are perform-

ing divine service in the churches it is our custom to glorify the Father and the

Son and the Holy Spirit: not sons, but Son. If then we proclaim two sons, which

[of the two] is glorified by us and which one remains unhonoured [aygépactoc]?

For we have not quite reached such [a level of] insanity as to assert two sons, yet

not to honour one of them with any respect. It is clear from this, therefore, that

the slander is [slander], since we worship one Only-begotten Son, the God-Word
made man.?

19 Anathema 6 of Ambrose quoted with approval by Theodoret (as written by Damasus) in his Ecclesiastical
History reads: dvafepatilopev kol tovg dvo Yiovg givol dtioyvpilopevoug, Eva mpo
TV aldvev kol dALov peta TV THG 60pKog €k ThHg Maplog dvainyiv. See Theodoret,
Historia ecclesiastica in: Die Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller 44, 298.

20 PG 83, 1433.

21 PG 83, 1436.

22 PG 83, 1437. The same liturgical defence of Theodoret’s orthodoxy returns almost word by word in his Letter
146 to the monks of Constantinople written in the first half of 451. See SC 111, 178.
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One veneration = One Person?

We can safely conclude from the above that the issue at stake for the Bishop of
Cyrus concerning a true confession of the One Christ as the single subject of ul-
timate attributions is the unambiguous single worship. He invokes this argument
repeatedly in his correspondence, often bound together with the idea of the reality
of both natures and the communicatio onomaton, i.e. the ontological communica-
tion of names.* I shall quote some of the most relevant ones mentioning their time
of composition, yet without adding further comments and letting the passages
speak for themselves:*
In this way [i.e. because of the unmingled union] I declare that the same Master
Christ both suffers and destroys suffering; on one hand, He suffers according
to the visible [kata 10 Opwpevov],® and destroys suffering as touching the
ineffably indwelling Godhead. This is proved clearly also by the narrative of the
holy gospels, from where we learn that whilst lying in a manger and wrapped in
swaddling clothes, He was announced by a star, worshipped [rpocekvveito]
by magi and hymned [buveito] by angels. [...] For He who was born of her
[i.e. Mary] is not revered on her account [81 adtrv cgpdoptog], but rather she
is honoured [kaAAVveta] with the greatest titles on account of Him Who was
born of her.”
Although you have not yet met me, I think that your excellency is aware of the
open calumnies that have been published against me, for you have often heard
me preaching in church, when I have proclaimed the One Lord Jesus, and have
pointed out both the properties [tdia.] of the Godhead and of the manhood;
for we do not divide [dtaipodpev] the One Son into two, but, worshipping
[rpockvvobvteg] the Only-begotten, point out the distinction [t0 diagopov]
between flesh and Godhead.®
Know then, O holy and godly sir that no one has ever at any time heard us
preaching two sons; in fact this doctrine seems to me abominable and impious,
for there is one Lord Jesus Christ through whom all things are. Him [ acknowl-

23 For a detailed discussion of the communicatio idiomatum versus communicatio onomaton in Theodoret’s
thought see Piszrori-Kurin: Theodoret’s Double Treatise, 139—150.
24 1 have largely followed the translations of Blomfield Jackson. See Jackson: Theodoret.
25 Cf. Theodoret’s Commentary on Romans 8,29 written in 436—438: Ene1dn yop ddparog 1 Oeta evotg,
10 8¢ oAU OPATOV, WG EV ELKOVL TLVL 310 TOL GWOUATOG TPOookvuveltat, in: PG 82, 141.
26 See his Commentary on Hebrews 1,6: TTog 8¢ Tlpwtotoxog 6 Movoyevig; €l 8¢ kol peto v
EvovBpOTNoLY aDTOV Ol dyyedol TPocekLYNGOVY, TPO THG EVAVOPWRAGE®MS TAVLTNV
adT® TLUNRV 0V TPOoGEPepoV; [...]GAAG kol &V 1@ KOGU® AV ®G Bedc, kKol AABeV ®g
avBpwrnog. OVtw kol Movoyevig oty og Bedg, kal Ilpwtdtokog wg AvOpwmog Ev
noALoig Gdergoic. OVTWG Gel TO oEPog Tapa TV Ayyedmv EdExeTo" v Yop el Bedg
npocekLVNoAY 8¢ aOTOV Kol WG GvBpwmov, in: PG 82, 685.

27 Letter 151 written in 431432, in: SC 429, 114-116 and 122.

28 Letter 99 to Claudianus written in Nov. 448, in: SC 111, 16. See also the following passage from Eranistes: £évo.
pev Yiov 1ob 000 kal oida kol mpockuve Tov Kdprov fudv’ Incodv Xpiotov: g
8¢ BeotnTog kal thg avlpwnotntog TNV dtapopayv £618ayOnv. Erruncer: Eranistes, 135.
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edge both as eternal God and as man in the end of days, and I give Him one
worship as Only-begotten. [ was taught, however, the distinction [t0 dia@opov]
between flesh and Godhead, for the union is unmingled [GcOyyvTOC Yap T
gvwoig]. [...] For, even after the incarnation, we worship one Son of God, our
Lord Jesus Christ [kal peta tnv évavlponnoty éva mpookuvoiuey Yiov 10T
000 tov Kiprov nudv Incodv Xprotov], and call as impious all who hold
otherwise.?

And though the distinction [t0 8idgopov] of the natures is equally recognised,
the One Son ought to be worshipped [tov €vo xpn mpookuvelv Yiov], and the
same ought to be recognised as Son of God and Son of man, form of God and
form of the servant, Son of David and Lord of David, seed of Abraham and crea-
tor of Abraham. The union [€ vwoig] causes the names to be common [koiva
nolel to Ovouarta], but the community of the names does not confound [ov
ouyyxel] the natures.® Since it is clear for the sound-minded that some [names]
are appropriate as to God and others as to man. In this way both the passible
and the impassible are befitting [apudtter] for the Master Christ, since on one
hand He suffered according to the humanity [kato 10 avOpwneiov], whilst on
the other hand He remained impassible as God [w¢ 0g0g].*!

Once for all, fighting against each heresy, we command [all] to worship the One
Son [tov éva mpookuvelv mappeyyvopev Yiov]. [...] If, according to these
calumnies, we venerate two sons, which one do we glorify and which one do
we leave unworshipped [arpockivntov kataieinopev]? Since it were the most
extreme insanity to believe that there are two sons, yet to give the doxology to
one alone [gvi 8¢ povy].®

It is said that [...] after certain presbyters had offered prayer, and concluded it
in the wonted manner, while some said “For to You belongs glory and to Your
Christ and to the Holy Spirit” and others “Through grace and loving kindness
of Your Christ, with whom belongs glory to You with Your Holy Spirit”, the very
wise archdeacon prohibited the use of the expression, “the Christ” and said
that the “Only-begotten” ought to be glorified. If this is true, it were impossible
to exceed the impiety. For he either divides the one Lord Jesus Christ into two
sons and regards the only begotten Son as lawful and natural, but the Christ as
adopted and spurious, and consequently unworthy for being honoured in doxol-
ogy; or else he is endeavouring to support the heresy which has now burst in on
us with the riot of wild revelry. [...] Copious additional evidence may be found
whereby it may be learnt without difficulty that our Lord Jesus Christ is no other
person than the Son who completes the Trinity. [...] Let no one then foolishly

29 Letter 104 to Flavian, patriarch of Alexandria, written in Dec. 448, in: SC 111, 24—26 and 28.

30 See Theodoret’s Commentary on Ephesians 1,20—-22: t0 8¢ tnv Anebeicav &€ Muav @VGLV TMg
adTAG @ AofOvTL petéxelv TIpfG, ®ote undepiov @oivesBat dLapopov TPOGKLVA
cewg, GAAa o THG OpwHEVNG PLCEWG TNV GOpaToV Tpockuvelcbal Bedtnta, To0TO
novtog Enekelvo Bavpatog, in: PG 82, 517.

31 Letter 131 to Bishop Timotheus written in the middle of the year 450, in: SC 111, 116-118.

32 Letter 146 to the monks of Constantinople written in the first half of 451, in: SC 111, 178.
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suppose that the Christ is any other than the only begotten Son. [...] One point,

however, | cannot endure to omit. He is alleged to have said that there are many

Christs but one Son. Into this error I suppose he fell through ignorance. For if

he had read the divine Scripture, he would have known that the title of the Son

has also been bestowed by our bountiful Lord on many. [...] If then, because
the name [t0 6vopa] of the Christ is common, we neither should glorify the

Christ as God, nor worship Him as Son, since this name has also been bestowed

upon many. And why do I say the Son? The very name [tpoonyopia] of God

itself has been received by many as given [to them] by God. [...] “I have said you
are gods” [Psalm 82, €]. [...] But this common use of titles [t0 T@v dvoudtwv
opwvopov] does not offend those who are instructed in piety. [...] Thus, though
many are named fathers, we worship One Father, the Father before the ages,
the One who gave this title [tqv &nikAnoiv] to men, according to the words
of the Apostle [Ephesians 3, 14-15]. Let us not then, because others are called
christs, rob ourselves of the worship of our Lord Jesus Christ. For just as though
many are called gods and fathers, there is One God over all and Father before
the ages; and though many are called sons, there is One true and natural Son

[elg 6 aAnBLvoc kal evoel Y1og]; and though many are labelled spirits there

is One All-Holy Spirit; in the same fashion, though many are called christs there

is One Lord Jesus Christ by Whom all things are. And very properly does the

Church cling to this name [g€nptnTol 100 O0vopatog]; for she has heard Paul,

escorter of the Bride [to0 voppostolov], exclaiming “I have espoused you to

one husband that | may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ”.*

The evidence gathered here at some length is quite conclusive. In Theodoret’s
understanding, from the time of the composition of De incarnatione (430—431)
until the months leading to Chalcedon (451), one’s Christological orthodoxy is
measurable by the following question: “whom do you worship?” Although 10 i
popov of the natures cannot be ignored, this does not impair by any means the
acvyyLTOG Evwolg within the év mpocwmov, who is the One and the same Son,
Word and Master Christ and who should be worshipped with a single veneration.
The Antiochene equation, then, would be that the “one veneration” belongs and
is bound to the “one person™ pia. mpookOVNGLG = &v mpdcwnov. In order to
determine whether this equation held also in the works of the contemporary Al-
exandrian or earlier theologians, or whether it was an exclusive peculiarity of the
Bishop of Cyrus in the Ephesian-Chalcedonian period, we need to take a glance at
the issue within a wider perspective.

33 Letter 147 to John the oeconomus written in 451, in: SC 111, 201-220.

85



Istvan Pdsztori-Kupdn Vendeégeloaddsok
Earlier testimonies concerning the unity of worship

One of the earlier testimonies concerning the matter is the Creed ascribed to ei-
ther a Nicene or Antiochene council against Paul of Samosata (preserved in the
Ephesian Acts of 431), which confesses “our Lord Jesus Christ” in the following
manner:

OVtwg O6Alov  mpookvvntov  koi Thus, He is worshipped entirely even
HETO. TOD oWpotoc, GAA  ovyi together with his body, yet not wor-
KOTo T0 cApo Tpockvvntdv, 6OAov shipped according to the body; he is
npookvvodvTo kol peto thg g0 entirely worshipped also with the God-
NTog, GAA 0Oyl kata thv Osdtnra  head, but not worshipped according to
TPOGKLVOLVTAL. the Godhead.*

Some analysts dispute the Antiochene provenance of this creed, suspecting that
it may have come from the school of Apollinaris.® | have some doubts concerning
this, since the keyword for the humanity is copo and not capé as we shall see
below by Apollinaris, nevertheless, this is a further hint that the union of worship
may indeed have been a major issue for the Alexandrian party also. Here is what
Athanasius writes in his Commentary on Psalm 99, 5 (LXX: Ps. 98, 5):

O Yyniog ¢ Bcoc xoi vmo mddog The One exalted as God and having the
gywv micav v ktiowv yéyovev whole creation under His feet became
atpéntoe  dvlpomoc. Todtov ovv, man without change. Then, he says,
onot, TOv  yevopevov  atpémtog you should exalt this one, who was
avépomov  vyodte, mpookuvvodvieg Mmade man without change, worship-
avTOV g mpookuvioel peta tfig  ping him with one veneration together
1dlag capKoc. with his own flesh.*

Apart from the double emphasis upon the “unchanged” manner of God’s becom-
ing man, we encounter here a recurrent Alexandrian expression concerning the
single worship “of the Word together with His own flesh’® Apollinaris’ famous
confession Tlept thg copkwoews tob Bgob Adyov — held by Cyril as coming
from Athanasius — apart from the phrase of “one incarnate nature” adopted by
Cyril reads:

34 Hann: Bibliothek, 182. Cf. ACO I, 1, 5, 6.

35 See Haun: Bibliothek, 182, note 42.

36 PG 27, 421.

37 Cf. with the Confession of the Apollinarian Bishop Jobius: tpocskvvoduevov 8¢ kol do&alouevov
peta TG 1dtlag copkdg. See Hann: Bibliothek, 285.
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ov &0 @loelg TOV  €va VoV,
plav  mpooKuvntRY - kol pioav
AmPOGKUVNTOV, GAAG  piav  @UoLy
100  AOYOU  OECOUPKOUEVIYV Kol
TPOOKUVOULEVIIV  UETA TRG OOPKOG
avtod g mpookuvnoet [...] 1 &l T1g

[...] amnpookuvvntov [Aéyel Tnv 10T
KUplov MUAV 6apKe ®OF GvOpOTOU
Kol [T TPOCKULVNTNY MG Kuplou Kal
000 oapxa, TOUTOV Avabepatifel M
aylo Kol kaforlkT EKKANcld.

during the Monophysite controversy

[We do not confess] the one Son as
two natures, one venerated and one
lacking veneration, but one nature in-
carnate and worshipped of the God-
Word together with his flesh with one
veneration [...] and if anyone says that
the flesh of our Lord is lacking venera-
tion as being the flesh of man, and not
worshipped as the flesh of the Lord and
God, is anathematised by the Catholic
Church.®

It appears that the “one worship” belonging to the one Christ was not of sec-
ondary importance for Alexandrian theologians, although Apollinaris introduces
a “natural union” deriving from this union of worship, which the other party — and
the whole church indeed - did not approve, whilst still maintaining the one venera-
tion. Apollinaris endorses it emphatically in his Detailed Confession, i.e. in 1 kato,
népog mioTig, asserting of the Son of God made man:

£V TPOGOTOV, KOL UlaV TNV TPOGKD
vnolv 100 Adyov kol THG GopKOg,
v &vérafev: kol avabepatilopev
TOUG  dLOPOPOVE  TPOGKLVNGELG
TOLO0VTOG, plov Betkny kol piov
avOpOTLVNY, Kol TPOGKLVODVIOG
T0v &k Moplag dvlpomov g
£TEPOV OVTA TTOPA. TOV €K Og0D OgoV
[...] 008E yap TECGAPA TPOCKLVELY
Agyouev, 0gov kol Yiov Ogob kol
avbporov kol IIveduo dytov. Aio
kol GvaBepotilopey TOVG 0VTWG
acefovvtag, Tovg AvBpwnov Ev T
Beta doEoroyla TiBEvVTAG.

One person and one veneration of the
Word and of the flesh which he as-
sumed; and we anathematise those who
make different worships, one divine
and one human, and worship the man
[born] of Mary as being different from
the God of God [...] for we neither say
that four should be worshipped: God,
the Son of God, the man and the Holy
Spirit. Thus we also anathematise those
who blaspheme in this manner, putting
the man into the divine doxology.®

This is arguably one of the main sources of the eighth Cyrilline anathema and
constitutes the very charge Theodoret continued to fight against. Maintaining to
diragopov of the natures (which Apollinaris did not admit of course, yet that is

38 Haun: Bibliothek, 267—268. Cf. ACO I, 1, 7, 48—49. Caspari proved the authorship of Apollinaris in Caspari, Alte

und Neue Quellen, I, 119. In his TIpoc@wvnTikog Taig edcePestatalg decmoivarg, Cyril quotes
almost the entire text of Apollinaris’ above Confession introducing it with the following formula: en toivov
0 TpLopokaplog alndag kol drafontog eig evoePerav’ ABavaciog ete. See ACO I, 1,5, 65.
39 Lierzvann: Apollinaris, 177-179. Cf. with the homily of Paul, Bishop of Emesa preserved in the Acts of the
Council of Ephesus (uttered in Alexandria in the presence of Cyril): dto. Todto Tprada, o0 tetpado
npookuvovpev, [atépa kol eve Yiov kot [lvedpa dytov, dvobepatilopev 8¢ Tovg
Aeyovtag 800 L1OVG KOl TAV 1epAV Thg EkkAnoiag exPardopev mepiforwv.ACO L 1,4, 10.
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why he was heterodox), he simultaneously refused any didgopov in the worship.
As it appears in the recurrent Apollinarian (and later Cyrilline) formula of the “one
incarnate nature of the God-Word”, the Alexandrians following Apollinaris and
Cyril tended to equate the “one worship” with the “one nature”: pio, TpockOVNGLG
= pia evoig. This became an increasingly important question during the Mono-
physite controversy, at the end of which the church finally had to choose not only
between the “one Person” and the “one nature” of the Word made man, but also
between the two equations: “uto. TpoockdVNGLG = €v TpdcwROV” over against
“Uto, TPOoKOLVNGLG = Pl POGLS”.

We shall return to the Alexandrian party contemporary to Theodoret, yet before
that let us take a glance at his own tradition. Theodore of Mopsuestia, perhaps
reacting to some extent to Apollinarian allegations, in his Confession writes about
the “perfect human being” assumed by “the Master God-Word™

[Mopa maong thg kticewg dexe— He receives the veneration from the

TOL TPOCKOVNOLY, OG GYXWPLGTOV
pog TV Oglav QUGLY ExwV TNV
ocuvageLlay, Gvoeopd 6Ogob kol
EVVolQ TOOMG OVTH THG KTLOEWG
TNV TPOGKLVNGLY  GTOVELOVGNG.
Kol o¥te 800 @aupev viovg ovrte
dvo Kopioug, gmeldn e?tg 0g0g Kot
ovctav 0 Bgog Aodyog, O Movoysvn
¢ Yiog tov Hon:pog, (onsp 0VTOG
CUVNUUEVOG TE KOL METEYWV Ogd
™mrog kowvevel thg Yiod mpoon-—
yoplag 1€ Kol rtpng[ ] fmép
ov 81 Kol TNV npocmuvncsw Kol
avoeopav 0god mopo TAoNG SEYE—
TOL TAG KTLoEWG.

whole creation, as having an insepara-
ble conjunction with the divine nature,
imparting the veneration with God’s
offering and the praise of the whole
creation towards him. And we neither
speak of two sons, nor two lords, in-
asmuch as according to the essence
the God-Word is one God, the Only-be-
gotten Son of the Father, whence this
one being united and participating in
the Godhead shares the name as well
as the reverence of the Son [...] from
which it is evident that he receives
both the veneration and the praise of
God from the whole creation.*’

A more distilled, yet to some extent less technical expression of the same con-
cept is found in John Chrysostom’s treatise De sancta Trinitate, in which the famous
Antiochene preacher brings the idea of the single worship closer to the Athanasian
emphasis quoted above. As Chrysostom writes,

40 Hann: Bibliothek, 303. Cf. ACO 1, 1, 7, 98—99.
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Opdte pucTNplov. £meldn Tuedle
XWplg GUOpTLOG TNV TUETEPAV GO
PKOL EVODV EQVT® E1G HiaV TPOGKY
vnoly, N 8¢ capé NuAV gk 100 Add
W, &K TAG YNG KOTo TODTO AEYEL,
Kol mpookvveite 169 OTOTOSLW)
T@V Tod®V aDTOL. NUELG TR Y7 OV
TPOGKLVOUPEY, GAAG T® Be® Adyw
M EVOCAVIL EQVTH XWPLG GUAPTL
ag Vv &k g yNs ThacBeicav o0
>Adap capko.

during the Monophysite controversy

Behold the mystery. That is why he
approached our flesh without sin and
united it to himself into one veneration.
Yet our flesh is from Adam, from the
earth. Against this he says, “worship at
his footstool” [Psalm 99,5]. We do not
worship the earth, but rather God the
Word who united to himself without
sin the flesh of Adam created from the
earth™

Based on the evidence presented above it is fair to assume that in both major

theological traditions of Alexandria and Antioch respectively the idea of the single
worship of the One Son incarnate was by no means of secondary importance
vis-a-vis the personal union of Christ. Our concluding task is to investigate the
impact of this “one veneration” upon the conflicting Christological models, which
emerged during the Ephesian—Chalcedonian period.

Chalcedon and the ecumenical solution

Before the Council of Ephesus, Cyril was also one of the most vigorous defend-
ers of the idea of a single veneration, notably bound to the union of the person.
Apart from his eighth anathema, the idea reappears in his famous dogmatic letter
to Nestorius:

ovtw Xptotov &vo kal Koprov Thus we confess one Christ and Lord,

ouoloynoopev, ovy ®¢ AvOpwmTov
copmposkvvodvies @ Adyw, iva
Un TLUAG GOVTOG LA TOPELGKPLYNTOL
310 To0 AEyeLy 10 GOV GAL OG Eva
Kol TOV ODTOV TPOGKLVOLVIEG [...]
o¢ Evog kad Evwolv, peto TR 18t
0G GOpPKOG.

not as if worshipping him along with
the Word as man, so that no phantasm
of veneration would be admitted by
saying ‘along with’, but rather as wor-
shipping the one and the same [...] as
one according to the union with his
own flesh.*

Thus, a duality of subjects is refuted by the denial of a divided worship or a “com-
mon worship”, i.e. “co-worship”. Cyril's overall suspicion concerning the preposition
cu'v is a fairly well researched matter, especially concerning his mostly unfounded
mistrust concerning the expression cuvageta. as describing an unmingled, yet

41 PG 48, 1096.
42 Cyril’s Epistola dogmatica in Haun: Bibliothek, 312. Cf. ACO [, 1, 1, 28.
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real union in Christ® At this point, however, we should remember how much
weight he had laid upon the one worship as the proof of a true confession of the
unity in Christ in his above quoted eighth anathema.

As shown by the evidence, although he did not share Cyril's worries concern-
ing the preposition Vv as describing something composite and not truly one,
Theodoret also emphasised the “one worship” as being npockdvneig rather than
cupnposkvvNotg. In his short reply to Anathema 8 he asserts ptav thv 8o&odo—
Ylov Tpoceépopev explaining that this does not remove the natures’ properties,
which in their turn do not impair the union. Pope Leo [ in his famous dogmatic
epistle to Flavian, the orthodox patriarch of Constantinople, martyred shortly after
the Robber Synod of Ephesus (Latrocinium Ephesinum 449), touches upon the is-
sue briefly, nonetheless clearly from the perspective of two natures:

Similis est rudimentis hominum, quem The one whom Herod impiously

Herodes impie molitur occidere; sed
Dominus est omnium, quem Magi
gaudent suppliciter adorare [...] Quem
itaque sicut hominem diabolica tentat
astutia, eidem sicut Deo angelica famu-
lantur officia.

strived to kill, was like a human being
at the earliest stage; yet it was the Lord
of all whom the Magi rejoiced to adore
suppliantly. [...] Accordingly, the same
one whom the devil craftily tempts as
a man, the angels dutifully wait on as

God*

Without lengthening the gathering of evidence any further,” [ would like to refer
to one of the most interesting climaxes concerning the avowal of a single worship
bound together with the confession concerning the existence of both natures. This
is the case of Basil of Seleucia, who according to the Acts of Chalcedon, asserted:

[ worship our one Lord, Jesus Christ,
the Only-Begotten Son of God, the
God-Word after the incarnation and in-
humanation known in two natures.*

[Tpookvvd tov &va. Kopiov fudv
’Incobv Xpiotov 10v Yiov 100
0gob tOov Movoyevn, tov Bgov Ao
YOV UETO, TNV GOAPK®GLV Kol TNV
gvavlpwnnoiyv &v 800 EUGEGLY yv—
wp1louevov.

According to the minutes of the council a huge uproar followed this sentence
from the side of the Egyptian and Eastern bishops, who repeatedly protested
against “the separation of the indivisible™ tov augpiotov undeig ywpiletw.
Although Basil defended the union, he did not shrink to speak of the natures’
properties and said:

43 Piszrori-Kurin: Theodoret’s Double Treatise, 197—200. Piszrori-Kupin: Theodoret, 70—72. Cf. ABRaMOWSKI: Zvvo.-
eLa.

44 See Leo, Tomus ad Flavianum 4, in: ACO 11, 2, 1, 28-29.

45 For the importance of the unity of worship for both parties as a sign of teaching “One Son” during the Nestorian
controversy cf. ACO I, 1, 1, 18, 23, 35, 37, 41, 53, 62—63; ACO 1, 1, 2, 44, 48—49, 71, 92, 95, 101; ACO [, 1, 4, 25, 27; ACO
I, 1,5,21-23, 31,49, 64, 65; ACO 1, 1, 6, 8, 20, 32, 46—54, 132; ACO I, 1, 7, 39, 4850, 83, 93, 98—99, 108—109, 139; ACO
1, 5, 1, 225, 230.

46 ACO 1, 1, 1, 92--93.
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avabepo 1 pepilovti, Gvdbepa
T@® B81aLpodVTL TOG QUGELS MHETO
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un yvopilovit 10 idtalov TV @V

during the Monophysite controversy

Anathema to the one who divides,
anathema to the one who separates the
natures after the union; yet anathema
also to the one who does not recog-

GEWV. nise the property of the natures.”

It was an almost impossible situation, since the Egyptians labelled the “two na-
tures” formula as outright Nestorian. We do not intend to follow the story any
further, since that would divert us from our main theme, nevertheless, the fact
that Basil's above assertion became ultimately the key phrase of the Definition is
argued positively by modern scholarship. According to Sellers, the famous “in two
natures” of the Chalcedonense may well have had its origin in Basil's earlier com-
ment on the Formula of Reunion:

IIpockuvodpev 10v €vo. Kvprov We worship our one Lord Jesus Christ
Nuev’Incodbv Xpiotov &v dVo @U recognised in two natures.®
oeol yvopliopevoy.

André de Halleux, who is the author of probably the best analytic article so far
on the Chalcedonense, also reaches the same substantial conclusion concerning
the source of “la formule basilienne”*® Basil had asserted this at the home synod
at Constantinople in November 448, he was forced to retract it at the Latrocinium,
only to revert to this statement again in Chalcedon.®

If one were to compare the above with Theodoret’s assertion in Ch. 21 of De
incarnatione, the resemblance is obvious, especially concerning the union of wor-
ship: &v gkatépq 8¢ UoeL Tov Eva Yiov mpockuvnompev.” In fact he restated
it in a somewhat similar fashion at the Council of Chalcedon in 451, which together
with the anathema upon those teaching “two sons” and the confession of worship-
ping the One Son met the approval of the Eastern bishops also:

The most venerable bishop Theodoret
said: Anathema to the one who pro-
claims two sons; for we worship one
Son, our Only-begotten Lord Jesus
Christ.®

Ocodwpntog 6 edAaPestatog Emi
oKOTOG glmev: avobepo T@ AE
yovti 800 viovg €vo yop Yiov
TpocKLvoLueY, 10V Kdplov fudv
’Incodv Xpiotov 1ov Movoyevi.

47 ACO 1L, 1,1, 93.

48 ACOIL 1, 1, 117.

49 pe HaiLeux: La définition christologique a Chalcédoine, 467—70.

50 See SeLLers: The Council of Chalcedon, 58, note 6; 67, note 4; 122; 215-216.

51 PG 75, 1456.

52 ACO 11, 1, 1, 111. Concerning the issue of the worship not belonging to “two sons” see also Emperor Marcian’s
letters sent to Macarius (ACO 11, 1, 3, 131-132) and to the synod of Palestine (ACO I, 1, 3, 133—135).
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The alternative to this Antiochene position (i.e. to connect the one worship to
the one person and not to the one nature) had been asserted previously at the
same council by Bishop Logginos and Presbyter John respectively. We shall quote

first the statement of Logginos :

0O 0£0011£0T0TOC £MI6KOTOS AOYYIVOC
Tfig Xepoovnoltdv norewg elmev: [...]
£18MC HETO TNV EVAVOPORNGLY TNV £K
3o @uoswv mpookuveichol OsoTNTA
100 povoyevolg viod 1ol 0ol Kol
owTfpog NudV Incod Xpiotod.

The most God-loving Logginos, bishop
of the city of Chersonese, said: [...] |
see that after the inhumanation the
Godhead of the Only-Begotten Son of
God and our Saviour, Jesus Christ is
worshipped out of two natures.”

It is abundantly clear that Logginos, who in support of his affirmation also re-
ferred to the 318 fathers gathered in Nicea as well as to Cyril (who died in 444),
made here a last attempt to canonise the equation “one worship = one nature”.
This is substantiated also by the fact that immediately after this declaration, Dio-
scorus of Alexandria, the leader of the Monophysite party and chief promoter of
the Latrocinium (deposed by Chalcedon on disciplinary grounds), practically gave
an ultimatum:

A106K0p0g O eVAuPEsTOTOC EMiokonog  Dioscorus, the most venerable bishop
A)stavdpeiog eimev: To €x  dvo of Alexandriasaid: I accept “out of two”
déyopar 0 §00 OV dEYOUL. [natures]; I do not accept the “two”>

In the ensuing dispute, it became abundantly clear that the two statements: “out
of two natures” and “in two natures” respectively were mutually exclusive in the
minds of the Chalcedonian fathers. Thus, if one stated €k 800 @Vcewv, it automati-
cally meant that he denied &v 800 @Uoeoty after the union. The question of wor-
ship or veneration (tpockvvnoig) differed accordingly. Consequently, it seemed
for those who confessed “out of two natures” and who bound the “one worship” to
the “one nature”, that the other party did not venerate the One Son, but two sons
with a sopnpockvVNG1LG, a practice against which Cyril used to warn his followers
repeatedly. The obvious conclusion of &k 800 @¥Ocewv was uttered uncompromis-
ingly by Dioscorus, who said: “after the union there are not two natures”>

After a short while, returning to the question of veneration, presbyter John came
to strengthen the Alexandrian position with the following affirmation:

53 ACO L, 1, 1, 120.

54 ACO 1, 1, 1, 120.
55 Meta yop tnv éveoty 3o euoelg ovk eiotv. ACOIL 1, 1, 121
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Meta, 8¢ v &vavBpwnnoiv 100
000 AOyov, TOLTEGTLY HETO TNV
vévvnoiv 100 Kvptov fuav’ Incod
XpLotod piov QUGLY TPOGKLVELV
Kol toaotny 000 capkmBEVTOG Kol
Evavlpwrnoavrog.

during the Monophysite controversy

Nevertheless, after the inhumanation
of the God-Word, i.e. after the birth of
our Lord Jesus Christ one should wor-
ship one nature and this is the nature
of the incarnate God made man.*

We may observe again the close resemblance with the Apollinarian line of

thought: one worship — one nature. The evidence clearly shows that the Eutychi-
ans did not relinquish this formula.”” One ought to observe the manner of refer-
ence to the “worship” within these statements in order to see how important this
seemingly liturgical point became in the Christological debates during the Nesto-
rian as well as the Monophysite controversies. It is useful to compare them with
Basil’s forced recantation at the Latrocinium:

Baoilelog émickomog Zehevkeiog
*Ioavplag eimev:  [...] TpooKLVA
MV plav eboLy Thg 0£0TNTOg TOL
Movoyevovg £vavOporieaviog Kol

Basil, the bishop of Seleucia of Isau-
ria said: [...] [ worship the one nature
of the Godhead of the Only-begotten
made man and incarnate.’®

GEGUPKMUEVOU.

This statement forced upon Basil in 449 by the party of Dioscorus makes it
obvious that concerning the worship belonging to the One Son of God Incarnate
the issue at stake in the minds of the Eutychians was that this automatically deter-
mined the number of natures confessed after the union. The Apollinarian equation
of “nature” with “person”, i.e. o1 with tpoécwrov and broctactg inherited by
Cyril as coming from Athanasius® permeated the Eutychian Christological thinking
to the extent that a single veneration of the one Person having two natures even
after the union became inconceivable.

As far as the testimony of the Chalcedonian Definition goes, it was decided that
the uto Tposkvvnolg — which remained totally unchallenged through the entire
period — is not bound to the pio @Oo1g formula, but belongs to the One Person of
Christ. The Lord is thus worshipped with one veneration as a single npécwrov and
vToOoTOGLG recognised not “out of two natures” (k 0o @Ooewv), but rather “in
two natures” (v 80o @¥ceoiLv) after the union. Based on the available evidence
it may be said that Theodoret of Cyrus and his companions, like Flavian of Con-
stantinople or Ibas of Edessa, who clung to the Christology of “one Person — two
natures” were in substantial agreement with this ecumenical conclusion.

56 ACOTL 1, 1, 124.
57 See ACO 11, 1, 1, 159 and 161.
58 ACO I, 1,1, 179.

59 See Apollinaris, De fide et incarnatione: “one nature, one hypostasis, one operation, one person” (uto. @0
016, pla OTOCTAOLG, plo EVEpyeLa, Ev TPOcwToV). LiETzmanN: Apollinaris, 198—199.
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