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PREFACE

Whenever the name Nestorius is mentioned, the first reaction would be “the heresiarch”. Yet, the
church of the East which proclaimed Nestorius as their ancient teacher patriarch was at least once the
biggest Catholic Church extending from Jerusalem to China. I once thad the liturgy of the early
church in Malankara (present Kerala, India) which mentions Nestorius as the Patriarch to be
remembered.

As usual all the documentations and writings of the heretics were burned even if the heretic himself is
not. However in recent years an elaborate writing of Nestorius during his last years have come to
surface which gives a totally new view of what he has taught or at least intended. It appears that
Nestorius was not a “Nestorian” in the sense interpreted by the term. Nestorius was defending the
Deityhood of Jesus in the midst of all the heresies that was poping up.

I have tried to present all the sides of the story with all the relevant scriptures and their interpretations
and arguments. Thank God for the heretics, who made it possible for us to find the way through the
maze of mysteries. The formless Word took on a form - the form of a man- and tabernacled among
us. Because of that we can behold what was not beholdable. We can still experience the Trinity and
the power of love that forced the Father to send his only begotten Son of the essence of God. The
choice is still mine. He will never violate my freedom but I know He will take me back home even if I
stray far. That is the essence of incarnation.

Prof.M.M.Ninan
Normal, IL
2017
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CHAPTER ONE
JOHN NESTORIUS

John Nestorius was born sometime in 381 or 386 in Germanicia in the Roman province of Syria
(now Kahramanmaraş in Turkey). He received his clerical training as a pupil of Theodore of
Mopsuestia in Antioch. He was living as a priest and monk in the monastery of Euprepius and
gained a reputation for his sermons that led to his enthronement by Theodosius II, as Patriarch of
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Constantinople, following the death of Sisinnius I.in 428 AD. Nestorius (Greek: Νεστόριος; c.
386 – 450 AD) was Patriarch of Constantinople (now Istanbul) from 10 April 428 to August 431AD.

Emperor Theodosius II nominated Nestorius,(because he was a pupil of Theodore of Mopsuestia, a
teacher for whom the emperor’s grandfather had the greatest respect) , for the position of Bishop of
Constantinople. This was probably also directed to get independence from his sister Pulcheria, who
had been Theodosius’ caretaker till he came of age. Theodosius when he became emperor wanted
to shake off the control of Pulcheria. Theodosius was probably using Nestorius for that purpose.
Pulcheria was a strong catholic with special regard to Mother Mary. This again must have been a
reason for Nestorius to be aggressive.

St. Aelia Pulcheria, sister of Emperor Theodosius II

St. Aelia Pulcheria ( 398 or 399 – 453) was the second (and oldest surviving) child of
Byzantine Emperor Arcadius and Empress Aelia Eudoxia. In 415, the fifteen-year old
Pulcheria took over the reins of government as the guardian of her younger brother
Theodosius. Pulcheria greatly influenced the Christian Church and its theological
development by guiding two of the most important ecumenical councils in ecclesiastical
history, namely those of Ephesus and Chalcedon, in which the Church ruled on christological
issues. The Roman Catholic Church and the Eastern Orthodox Church subsequently
recognized her as a saint.

Pulcheria, a supporter of the term Theotokos had styled herself after the Virgin Mary by taking a
vow of virginity. Nestorius made little of Pulcheria’s influence, and publicly humiliated her by
insinuating that she took lovers in spite of her vow, by effacing her image, and removing her robes
from the altar of a church. There must have some political motive also to please the Emperor in
these actions.
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Nestorius addressing the emperor (Theodosius II.) immediately after his appointment as Patriarch
of Constantinople announced:
"Before all the people, Give me, O prince, a country purged of heretics, and I will give you heaven
as a recompense. Assist me in destroying heretics, and I will assist you in vanquishing the
Persians."

So he took over the Patriarchate with a zeal to clean up the church of all its pestering heresies.
Immediately he took steps to suppress the Arians, Novatianists, and Quartodecimans, and the
followers of Macedonius. Of the groups considered heretical in the West, he favored the Pelagians
following Mopsuestia his mentor .

On the fifth day after his consecration, he destroyed the oratory in which the Arians where they
worshipped. He next attacked the Quartodecimans and the Novatianists

Arianism is a Christological concept which asserts the belief that Jesus Christ is the Son of
God who was begotten by God the Father at a point in time, is distinct from the Father and is
therefore subordinate to the Father. Arian teachings were first attributed to Arius (c. AD
256–336), a Christian presbyter in Alexandria, Egypt. The teachings of Arius and his
supporters were opposed to the theological views held by Homoousian Christians, regarding
the nature of the Trinity and the nature of Christ.

The Quartodeciman controversy arose because Christians in the churches of Jerusalem
and Asia Minor celebrated Passover on the 14th of the first month (Aviv), while the churches
in and around Rome changed to the practice of celebrating Easter on the following Sunday
calling it "the day of the resurrection of our Saviour". The difference was turned into an
ecclesiastical controversy when synods of bishops which held to Apostolic tradition
condemned the practice.

Novatianism was an Early Christian sect devoted to Novatian. It held a strict view that
refused readmission to communion of Lapsi, those baptized Christians who had denied their
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faith or performed the formalities of a ritual sacrifice to the pagan gods, under the pressures
of the persecution sanctioned by Emperor Decius, in AD 250. The Novationists were declared
heretical.

As a member of the Semi-Arian party, Macedonius came to support a view that while it
generally supported the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed rejected the Divinity of the Holy
Spirit and did not consider Holy Spirit as a person. The doctrine developed into a sect that
after his death carried his name: Macedonians. The sect was also referred to as the
Pneumatomachi.

He then turned his attention to the Macedonians. For his treatment of this sect there is more
excuse. The bishop of Germa, on the Hellespont, had treated them with such severity that, driven
to desperation, they had sent two assassins to murder him. For this rash act they were deprived of
their churches in Constantinople and the neighborhood.

Evidently he was over enthusiastic about his opponents whom he considered as heretics.

With all his new ventures, Nestorius humiliated the monks of Constantinople, outraged the
aristocracy, and belittled the emperor’s sister. Thus within a few months of his patriarchate he
made all these powerful groups as his adversaries. No wonder they were enraged and was ready
to take revenge.

This came sooner than expected. The immediate occasion for the controversey was the sermon
of a presbyter named Anastasius, whom Nestorius had brought with him from Antioch, who
asserted that: (Socr. H. E. vii. 32),
"Let no man call Mary “Theokotos” θεοτόκος, for Mary was human, and it is impossible that God
could be born from a human being."

The problem however was, that by that time this title for Mary as Theotokos (Mother of God) was
popular and was applied to the Virgin by authorities as high as Origen, Athanasius, and Eusebius of
Caesarea, and it was insisted on with some vehemence by Gregory of Nazianzus.

That Spring on the Feast of the Annunciation—the celebration of the incarnation of Jesus in the
womb of Mary—Proclus, the unsuccessful rival of Nestorius for the position of Bishop of
Constantinople a year before, preached in the cathedral at Constantinople before the patriarch
Nestorius at the latter’s invitation. Proclus so firmly asserted the propriety of the epithet Theotokos
in his sermon that Nestorius was constrained to rise from his patriarchal throne during the service
and reply.

A few weeks later, during Eastertide, Nestorius addressed Proclus in three sermons on the subject
and then made his arguments into an Easter letter circular, thus making it official. These official
letters are called “order” as something absolutely to be obeyed and believed. It made clear that
the Patriarch of Constantinople considered reference to Mary as Theotokos to be a heresy. This
ceated a strong organized opposition from those who supported this and began to set up
anonymous placards near the churches throughout the city juxtaposing phrases from Nestorius
with sayings of the old Antiochene heretic Paul of Samosata.
(http://cosolargy.org/spiritual-advocates-nestorius-part-2/)
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Wooden statue of the Virgin and Child,
supposedly carved by St. Luke;

in the Benedictine monastery of Santa María de Montserrat, Catalonia, Spain…

Nestorius became involved in the disputes of two theological factions, which differed in their
Christology.

The first group was those that emphasized the fact that in Christ, God had been born as a man and
Virgin Mary is therefore Theotokos (Greek: Θεοτόκος,) the"God-bearer"

The second group was those who rejected that title because God, as an eternal being, could not
have been born. He was eternal without beginning or end. Hence what Mary gave was the human
form of Jesus.

The translation “God-bearer” is really an understatement because it is often translated or
understood as "Birth-giver to God." or as commonly referred to Mary as “Mother or God”, “Mater
Dei”. The question here is; “Can a human give birth to a God?”

This obviously had deep pagan connotation based on the Greek and Roman tradition and several
of the early patriarchs felt that it will lead to a worship of pagan goddess and their son gods. Thus
the problem essentially revolved around the title that is to be given to Mary, mother of Jesus. The
struggle over this title continues even today and the opposition of Nestorius and others seem
somewhat justified in history.



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

6

Veneration or worship?
It was the possibility of this that made Nestorius to object to the title of Mary as “Mother of God”

Here is a prayer rendered to Mary of that period:

ANCIENT PRAYER TO THE VIRGIN MARY
source: http://www.catholic.org/prayers/prayer.php?p=1491
We turn to you for protection, holy Mother of God.
Listen to our prayers and help us in our needs.
Save us from every danger, glorious and blessed Virgin.

Roman church says: “These charges can legitimately be called prejudices because they
proceed from a prejudgment (made in advance based on preconceived ideas about what
Catholics believe) and efforts to enlighten and convince with facts usually fall on deaf ears”
I have a book on it published long time ago when there was a movement to make Mary as the
fourth person along with the Trinity. This move did not realize.. It was this tendency from
the Roman pagan heritage that Nestorius was fighting against. History had at least partially
justified the fear of Nestorius that there indeed was a concerted attempt to make Mary as a
fourth person of Godhead along with the trinity.

By the end of the fourth century, the following propositions had gained widespread
acceptance in the church:

1. Jesus is fully human
2. Jesus is fully divine

If both of these statements are simultaneously true, it was argued, then what was true of the
humanity of Jesus must also be true of his divinity — and vice versa. An example might be
the following:

1. Jesus Christ is God;
2. Mary gave birth to Jesus;
3. Therefore Mary is the Mother of God

This kind of argument became increasingly commonplace within the late fourth-century
church; indeed, it often served as a means of testing orthodox of a theologian. A failure to
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agree that Mary was the Mother of God became seen as tantamount of refusing to accept
the divinity of Christ (Historical Theology, 51-52)

Nestorious, however, was not comfortable with this title given to Mary. For Nestorious, Mary was
not the Mother of God — rather, she was the mother Jesus Christ the man. For this reason, he
preferred to call her the “Christotokos”: the bearer of Christ.

If Jesus is one Person with two natures — divine and human — it is logically correct to call Mary the
Mother of God. While she didn’t beget Jesus’ divine nature, she did give birth to Christ who is also
divine.

Nestorius tried to find a middle ground between the two groups. Nestorius suggested the title
Christotokos (Χριστοτόκος, "Christ-bearer"), but he did not find acceptance on either side. This is
understandable since Christ only means “one who is annointed” and could be interpreted as a
human Jesus who was anointed by God and could deny the deity of Jesus. It might seem to
support adoptionism whereby Jesus was adopted as son of God either at the baptism or after the
resurrection.

"Nestorianism" refers to the doctrine that there are two distinct hypostases in the Incarnate Christ,
the one Divine and the other human.

Nestorius's opponents charged him with detaching Christ's divinity and humanity into two persons
existing in one body, thereby denying the reality of the Incarnation. It is not clear whether Nestorius
actually taught that.

Eusebius, a layman who later became the bishop of the neighboring Dorylaeum, was the first to
accuse Nestorius of heresy but his most forceful opponent was Patriarch Cyril of Alexandria. This
naturally caused great excitement at Constantinople, especially among the clergy, who were clearly
not well disposed to the stranger from Antioch.
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St. Cyril of Alexandria was born in AD 370, was ordained a priest, and lived a monastic life until he
succeeded his uncle as patriarch archbishop of Alexandria, Egypt in 412. In 431 he presided over
the Ecumenical Council of Ephesus which opposed the teaching of Nestorius and defined the
inseparable unity of the divine and human natures of Christ, and thus the appropriateness of
invoking the Blessed Virgin Mary under the title of “Theotokos” or Mother of God. He died in
444. And is revered by Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, and Coptic churches as one of the greatest of
the Fathers of the Church. Roman Catholics also recognize him as a Doctor of the Church.
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CHAPTER TWO

CHRISTOLOGICAL PROBLEM
OF INCARNATION

"The most profound difference of belief manifests itself in the face of the strong connecting links
between Christians and Jews. The Christian belief in Jesus Christ who as a consequence of his
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crucifixion and resurrection is affirmed and proclaimed, not only as the promised Messiah, but also
as the Son of God who is co-substantial with God Himself , appears to many Jews as something
radically 'un-Jewish': they see him as an absolute contradiction, if not a blasphemy, to the strict
monotheism as it is understood by the Jewish tradition proclaimed by every Jew every day, in the
'Shema Israel‘. This is understood and translated as: “Hear O Israel, YHVH your God YHVH is
One God”

Jesus as incarnation of God or “the Word became flesh” is a totally alien thought within the extreme
monotheistic group of the children of Israel. The greatest opposition to Christianity everywhere
came from the Abrahamic children around the world which included Judaism (children of Sarah),
Islam (childrenof Hagar) and the Dravidians of India (children of Keturah).

Since Christianity is an outgrowth of Judaism, the concept of incarnation nor God coming as human
to meet people were totally alien to it. Though theophanies in the form of Angel of the Lord is
found common within the OT stories, God as such remained a Spirit without any form. Jesus
himself was accepted as the long expected Mesiah and Christ during his life time, especially at him
entry into Jerusalem on the donkey. He was received as such with pomp and style, but then He
did not perform what the Jews expected from their messiah - Victory over Rome and freedom from
slavery. Hence to them Jesus turned out to be another failed messiah of history.

There was a mystical tradition within Judaism alongside of the written books of law and the
prophets, an oral tradition starting from Adam, through Abraham and culminating in the handing
of the secrets by God directly to Moses. But since they were kept secret within a few elites of the
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religion, it was not even heard among the extreme monotheistic children of Abraham all over the
world..

The belief that Jesus is God, the Son of God, or a person of the Trinity, is incompatible with Jewish
theology. For that matter the concept of Trinity - God in three persons - was itself a strange idea to
the, That God had an agenda for all the children of idea itself was re-pungent to the elect of YHVH
who was understood simply as a tribal God of that region.

Jews believe that Jesus did not fulfill messianic prophecies that establish the criteria for the coming
of the messiah. Authoritative texts of Judaism reject Jesus as God, Divine Being, intermediary
between humans and God, messiah or even as a saint. Belief in the Trinity is also held to be
incompatible with Judaism, as are a number of other tenets of Christianity.

Disputation between Christian and Jewish scholars
Woodcut carved by Johann von Armssheim (1483).

But how did the concept of incarnation came about? At that time of history a semblance of
incarnation was only taught in the Greco-Roman religions. In those myths gods were just another
class of beings in the universe. So were the gods of Vedas of the Aryans. In fact we do not have
any form of incarnation of God in any religion except in Christianity at anytime in the history of
mankind.

Hence it must have originated from the teachings of Jesus and the susequent experience of the
disciples of Jesus in the final triumph of resurrection. But Resurrection was a personal experience
of the disciples of Jesus and evidently the Jews did not accept it by hearsay. If we find Christology
in terms of Hellenism and its philosophy it should be expected since, the early Christian writings
were directed to the Greco-Roman culture and to the gentiles and not to the Jews. Jews could
assign the Man Jesus a status of Messaiah, but that need not in necessarily connect him to God
except as an annointed man chosen for a particular job in Jewish history.

So who is Jesus? For the Christian, the doctrine of the incarnation affords Jesus, to stand apart
from any other founder of a world religion.

Incarnation as a concept was new to the world. The concept of incarnation - God coming into the
world as a human - was essentially Apostle John’s declaration. He used the Greek concept of
Logos.



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

12

Logos (Ancient Greek: λόγος, from λέγω lego "I say") is a term in western philosophy, psychology,
rhetoric, and religion derived from a Greek word meaning "ground", "plea", "opinion", "expectation",
"word", "speech", "account", "reason", "proportion", "discourse"

The Stoic philosophers identified the term with the divine animating principle pervading the
Universe. Under Hellenistic Judaism, Philo (c. 20 BCE – 50 CE) adopted the term into Jewish
philosophy. The Gospel of John identifies the Logos, through which all things are made, as divine
(theos), and further identifies Jesus Christ as the incarnate Logos. Although the term "Logos" is
widely used in this Christian sense, in academic circles it often refers to the various ancient Greek
uses, or to post-Christian uses within contemporary philosophy, Sufism, and the analytical
psychology of Carl Jung. It is the purposeful desire leading to logical creative ends. Logos in itself
therefore is really part of the humans as the ultimate spirit within man as against all other living
forms. This of course is attributed to the breath of God in the creation of Adam.

Yet “Logos” is not necessarily spoken word, it is the spirit of God desiring. It is part of the essence
of God. It does not depend on the sound which needs air for transmission. The creative power
was breathed into man so that man can be co-creators with God . This power is in the spoken word
or unspoken prayers enhanced by agreement of several believers. It is still in the ‘mouth’ of every
believer. It can still be tested by anyone and they can behold His glory and come to faith. Taken
alone without even the assumption of God leads you to the christian science church.

Theologian Frank Stagg (Frank Stagg, New Testament Theology, Broadman, 1962. )writes:

As the Logos, Jesus Christ is God in self-revelation (Light) and redemption (Life).
He is God to the extent that he can be present to man and knowable to man.
The Logos is God,[Jn 1:1] ...
Yet the Logos is in some sense distinguishable from God, for "the Logos was with
God".[Jn 1:1]
God and the Logos are not two beings, and yet they are also not simply identical. ...
The Logos is God active in creation, revelation, and redemption.

Since it was new to the world the process of incarnation is still a mystery. We are still processing
the idea. It is no wonder early saints had a painful time to make sense out of it. Even when they
came to some consensus it was apparent that all parties involved were at least partially right. It was
an open collective thinking process The disagreement was itself the conclusion.
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TWO SCHOOLS OF THEOLOGY OF THE PERIOD

There were two major schools of learning during the formation of Christianity and the development
of its doctrines, They were the Alexandrian and the Antiochian schools. They held different view
points and consequently divergent views on practically every subject. We shall look at these two
schools of thought to see how they interpreted the mystical concept of incarnation in Jesus.

The Desert Fathers
http://desertfathers.blogspot.com/2012/07/school-of-antioch-versus-school-of.html

The School of Antioch Versus The School of Alexandria: Source of Christology Issues
Different individuals emphasized either Christ's divinity or his humanity, just as they had done
before.

• Those who emphasized his divinity tended to ignore his humanity: the theological School
of Alexandria.

• Those who emphasized his humanity did not deny his divinity, they simply made a distinction
between divinity and humanity: the School of Antioch.

Theologians of the School of Alexandria argued that one could not distinguish clearly between
Christ's humanity and divinity because a) Christ was fully divine [council of Nicaea] and b) divinity
was infinite and could not be limited and human in any way.
source: The Church of the East

The School of Antioch was one of the two major centers of the study of biblical exegesis and
theology during Late Antiquity; the other was the Catechetical school of Alexandria. This group was
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known by this name because the advocates of this tradition were based in the city of Antioch, one
of the major cities of the ancient Roman Empire.

While the Christian intellectuals of Alexandria emphasized the allegorical interpretation of
Scriptures and tended toward a christology that emphasized the union of the human and the divine,
those in Antioch held to a more literal and occasionally typological exegesis and a christology that
emphasized the distinction between the human and the divine in the person of Jesus Christ. The
school in general tended to what might be called, in a rather loose sense, an Adoptionist
Christology.... Nestorius, before becoming Patriarch of Constantinople, had been a monk at
Antioch and had there become imbued with the principles of the Antiochene theological school....

The School of Antioch is best divided into three periods:
• the early school (270-early fourth century)

• the middle school (350-433)
• the late school (after 433)

After the early School of Antioch came into decline, the presbyter Diodore of Tarsus re-founded it
in the middle of the fourth century as a semi-monastic community.
source: School of Antioch (Wikipedia)

>>>>>>>>>>>>
Nestorius was a disciple of the school of Antioch, and his Christology was essentially that of
Diodorus of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia, both Cilician bishops and great opponents of
Arianism.

Diodore of Tarsus (Greek Διόδωρος ὁ Ταρσεύς; died c. 390) was a Christian bishop, a monastic
reformer, and a theologian. A strong supporter of the orthodoxy of Nicaea, Diodore played a pivotal
role in the Council of Constantinople.

He became head of a monastery in or near Antioch, and St. Chrysostom was his disciple.

The Christology of Diodore was condemned as heretical by later generations, most explicitly at a
local synod in Constantinople in 499 which described Diodore's views as Nestorian. Certainly a
similarly negative view of Diodore was held by Cyril of Alexandria. However, in his own generation
Diodore was seen as someone who supported the orthodoxy of Nicaea, and in his official decree
ratifying the actions of the First Council of Constantinople, Emperor Theodosius I described
Diodore as a "champion of the faith."
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The Christology of Diodore was condemned as heretical by later generations, most explicitly at a
local synod in Constantinople in 499 which described Diodore's views as Nestorian. Certainly a
similarly negative view of Diodore was held by Cyril of Alexandria. However, in his own generation
Diodore was seen as someone who supported the orthodoxy of Nicaea, and in his official decree
ratifying the actions of the First Council of Constantinople, Emperor Theodosius I described
Diodore as a "champion of the faith."

The specifics of Diodore's theology are difficult to reconstruct, as all that remains of his works are
fragments of uncertain provenance. Much of Diodore's theology has been inferred from the later
statements of his students and the intellectual heirs of the Antiochene School.

Like many other theologians affiliated with the Antiochene School, Diodore appears to have been a
Universalist. Under the concept of Apocatastasis, which is to believe that all people would
eventually receive salvation. Saloman, Bishop of Bassorah, clearly proclaimed the salvation of all
men and cited the opinions of both Diodore and Theodore of Mopsuestia in support of the view.

<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<<



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

16

Key Players in the School of Antioch
• Nestorius (386 – 451) became bishop of Constantinople in 428. He came from the Antioch

school and was taught theology there by Theodore of Mopsuestia. He opposed a relatively
new theological and devotional slogan Theotokos - affirming that
Mary was the "God-bearer" or "Mother of God." Nestorius was
concerned with the thought that God might be seen to have had a
new beginning of some kind, or that he suffered or died. None of
these things could happen to the infinite God. Therefore, instead of a
God-man, he taught that there was the Logos and the "man who was
assumed." He favored the term "Christ-bearer" (Christotokos) as a
summary of Mary's role, or perhaps that she should be called both
"God-bearer" and "Man-bearer" to emphasize Christ's dual natures.
He was accused of teaching a double personality of Christ. Two
natures, and two persons. He denied the charge, but the term Nestorianism has always
been linked with such a teaching.
source: Church of the East

• Theodore of Mopsuestia (350 – 428)...the inspiration for Theodore's principles of exegesis
may be derived from the School of Antioch, which insisted on the
literal and historical sense of the text, as opposed to the
allegorical approach advocated by the school of Alexandria.

Theodore, in his theological considerations, insists on the human
soul of Christ and on the significance of His free moral activity in
the work of redemption. He replaces the phrase "Word and flesh"
with the formula "Word and assumed man." Consonant with the
Dyophysite position expressed by Diodore and later espoused by
Nestorius and the bishops of the schools of Edessa and Nisibis,
Theodore also asserts that the two natures of Jesus
constitute "one Son" and "one Lord" because they are united in one person.
source: Church of the East

• Diodorus of Tarsus (??? - 392) rejected the allegorical interpretation
of the Alexandrians, and adhered to the literal sense. In this he was
followed by his disciple Theodore of Mopsuestia, and by Chrysostom
in his unequalled expositions. The Antiochene School of which he
was the leader was discredited by the subsequent heresies of
Nestorius, of whom his disciple Theodore of Mopsuestia was the
precursor.
source: Church of the East

Nestorian Theology
• The Christological question which formed the background to the Nestorian controversy:

"How are divinity and humanity joined together and related to each other in Jesus
Christ?"

• The Western Church affirmed Tertullian's formula:
In Christ, there are two natures united in one person.

• The Eastern Church had two schools of thought:
the Antiochene and the Alexandrian.
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o The Antiochene school was influenced by Aristotle and adhered to an historical
exegesis (i.e. concentrating on what the Bible actually said), affirming that Jesus was
fully human, that the Godhead dwelt in him, but did not eclipse his humanity.

o The Alexandrine school was influenced by Plato and followed an allegorical tradition
(i.e. tending to attach several layers of meaning to every text), affirming that Jesus'
divinity must take precedence, even if at the expense of his humanity.

• The Antiochenes spoke of two natures in Christ, so they came to be known as Dyophysites
(from the Greek duo physis, "two natures"), whereas the Alexandrians insisted upon one
nature, at once divine and human, so they came to be known as Monophysites (from mono
physis, "one nature").

• In order to preserve the emphasis on oneness, it was difficult for the
Alexandrians not to weaken either the deity or the humanity of Christ; in the
view of Antioch, they tended to do the latter.

• Antioch considered that Alexandria devalued the humanity of Jesus,
whereas Alexandria looked upon Antioch as overemphasizing his
humanity. source: Church of the East

Dyophysitism (δυοφυσιτισμός, from δυο (dyo), meaning "two" and φύσις (physis), meaning
"nature") is a theological term used within the Christian studies for describing the Christological
position that states the existence of two natures (divine and human) in the person of Jesus Christ.
In that sense, the term is used as an opposite to the terms monophysitism and miaphysitism,
Nestorianism is a form of dyophysitism.
It can be seen as the antithesis to monophysitism, which emerged in reaction to Nestorianism.

Monophysitism ( μονοφυσιτισμός; Late Koine Greek [monofysitzˈmos] from μόνος monos, "only,
single" and φύσις physis, "nature") is the Christological position that, after the union of the divine
and the human in the historical Incarnation, Jesus Christ, as the incarnation of the eternal Son or
Word (Logos) of God, had only a single "nature" which was either divine or a synthesis of divine
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and human. Monophysitism is contrasted to dyophysitism (or dia-, dio-, or duophysitism) which
maintains that Christ maintained two natures, one divine and one human, after the Incarnation.]

Catechetical School of Alexandria

This school was started by Pantaenus a Stoic in 180 Ad in the Egyptian Alexandria was the first
Christian Institution of Higher Education. He was followed by Clement of Alexandria and then by
Origen.

Under the leadership of the scholar Pantaenus, the school of Alexandria became an important
institution of religious learning, where students were taught by scholars such as Athenagoras,
Clement, Didymus, and the great Origen, who was active in the field of commentary and
comparative Biblical studies.

Many scholars, such as Jerome, visited the school of Alexandria to exchange ideas and to
communicate directly with its scholars.

They developed the Allegorical method of analysis of the scripture where a scripture is interpreted
using other scriptures.

It generated such leaders as Clement (c. 150–215) and Origen (c. 185–254), who were the
defenders of Orthodox Christianity during periods of doctrinal formations of the Church.
They looked at Jesus from the point of view of divinity and tended towards Monophysitism, a view
that virtually negates Christ’s humanity

School of Antioch
This school was found in 200 AD by Lucian (died 312)
They interpreted scripture in its literal sense and stressed onto the humanity of Jesus. Their
products of geniuses included Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrrhus
(c. 393–458) and St. John Chrysostom(c. 349 – 407, ) Arius(c. 250–336), was the extremist in this
school who proposed that since Jesus was the Son of God, there was a time when Jesus the Son
did not exist and hence was inferior to the Father

In 325 the Council of Nicaea condemned Arianism. The majority of his exegetical and theological
writings were destroyed or lost.
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Appllinarianism proposed that in incarnation the Divine Logos took over the Human Mind and
appeared in the Human body.
This then gives God in human body. I
t satisfies the Immanuel name as God is with us the mankind. I
t is just that “the Word took on flesh and dwelt among us”
The New Testament is clear enough that Jesus has a human body. John 1:14 means at least this,
and more:
“The Word became flesh.” His humanity became one of the first tests of orthodoxy (1 John 4:2; 2
John 7).
He was born (Luke 2:7).
He grew (Luke 2:40, 52).
He grew tired (John 4:6) and got thirsty (John 19:28) and hungry (Matthew 4:2).
He became physically weak (Matthew 4:11; Luke 23:26).
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He died (Luke 23:46).
And he had a real human body after his resurrection (Luke 24:39; John 20:20, 27).

Hebrews 2: 14 - 18 “Since the children have flesh and blood, he too shared in their humanity so that
by his death he might break the power of him who holds the power of death—that is, the devil—
and free those who all their lives were held in slavery by their fear of death. For surely it is not
angels he helps, but Abraham’s descendants. For this reason he had to be made like them, fully
human in every way, in order that he might become a merciful and faithful high priest in service to
God, and that he might make atonement for the sins of the people. 18 Because he himself suffered
when he was tempted, he is able to help those who are being tempted.”

He took the body so that because of his resurrection he has opened up a highway to heaven
through the his resurrected body thus making the law of decay and death for Adamic race null and
void.

Heb 10: 19-21 “Therefore, brothers, since we have confidence to enter the Most Holy Place by the
blood of Jesus, by the new and living way opened for us through the curtain of His body, and since
we have a high priest over the house of God,”…

Penal substitution (sometimes, esp. in older writings, called forensic theory) is a theory of the
atonement within Christian theology, developed with the Reformed tradition. It argues that Christ,
by his own sacrificial choice, was punished (penalised) in the place of sinners (substitution), thus
satisfying the demands of justice so God can justly forgive the sins. It is thus a specific
understanding of substitutionary atonement, where the substitutionary nature of Jesus' death is
understood in the sense of a substitutionary punishment.

Penal substitution derives from the idea that divine forgiveness must satisfy divine justice, that is,
that God is not willing or able to simply forgive sin without first requiring a satisfaction for it. It states
that God gave himself in the person of his Son, Jesus Christ, to suffer the death, punishment and
curse due to fallen humanity as the penalty for our sin.

Important theological concepts about penal substitution depend on the doctrine of the Trinity.

Those who believe that Jesus was himself God, in line with the doctrine of the Trinity, believe that
God took the punishment upon himself rather than putting it on someone else. In other words, the
doctrine of union with Christ affirms that by taking the punishment upon himself Jesus fulfils the
demands of justice not for an unrelated third party but for those identified with him. If, in the penal
substitution understanding of the atonement, the death of Christ deals with sin and injustice, his
resurrection is the renewal and restoration of righteousness. Key biblical references upon which
penal substitution is based include:

• Isaiah 53:4-6, 10, 11—"Surely he has borne our griefs and carried our sorrows; yet we
esteemed him stricken, smitten by God, and afflicted. But he was wounded for our
transgressions, he was bruised for our iniquities; upon him was the chastisement that made
us whole, and with his stripes we are healed. All we like sheep have gone astray; we have
turned every one to his own way; and the LORD has laid on him the iniquity of us all ... It was
the will of the LORD to bruise him; he has put him to grief; when he makes himself an
offering for sin ... By his knowledge shall the righteous one, my servant, make many to be
accounted righteous; and he shall bear their iniquities." (RSV)

• Romans 3:23-26—"All have sinned and fall short of the glory of God; they are now justified
by his grace as a gift, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God put forward
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as a sacrifice of atonement by his blood, effective through faith. He did this to show his
righteousness, because in his divine forbearance he had passed over the sins previously
committed; it was to prove at the present time that he himself is righteous and that he
justifies the one who has faith in Jesus." (NRSV)

• 2 Corinthians 5:21—"For our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we
might become the righteousness of God." (RSV)

• Galatians 3:10, 13—"All who rely on works of the law are under a curse; for it is written,
'Cursed be every one who does not abide by all things written in the book of the law, and do
them.' ... Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us - for it
is written, 'Cursed be every one who hangs on a tree.'" (RSV)

• 1 Peter 2:24—"He himself bore our sins in his body on the tree, that we might die to sin and
live to righteousness."(RSV)

• 1 Peter 3:18—"For Christ also died for sins once for all, the righteous for the unrighteous,
that he might bring us to God." (RSV)

It is debated if the Church Fathers subscribed to this doctrine, including Justin Martyr c. 100-165,
Eusebius of Caesarea c. 275-339, Athanasius c. 300-373 and Augustine of Hippo 354-430
Although penal substitution is often associated with Anselm of Canterbury, he predates its formal
development within later Reform theology.

Since man has to pay for his sin, only a fully human who is sinless could pay the price for the
redemption. Thus in order to fulfill this condition Jesus has to be fully human - one of the brothers
of mankind a son of Adam. In fact he was the father of Adam - Adam was created by the Word.
Kabbalah calls him Adam Kadamon the Primordial Adam who created Adam in His own image.
Hence the Word alone is capable of redeeming his children. In a sense when the Son of God took
on the form of Son of Man the image was made alive not just by breath, by the Word totally giving
new life to the otherwise virtual image.

Since there are no human who is sinless and no sinful human can overcome death and reverse the
second law of thermodynamics which God made to come into effect to reduce human period of
suffering which human society will perpetuate with their sinful egoism, hatred and exploitation of
man by man, the original Adam Kadamon became Adam. How can this be possible? It was a
real struggle in the early Christian period and we are still struggling with this mystery. However
there is no doubt about the need of an incarnation, however and whatever that may imply for the
provision of the way of salvation.

It is here Nestorius step in.

Origins of Nestorianism in Antiochian Tradition

Nestorian ideas were first developed in the writings of Diodore of Tarsus against the heresy of
Apollinarius. In refuting Apollinarianism, Diodore wrote that at the time of the Incarnation and after
the Incarnation, the Divine and human natures of Jesus Christ were divided to such an extent that
there was complete independence of natures and no union whatsoever.

These ideas were further developed by Theodore of Mopsuestia (c.350-429), a scholar in the
Antochian tradition. Theodore taught that the human and Divine natures of Christ were so
completely separate that there was only contact between them, but no union of any kind. In
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developing his ideas, Theodore wrote that the Man Jesus was born of the Virgin Mary completely
naturally and with all faults of men, and that God the Logos (Word), having foreknown the Man's
triumph over sin, chose to redeem the human race through Him by becoming united with Him by
Grace from the time of His conception. Because of His triumph over sin, the Man Jesus was made
worthy of being called Son of God at the time of the Theophany. Then, after His complete triumph
over sin during His passion, He was united even more closely with the Divine Logos, becoming
God's tool for the salvation of mankind.

Jesus the Theophoros (Bearer of God).

Based on these ideas, Theodore was the first to be opposed to the use of language applying to
God as a description of Jesus Christ. Thus, he was opposed to the terms "God was crucified", "God
suffered", or "God was born", because, he believed, only the Man Jesus was born and God dwelt in
the Man Jesus. For this reason, Theodore called Jesus the Theophoros (Bearer of God). He was
also opposed to the term Theotokos (Giver of birth to God) for the Virgin Mary, because, he taught,
she gave birth only to the Man Jesus. Theodore's beliefs were quite heretical, since, if taken to their
logical conclusion, they deny redemption and salvation; if only the Man Jesus suffered on the Cross
and died for the sins of men, then how does the suffering of a man redeem the human race?
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CHAPTER THREE
VARIOUS ATTEMPTS TO EXPLAIN THE INCARNATION

Various attempts were made to explain the incarnation.

Jesus was certainly a man

He was born of Mary and though she claimed that she had known no man.
He grew up as any normal human being as a baby, as a teenager and when he reached the age of
adulthood at the age of 30 began his ministry.
We know that his teachings were not liked by the Jewish religious people and was convicted him of
Blasphemy wherewith he was crucified. He died on the cross as verified by the Roman soldiers
and was placed inside a burial cave.

All these are normal for a man - being born from a mother, growing up and dying are determined for
man.

1. Jesus calls Himself or others call Him a man

1. During His earthly ministry (John 8:40; Acts 2:22; 1 Cor. 15:21; Phil. 2:7-8)
2. After His resurrection (Acts 17:31; 1 Cor. 15:47; 1 Tim. 2:5; Heb. 2:14; 4:15)
3. He was called man (Mark 15:39; John 19:5)
4. Jesus was conceived supernaturally, but born naturally (Matt. 1:25; Luke 2:7; Gal.

4:4)
5. He has a body of flesh and bones (Luke 24:39

2. Jesus had ancestors (Matt. 1; Luke 3)

1. Jesus experienced normal growth and development (Luke 2:40-52; Heb. 5:8)
2. He grew in wisdom (Luke 2:52)

3. Jesus was subject to real physical limitations
1. Weariness (John 4:6)
2. Hunger (Matt. 21:18)
3. Need for sleep (Matt. 8:24)
4. Thirst (John 19:28)
5. Sweat (Luke 22:44)
6. Temptation (Matt. 4:1-11)
7. Lack of knowledge (Mark 9:21; 13:32)
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8. He was tempted (Matt. 4:1)
4. Jesus experienced physical pain and death

(Mark 14:33-36; Luke 17:25; 22:63; 23:33; John 19:30; Rom. 5:8)

5. Jesus exhibited the full range of human emotions

1. Joy (Luke 10:21; John 17:13)
2. Sorrow (Matt. 26:37)
3. Love (John 11:5)
4. Compassion (Matt. 9:36)
5. Weeping (John 11:35)
6. Astonishment (Luke 7:9)
7. Anger (Mark 3:5; 10:14)
8. Loneliness (Mark 14:32-42; 15:34)

6. Jesus Christ has all the essential qualities of a human being

1. Body (Matt. 26:12)
2. Bones (Luke 24:39)
3. Flesh (Luke 24:39)
4. Blood (Matt. 26:28)
5. Soul (Matt. 26:38)
6. Will (John 5:30)
7. Spirit (John 11:33)
8. He worshiped the Father (John 17)
9. He prayed to the Father (John 17)

7. Incarnational Passages

“The Word became flesh and made his dwelling among us….” (John 1:14)

“Your attitude should be the same as that of Christ Jesus: Who, being in very nature
God, did not consider equality with God something to be grasped, but made himself
nothing, taking the very nature of a servant, being made in human likeness.” (Phil.
2:5-6)

“For in Christ all the fullness of Deity lives in bodily form…” (Col. 2:9)

“This is how you can recognize the Spirit of God: Every spirit that acknowledges that
Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God…” (1 John 4:2)

see also Rom. 1:2-5; 9:5; 1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 2:14; 5:7; 1 John 1:1-3.

Jesus was God

Though Jesus himself never directly claimed that he was God, it was evident in his teachings and
behaviors that it was positively understood so by the scholars and the priest of Judaism. Several
time they took up stones to kill him in accordance with the laws for blasphemy

Luke 1: 29 -35 Confused and disturbed, Mary tried to think what the angel could mean. 30“Don’t
be afraid, Mary,” the angel told her, “for you have found favor with God! You will conceive and



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

25

give birth to a son, and you will name him Jesus. He will be very great and will be called the Son
of the Most High. The Lord God will give him the throne of his ancestor David. 33And he will reign
over Israel Greek over the house of Jacob. forever; his Kingdom will never end!”
Mary asked the angel, “But how can this happen? I am a virgin.”
he angel replied, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most High will
overshadow you. So the baby to be born will be holy, and he will be called the Son of God.

Born the son of Mary (Luke 1:31) and
the son of “his father David” (Luke 1:32) while
also being “the Son of the Most High” (Luke 1:32),
“the Son of God” (Luke 1:35).

That is, he would be fully human (son of Mary) while also being fully divine (Son of the Most High).
The miracle the Holy Spirit brought to pass, then, was to conceive in Mary none other than the
God-man, the the anthropic person, Jesus Christ, son of David and Son of God.

The Gospel of John begins with these announcements:
"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God" (John 1:1).

The whole gospel is a follow up on this identity of Jesus as God. Evidently by that time Jesus was
worshiped as God all over the world including as far as India. It was written around AD 70. John
stand witness for it: John 1:14 ”The Word became flesh and made his dwelling among us. We have
seen his glory, the glory of the one and only Son, who came from the Father, full of grace and truth.

Jesus says: "You are from below, I am from above; you are of this world, I am not of this world"
(John 8:23).

In He told His disciples, "I came forth from the Father and have come into the world; I am leaving
the world again and going to the Father." John 16:28

"What then, if you see the Son of Man ascending to where He was before?" (John 6:62).
In His high-priestly prayer Jesus spoke of the glory which He had with the Father before the world
existed (John 17:5).
He claimed to have control over the eternal destinies of people (John 8:24; cf. Luke 12:8-9; John
5:22, 27-29),
to have authority over the divinely-ordained institution of the Sabbath (Matthew 12:8; Mark 2:28;
Luke 6:5),
to have the power to answer prayer (John 14:13-14; cf. Acts 7:59; 9:10-17),
and to have the right to receive worship and faith due to God alone (Matthew 21:16; John 14:1; cf.
John 5:23).
He also assumed the ability to forgive sins (Mark 2:5-11)—something which, as His shocked
opponents correctly understood, only God can do (Mark 2:7).

Jesus also called
God's angels (Genesis 28:12; Luke 12:8-9; 15:10; John 1:51) His angels (Matthew 13:41;
24:30-31);
God's elect (Luke 18:7; Romans 8:33) His elect (Matthew 24:30-31); and
God's kingdom (Matthew 12:28; 19:24; 21:31; Mark 1:15; Luke 4:43; John 3:3) His kingdom
(Matthew 13:41; 16:28; cf. Luke 1:33; 2 Timothy 4:1).

When a Samaritan woman said to Him, "I know that Messiah is coming (He who is called Christ);
when that One comes, He will declare all things to us" (John 4:25) Jesus replied, "I who speak to
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you am He" (John 4:26). Evidently he claimed himself to be the Messiah.

In His high-priestly prayer to the Father, He referred to Himself as "Jesus Christ whom You have
sent" (John 17:3);

When asked at His trial by the high priest, "Are You the Christ, the Son of the Blessed One?" (Mark
14:61) Jesus replied simply, "I am" (Mark 14:62). Where he used the ineffable name of YHVH “I
am” and the High Priest declares that they have heard it directly from Jesus and he is guilty of
blasphemy. Elsewhere Jesus used it to describe himself. When the Roman soldiers were brought
to arrest Jesus in the Garden of Gathsemene when Jesus uttered that word “I am” the soldiers fell
down.(John 18:5-8).

He also accepted, without correction or amendment, the testimonies of Peter (Matthew 16:16-17),
Martha (John 11:27), and others (e.g., Matthew 9:27; 20:30-31) that He was the Messiah.

Though the word Messiah in itself mean only “One who is annointed” the prophecy of Isaiah makes
Messiah identical with God. "His name will be called Wonderful, Counselor, Mighty God,
Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace" (Isaiah 9:6).

Jesus always used the title "Son of Man" (cf. Matthew 8:20; Mark 2:28; Luke 6:22; John 9:35-37,
etc.). Although that title seems to stress His humanity, it also speaks of His deity in the context of .
Daniel 7:13-14, where the Son of Man is on equal terms with God the Father, the Ancient of
Days. “In my vision at night I looked, and there before me was one like a son of man,[a] coming
with the clouds of heaven. He approached the Ancient of Days and was led into his presence. He
was given authority, glory and sovereign power; all nations and peoples of every language
worshiped him. His dominion is an everlasting dominion that will not pass away, and his kingdom is
one that will never be destroyed.”

"All things have been handed over to Me by My Father," Jesus affirmed,
"and no one knows the Son except the Father; nor does anyone know the Father except the Son,
and anyone to whom the Son wills to reveal Him" (Matthew 11:27).

In John 5:25-26 He said, "Truly, truly, I say to you, an hour is coming and now is, when the dead will
hear the voice of the Son of God, and those who hear will live. For just as the Father has life in
Himself, even so He gave to the Son also to have life in Himself."

When asked at His trial, "Are You the Son of God, then?" Jesus replied, "Yes, I am" (Luke 22:70; cf.
Mark 14:61-62). Instead of rejecting the title, the Lord embraced it without apology or
embarrassment (Matthew 4:3, 6; 8:29; Mark 3:11-12; Luke 4:41; John 1:49-50; 11:27). "The Jews
answered [Pilate], 'We have a law, and by that law He ought to die because He made Himself out to
be the Son of God'" (John 19:7). And in John 5:18 — "The Jews sought all the more to kill Him,
because He not only broke the Sabbath, but also said that God was His Father, making Himself
equal with God."

'Truly, truly, I say to you, before Abraham was, I am'" (John 8:58). .
"I and the Father are one" (John 10:30);
"He who sees Me sees the One who sent Me" (John 12:45);
"He who has seen Me has seen the Father" (John 14:9-10).
Thus Paul proclaims: "in Him dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily" (Colossians 2:9),
we can worship Him accordingly as "our great God and Savior, Christ Jesus" (Titus 2:13).
He is worshiped (Matt. 2:2, 11; 14:33)
He was called God (John 20:28; Heb. 1:8)



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

27

He was called Son of God (Mark 1:1)
He is prayed to (Acts 7:59)
He is sinless (1 Pet. 2:22; Heb. 4:15)
He knows all things (John 21:17)
He gives eternal life (John 10:28)
All the fullness of deity dwells in Him (Col. 2:9)

Murray J. Harris and John Jefferson Davis gives the following:

1. Divine titles proclaimed by or attributed to Jesus Christ
1. God (John 1:1, 18; 20:28; Rom. 9:5; Titus 2:13; Heb. 1:8; 2 Pet. 1:1)
2. Lord (Mark 12:35-37; John 20:28; Rom. 10:9-13; 1 Cor. 8:5-6; 12:3; Phil. 2:11)
3. Messiah (Matt. 16:16; Mark 14:61; John 20:31)
4. Son of God (Matt. 11:27; Mark 15:39; John 1:18; Rom. 1:4; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 1;2)
5. Son of Man (Matt. 16:28; 24:30; Mark 8:38; 14:62-64; Acts 7:56; cf. Dan. 7:13-14)

2. Characteristics or actions of Yahweh proclaimed by or attributed to Jesus Christ
1. Worship of Yahweh applied to Jesus Christ (Isa. 45:23 / Phil. 2:10-11)
2. Salvation of Yahweh applied to Jesus Christ (Joel 2:32 / Rom. 10:13)
3. Judgment of Yahweh applied to Jesus Christ (Isa. 6:10 / John 12:41)
4. Nature of Yahweh applied to Jesus Christ (Exod. 3:14 / John 8:58)
5. Triumph of Yahweh applied to Jesus Christ (Ps. 68:18 / Eph. 4:8)

3. Divine names, actions, or prerogatives proclaimed by or attributed to Jesus Christ
1. Creator (John 1:3; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:2, 10-12)
2. Sustainer (1 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:3)
3. Universal Ruler (Matt. 28:18; Rom. 14:9; Rev. 1:5)
4. Forgiver of sins (Mark 2:5-7; Luke 24:47; Acts 5:31; Col. 3:13)
5. Raiser of the dead (Luke 7:11-17; John 5:21; 6:40)
6. Object of prayer (John 14:14; Acts 1:24; 7:59-60; 1 Cor. 1:2; 2 Cor. 12:8-9)
7. Object of worship (Matt. 28:16-17; John 5:23; 20:28; Phil. 2:10-11; Heb. 1:6)
8. Object of saving faith (John 14:1; Acts 10:43; 16:31; Rom. 10:8-13)
9. Image and Representation of God (Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3)

4. Divine attributes or qualities proclaimed by or attributed to Jesus Christ

1. Eternal existence (John 1:1; 8:58; 17:5; 1 Cor. 10:4; Col. 1:17; Heb. 13:8)
2. Self-existence (John 1:3; 5:26; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:2)
3. Immutability (Heb. 1:10-12; 13:8)
4. Omnipresence (Matt. 18:20; 28:20; Eph. 1:23; 4:10; Col. 3:11)
5. Omniscience (Mark 2:8; Luke 9:47; John 2:25; 4:18; 16:30; Col. 2:3)
6. Omnipotence (John 1:3; 2:19; Col. 1:16-17; Heb. 1:2)
7. Sovereignty (Phil. 2:9-11; 1 Pet. 3:22; Rev. 19:16)
8. Authority (Matt. 28:18; Eph. 1:22)
9. Life in Himself (John 1:4; 5:26; Acts 3:15)

So we have two natures of Jesus as Man and God simultaneously.
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It will be necessary to understand the difference between Person and Nature:

Person;
The subject of action. The center of attribution in a rational nature.
Person has a body, a soul, a spirit, and five senses with which to communicate with the outside
world.
1Thessalonians 5:23:
"May the God of peace himself sanctify you wholly; and may your spirit and soul and body be kept
sound and blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ."

Some Biblical references to the word 'person';
Job 32:21, Ezekiel 44:25, Matthew 22:16, Mark 12:14, 1Corinthians 15:44-47,
Galatians 2:6, 1Thessalonians 5:23, and Hebrews 4:12.

Nature;
That which makes a person or thing be what it is. The essential characteristics and qualities of a
person, or of a thing. What does it do?
What can be done to it? Nature decides what a being can do, but the person does it. Nature
presents the question 'what', while person presents the quesion 'who'.
Everything has a nature but everything is not a person.

Various natures mentioned in Scripture;
female-Romans 1:26,
the law-Romans 2:14,
uncircumcised-Romans 2:27,
tree-Romans 11:24,
hair-1Corinthians 11:14,
Jewish-Galatians 2:15,
not divine-Galatians 4:8,
children of wrath-Ephesians 2:3, divine-2Peter 1:4.

Person possesses a nature. Nature does not possess a person.
Nature describes what a person can do, but the person does it. That is a very important point as we
shall soon see.
Person poses the question 'who'.
Nature poses the question 'what'.
Persons (who's) die on crosses, not natures (what's). Persons with a nature are born of mothers.
Mothers cannot give birth to natures only.
Persons are those who can say 'I' because they reflect in some way the Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit from whom all personhood comes.

A son takes on the nature of his father.
The son of a cat is a cat.
The son of a man is a man.
The Son of GOD is GOD.
Jesus was born of the Holy Spirit and of His Blessed Mother Mary.
Since Jesus was born of GOD a Divine person, He is GOD, a Divine person.
Jesus did not have a human father so He could not be a human person.
The substance of the body of Jesus was provided from the substance of Blessed Mary.
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Mary gave birth to a Divine person and is rightfully called 'Theotokos', the Mother of GOD.
Council of Ephesus 431 A.D.

Here are verses that should prove to everyone that Jesus was NOT a human person:

Philippians 2:6-8:
"...though he was by nature GOD, did not consider being equal to GOD a thing to be clung to, but
emptied Himself, taking the nature of a slave and being made like unto men.
And appearing in the form of man, He humbled Himself, becoming obedient to death, even to death
on a cross."

Elucidation of Philippians 2:6-8;
1. He was by nature GOD.
2. He took the nature of a slave (man).
3. He was made like unto men. Likened to a human person, but it does not say that He was one.
4. He appeared in the form of man. Again, in the form of a human person but it does not say that He
was one.

'Haydock' is considered to be one of the best Bible commentaries ever written.
Let us see what it has to say about the above.

Haydock;
Ver. 6. Who being in the form of God, (that is truly, properly, and essentially God from eternity, as
the ancient Fathers here observed against the Arians) taking the form of a servant, (i.e. taking upon
him our human nature) became truly a man, and as man the servant of God, but remaining always
God as before, thought it not robbery, no injury to his eternal Father, to be equal, to be esteemed,
and to declare himself equal to God, to be one thing with him: as on divers occasions he taught the
people, as we have observed in the notes on St. John's gospel, (Witham)

2Corinthians 2:10;
"And to whom you have pardoned any thing, I also. For, what I have pardoned,
if I have pardoned any thing, for your sakes have I done it in the person of Christ."

Did you notice that the verse said 'person' of Christ, singular, and not 'persons'?

1Corinthians 15:45-48;
(45) "Thus it is written, "The first man Adam became a living being"; the last Adam became a
life-giving spirit.
(46) But it is not the spiritual which is first but the physical, and then the spiritual.
(47) The first man was from the earth, a man of dust; the second man is from heaven.
(48) As was the man of dust, so are those who are of the dust; and as is the man of heaven, so are
those who are of heaven."

Elucidation to 1Corinthians 15:45-48;
1. 'The last Adam' is Jesus Christ. 'A life-giving spirit' cannot be a human person.
2. The second man, Jesus, was not a 'man of dust', as a human person would be.
3. The second man, Jesus, came from Heaven.
4. Since Jesus came from Heaven, He could not be a human person.
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In a culture where man and God were totally different both in essence and in nature it became
necessary to explain the incarnation which became central to the orthodox Christianity, This was
the problem to which various theologians proposed their solutions. Here are a few solutions.

Ebionism

The hellenized Hebrew term "Ebionite" (Ebionai) was first applied by Irenaeus in the 2nd century
without making mention of Nazarenes (c.180 CE). Origen wrote "for Ebion signifies 'poor' among
the Jews, and those Jews who have received Jesus as Christ are called by the name of Ebionites."
Tertullian was the first to write against a heresiarch called Ebion; scholars believe he derived this
name from a literal reading of Ebionaioi as "followers of Ebion", a derivation now considered
mistaken for lack of any more substantial references to such a figure.

Most patristic sources portray the Ebionites as traditional Jews, who zealously followed the Law of
Moses, revered Jerusalem as the holiest city, and restricted table fellowship only to Gentiles who
converted to Judaism. Yet some Church Fathers describe some Ebionites as departing from
traditional Jewish principles of faith and practice. For example, Epiphanius of Salamis stated that
the Ebionites engaged in excessive ritual bathing, possessed an angelology which claimed that
the Christ is a great archangel who was incarnated in Jesus and adopted as the son of God,
opposed animal sacrifice, denying parts or most of the Law, and practiced Jewish vegetarianism,
and celebrated a commemorative meal annually, on or around Passover, with unleavened bread
and water only, in contrast to the daily Christian Eucharist.

The majority of Church Fathers agree that the Ebionites rejected many of the precepts central to
Nicene orthodoxy, such as his pre-existence, divinity, virgin birth, atoning death, and physical
resurrection. They considered Jesus as Messiah and totally human empowered by the Holy Spirit
of God.

On the other hand, an Ebionite story has Jesus eating bread with his brother Jacob ("James the
Just") after the resurrection, which indicates that the Ebionites, or at least the ones who accepted
this version of the Gospel of the Hebrews, very much believed in a physical resurrection for Jesus.
The Ebionites are described as emphasizing the oneness of God and the humanity of Jesus as the
biological son of both Mary and Joseph, who by virtue of his righteousness, was chosen by God to
be the messianic "prophet like Moses" (foretold in Deuteronomy 18:14–22) when he was anointed
with the Holy Spirit at his baptism. Origen (Contra Celsum 5.61) and Eusebius (Historia
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Ecclesiastica 3.27.3) recognize some variation in the Christology of Ebionite groups; for example
that while all Ebionites denied Christ's pre-existence there was a sub-group which did not deny the
virgin birth. Theodoret, while dependent on earlier writers, draws the conclusion that the two
sub-groups would have used different Gospels.

Of the books of the New Testament, the Ebionites are said to have accepted only a Hebrew (or
Aramaic) version of the Gospel of Matthew, referred to as the Gospel of the Hebrews, as additional
scripture to the Hebrew Bible. This version of Matthew, Irenaeus reports, omitted the first two
chapters (on the nativity of Jesus), and started with the baptism of Jesus by John.

The Ebionites believed that all Jews and Gentiles must observe the commandments in the Law of
Moses, in order to become righteous and seek communion with God.

Arianism

Arianism is a Christological concept which asserts the belief that Jesus Christ is the Son of God
who was begotten by God the Father at a point in tim. Hence Jesus Christ is indeed the Son of
God. He is the first of God’s creation and is distinct from the Father and is therefore subordinate
to the Father. Father is older than the Son and so Son has a beginning in time whereas God the
Father has no beginning. Arian teachings were first attributed to Arius (c. AD 256–336), a Christian
presbyter in Alexandria, Egypt. The teachings of Arius and his supporters were opposed to the
theological views held by Homoousian Christians, regarding the nature of the Trinity and the nature
of Christ.

Doceticism
Docetism taught that Jesus only appeared to have a body--that he was not really incarnate (Greek,
"dokeo" = "to seem"). This error developed out of the dualistic philosophy which viewed matter as
inherently evil--that God could not be associated with matter; and that God, being perfect and
infinite, could not suffer. God certainly cannot die. The phenomenon of Christ, his historical and
bodily existence, and above all the human form of Jesus, was mere semblance without any true
reality. Broadly it is taken as the belief that Jesus only seemed to be human, and that his human
form was an illusion. The word Δοκηταί Dokētaí (illusionists) referring to early groups who denied
Jesus' humanity, first occurred in a letter by Bishop Serapion of Antioch (197–203),

Apollinarism
Apollinarism or Apollinarianism was a view proposed by Apollinaris of Laodicea (died 390) that
Jesus could not have had a human mind; rather, Jesus had a human body and lower soul (the seat
of the emotions) but a divine mind.

This problem whether Jesus was human and/or Divine was formally decided in the Nicean Creed of
the Councils of Nicea and that of Constantinople where God was defined in One God in Three
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Persons, Father, Son and Holy Spirit and the Son of God became Man in Jesus of Nazareth
through whom alone the salvation of mankind can be achieved. Having done that the problem
remained how this man Jesus could be both God and Man at the same time. This is what brought
in the various teaching among which Nestorian teaching was the foremost.

Teaching of Nestorius.

His negation of the knowledge of his time of return can only be explained if both these knowledges
are in seperate compartments and Jesus used his human knowledge compartment alone then.
This actually supports the Nestorian hypotheses. He could play within these two opposing
compartments as he liked?

One thing can be noticed is that Jesus in his earthly life never used his Godly powers. All his
miracles were performed by the powers that are available to man either within the powers of man,
in his power of words with agreement with two or more or, through the power of the Holy Spirit.
These teachings may appear Gnostic but were indeed taught by Jesus.

Matthew 17:20 He replied, "Because you have so little faith. Truly I tell you, if you have faith as
small as a mustard seed, you can say to this mountain, 'Move from here to there,' and it will move.
Nothing will be impossible for you."

Matthew 18: 19"Again, truly I tell you that if two of you on earth agree about anything they ask for, it
will be done for them by my Father in heaven.

Evidently human words have indeed power which is enhanced if several human are in agreemental
resonance in the asking. This is because man is created in the image of God through breath of God.
This is further enhanced by the power of the Holy Spirit. You don’t have to be God to do the
miracles since God as the Spirit can be within you. Though you need to have faith, it does not
specify faith in whom or what.

The lowest level is faith in yourselves as individual. This will lead to the New Age philosophy
where man is considered divine and can reach the ultimate realization and hence power though
self realization. Buddhism is based on this self realization.

If you add a monistic God or Judaism or Advaitic Hinduism it is the ultimate realization and in the
case of HInduism, merging with the Supreme. Buddhism taught that long before Christianity.
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Jesus fasted and prayed alone on the mountain for 40 days and 40 nights before he started his ministy

In the next level the higher powers can be attained as groups with identical desires and agreement
- praying together or chanting together.

Higher levels comes in faith in Jesus and Father,individually and still higher faith in Jesus and
Father as a community of believers - the church.

God can do all things since the unity of the Triune God will create with potencies beyond limits.
Even though they are three person and one essence within a higher divine dimensions, there are in
consonance all the time that they can be considered as one. This is infinite power.

Gen 11:6 The LORD said, "If as one people speaking the same language they have begun to do
this, then nothing they plan to do will be impossible for them.

John 14:12 Very truly I tell you, whoever believes in me will do the works I have been doing, and
they will do even greater things than these, because I am going to the Father.
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John 16:7 But very truly I tell you, it is for your good that I am going away. Unless I go away, the
Advocate will not come to you; but if I go, I will send him to you.

Thus if we are right Jesus could have lived the life he lived with all the signs and wonders as a
perfect human with the power of the Holy Spirit which was in Him. We know the the Holy Spirit
came upon him at his baptism. Evidently he knew he was God from the statement he made and in
receiving worship from others. However he never exercised his powers as God. That is why he
could say that “I and the Father are One’ but he did not know when will he return to take his bride
home which only his Father knew. This giving up is mentioned by Paul as the doctrine of kenosis.

Phillipians 2: 5-8 Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus, who,
being in the form of God, did not consider it robbery to be equal with God, but
made Himself of no reputation, taking the form of a bondservant, and coming
in the likeness of men. And being found in appearance as a man, He humbled
Himself and became obedient to the point of death, even the death of the
cross.

John 13: 12- 14 When Jesus had washed their feet and put on His outer garments, He reclined with them again and
asked, “Do you know what I have done for you? 13You call Me Teacher and Lord, and rightly so, because I am. So if I,

your Lord and Teacher, have washed your feet, you also should wash one another’s feet.…
Matthew 20:24-28 Jesus called them to Himself and said, “You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them,
and those who are great exercise authority over them. it shall not be so among you; but, whoever desires to become
great among you, let him be your servant. And whoever desires to be first among you, let him be your slave—)Son of

Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life a ransom for many.”
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The Nature of the Kenosis (Self-Emptying) of the Eternal Son

Given that the divine nature in Jesus was eternal and infinite while the human nature in Jesus was
created and finite, one of the questions we ponder is just how these two natures could coexist in the
one person. Could Jesus as both fully divine and fully human be, for example, simultaneously
omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent—qualities of his eternal, divine nature—while also
possessing a limited and finite human power, a limited yet growing knowledge and wisdom, and a
restricted ability to be only one place at one time—qualities of finite, human nature? It seems clear
that some qualities of his eternal, divine nature are simply incompatible with his true and genuine
human nature, such that it would be impossible for him truly to live as a human if that so-called
human life was also one in which he exhibited fully divine qualities such as omnipotence,
omniscience, and omnipresence. In other words, would Jesus be truly and genuinely human if in
his human experience he had limitless power, knowledge, wisdom, and spatial presence?

The crux of the answer to these questions comes in how Paul in Philippians 2:5-8 expresses the
kenosis, the self-emptying, of the eternal Son as he took on human nature. Here Paul writes:

“Have this mind among yourselves, which is yours in Christ Jesus, who, though he
was in the form of God, did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped, but
emptied himself, by taking the form of a servant, being born in the likeness of men.
And being found in human form, he humbled himself by becoming obedient to the
point of death, even death on a cross.”

Notice some crucial features of this important passage.

First, Paul makes clear that Christ Jesus, as the eternal Son of the Father, is fully God. He offers
two expressions, each of which conveys the full deity of Christ. Paul writes that Christ existed in the
“form of God” (v. 6), using the term morphē, which refers to the inner nature or substance of
something, not its external or outward shape. So, while the English word form can convey merely
the outward appearance of something (i.e., the shape or contour or facade of some object), not its
inner reality, the Greek word morphē conveys just the opposite, as can be seen with Plato's
“forms”—i.e., those substances of ultimate realities such as beauty, truth, justice, goodness, etc.,
that Plato thought existed eternally and apart from any material representation. The Greek morphē,
then, is the inner substance or very nature of a thing, not its outer shape or appearance.

That Paul intends this understanding can be seen further in his second use of morphē, when he
says that Jesus took the “form [morphēn] of a servant” (Philippians 2:7). Surely it is evident that
Paul does not mean that Jesus took on merely the outer appearance of a servant, implying perhaps
that though he looked like a servant, he was not in his own heart and life a true servant. Just the
opposite: Jesus took on the inner substance and very nature, i.e., the form (morphēn), of what it
means to be a servant, and that to its highest expression. As a servant, he served to the utmost, as
he was obedient to the point of death, even death on the cross. So again, “form” (morphē,
Philippians 2:6, and morphēn, Philippians 2:7) must mean the very nature of something, not merely
its outer appearance. Therefore, Paul’s point in Philippians 2:6 is clear: Jesus, being the “form of
God,” exists in very nature as God, with the inner divine substance that is God’s alone. He is fully
God since he exists “in the form [morphē] of God.”

Paul also refers to Christ as possessing “equality [isa] with God” (Philippians 2:6), which likewise
makes clear his full deity. Nothing is equal to God except God! As God declares of himself, through
the prophet Isaiah, “I am God, and there is no other; I am God, and there is none like me” (Isaiah
46:9; cf. Exodus 8:10; Exodus 15:11; Deuteronomy 3:24; 2 Samuel 7:22; 1 Kings 8:23;Psalms
71:19; Micah 7:18). Indeed, there is no god other than the one true and living God—so God is
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exclusively God—and there is no god who is like the one true and living God—so God is
incomparably God. With this background in mind, Paul’s declaration that Christ possesses “equality
with God” is stunning. It can mean only one thing: by virtue of the fact that no one can be equal to
God but God himself, Christ, who possesses equality with God, must himself be fully God. Of
course, as we often find where the deity of Christ is expressed, we see hints or outright declarations
that someone other than Christ likewise is God. Since he is equal to God, this means that there is
another who is God, in relation to whom Christ is his equal. So, as John puts it, the Word is both
“with God” and is “God” (John 1:1), and Hebrews declares that Christ is the “exact imprint” of the
nature of God (Hebrews 1:3). Likewise here in Philippians 2, Christ is both other than the one who
is God (understood as the Father, no doubt) while he also is equal to this other one who is God and
so is himself fully God.

Second, when Paul writes that Christ “did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped”
(Philippians 2:6), he cannot mean that Christ gave up equality with God or that he ceased being
fully God. Since he is fully God, he cannot cease to be fully God. God is eternal, self-existent,
immortal, and immutable, and thus he cannot cease to exist as God, nor can he fail to be fully God.
Surely what Paul means is this: Christ being fully God, possessing the very nature of God and
being fully equal to God in every respect, did not thereby insist on holding onto all the privileges and
benefits of his position of equality with God (the Father) and thereby refuse to accept coming as a
man. He did not clutch or grasp his place of equality with the Father and all this brought to him in
such a way that he would refuse the condescension and humiliation of the servant role he was
being called to accept. Just how he could accept his calling to become a man while being (and
remaining!) fully God, we’ll explore next. But here it is crucial to see that Christ’s not “grasping”
equality with God cannot rightly be taken to mean that Christ gave up being God or became in any
way less than fully God when he took on also a fully human nature. No, rather, he did not grasp or
clutch onto the privileged position, rights, and prerogatives that his full equality with God, his Father,
afforded him, in order to fulfill his calling to become fully a man who would be, amazingly, servant of
all.

Third, as one who is fully God, Christ Jesus “emptied himself, by taking the form of a servant”
(Philippians 2:7). The word that here is translated “emptied himself,” ekenōsen (third aorist
indicative of kenoō), means literally just this: that Christ “emptied himself” or “poured out himself.”
Note that Paul is not saying that Christ emptied something from himself or poured something out of
himself, as if in so doing he became less fully God than he was before (which, as we have seen, is
impossible). Rather, he emptied himself; he poured out himself. That is, all of who Christ is as
eternal God, all that he is as the one who is in the form of God and is equal with God, is poured out.
Christ, then, as God remains fully God. He loses nothing of his divine nature, and no divine qualities
are removed from him as he pours himself out. No, Christ remains in his divine nature fully who and
what he is in his existence as the eternal second person of the Trinity. He has eternally been fully
God, and now in the incarnation he pours out fully who he is as God, remaining fully God as he
does so.

The question then becomes just what this means—that Christ, the one who exists in the form of
God (morphē) and as equal (isa) to God, pours himself out (ekenōsen). The answer comes,
amazingly, in the three participles (particularly the first one) that follow ekenōsen. Christ poured
himself out, taking the form of a servant. Yes, he pours out by taking; he empties by adding. Here,
then, is a strange sort of math that envisions a subtraction by addition, an emptying by adding.
What can this mean?

In brief, what this must mean is this: Christ Jesus, existing and remaining fully who he is as God,
accepts his divine calling to come to earth and carry out the mission assigned him from the Father.
As the eternal Son of God, who is himself the form (morphē, i.e., very nature) of God, he must
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come in the form (morphēn, i.e., very nature) of a servant. That is, he must come fully as a man,
and as a man he must live his life and give his life as one of us. In so doing, Christ pours himself out
(all of who he is) as he takes on, in addition to his full divine nature, a full human nature. Again, it is
crucial to see that in the self-emptying (ekenōsen) of the eternal Son, Paul does not say that he
poured something “out of” himself. No, absolutely not! Rather, he poured out himself. All of who he
is as the eternal Son of the Father, as the one who is the form (morphē) of the Father, is poured out
fully. Here, then, is no subtraction, strictly speaking. It is a “subtraction” (i.e., a pouring out, an
emptying) by adding human nature to his divine nature. He came, then, to become the
God-man—the one whose very divine nature took on fully the existence of a created human nature.
He poured himself out by adding to himself the nature of a man, indeed, the nature of a servant par
excellence who would give his life in obedience on the cross to fulfill the will of his Father.

There is another important point which is often overlooked by almost all theologians in the kenosis
concept is that they forget the principle of power in the Kingdom of God. The principle in the the
Kingdom of God is upside down to the Principles of greatness of the Kingdom of this world as
created by Adam because of the fall. Jesus in fact did explain pretty clearly before he went to the
cross at the last supper.

Who Is the Greatest?
Luke 22:24- 26 A dispute also arose among them, as to which of them was to be regarded as the
greatest. And he said to them, “The kings of the Gentiles exercise lordship over them, and those in
authority over them are called benefactors. But not so with you. Rather, let the greatest among you
become as the youngest, and the leader as one who serves.

Mark 9:35 Sitting down, Jesus called the Twelve and said, “If anyone wants to be first, he must be
the last of all and the servant of all.”

John 13:13-15 You call me Master, and Lord; and you say well, for so I am. If then I being your
Lord and Master, have washed your feet; you also ought to wash one another's feet. For I have
given you an example, that as I have done to you, so you do also.

In the Kingdom of God each one serves the other. That is the characteristics of Love and is that
not how we define God. So when Jesus was saying “My Father is greater than I” this was simply
the characteristics of the Kingdom authority. While equality is the basic principle, each one serves
the other.

Christ though he was always God willingly gave up his privileges and took the human aspect
seriously. Otherwise to say that he was sinless as a God would not make any sense. To give up
his God powers and be a servant to the humanness would be the right character of the master in
the Kingdom of God principle.

He would not be partakers in humanness and be human to pay the price of redemption. Jesus the
could have all the powers as God if he wanted and the God could have swallowed up the man in
Jesus. But then that is not the Character of God and that would have made God a lower creature
than the man Jesus.

Luke 4: 7-8 You worship me, it will all be Yours.” But Jesus replied, “It is written: ‘Worship the Lord
your God and serve Him only.’” 9Then the devil led Him to Jerusalem and set Him on the pinnacle
of the temple. “If You are the Son of God,” he said, “throw Yourself down from here.…

All these replies of Jesus to the tempter overlooked the “if you are the Son of God” All his answers
were as though he was just human even though he was aware the he was indeed God.
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This indeed was the proposition of Nestorius which are certainly reasonable.

How will you explain this ignorance of the Son of God regarding His own return?
Was Jesus lying in any one of this case?

If Jesus were both full God and full man with all the powers of God and all the egoism of human
form we have serious problem as indicted below:

If Jesus was God all the time from the time of his conception to the death and beyond, what type of
infant and boyhood did he have. Did he go round making clay birds and blew on them and gave
them life? Did he cry when he was hungry. Did he have to grow in wisdom, mind and body like
ordinary people?

Nestorius’ immediate reason to Question the fullness of Godhead in the human Jesus was based
on the birth of Jesus. Nestorius refused to call Mary the "Mother of God." Her baby was very human,
he said. Jesus' human acts and sufferings were of his human nature, not his Godhead. To say
Mary was Mother of God was to say God had once been a few hours old. "God is not a baby two or
three months old," he argued.”

Did the baby Jesus held his hand in blessing to the three wise men who came to pay their homage
to the King and Messiah?
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Did Baby Jesus knew that he was God himself and he was even before Abraham was? Or did he
play around.

“And Jesus grew in wisdom and stature, and in favor with God and man”. John 2:52
Did he have space to grow in wisdom?
Was he not already always there before any human came to be?
Did he play with the mud and dirt?. Did he not do that when he created Adam?
These are the reflection of the Infancy gospels of Jesus.
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Jesus raises the clay birds of his playmates to life.
(Klosterneuburger Evangelienwerk, 14th century)

The Infancy Gospel of Thomas is a pseudepigraphical gospel about the childhood of Jesus, that
is believed to date to the 2nd century.
Here is an extract from it:

The Great Childhood Deeds of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ

1 1 When the boy Jesus was five years old, he was playing at the ford of a rushing stream. And
he gathered the disturbed water into pools and made them pure and excellent, commanding them
by the character of his word alone and not by means of a deed.
2 Then, taking soft clay from the mud, he formed twelve sparrows. It was the Sabbath when he

did these things, and many children were with him.
3 And a certain Jew, seeing the boy Jesus with the other children doing these things, went to his

father Joseph and falsely accused the boy Jesus, saying that, on the Sabbath he made clay, which
is not lawful, and fashioned twelve sparrows.
4 And Joseph came and rebuked him, saying, “Why are you doing these things on the Sabbath?”

But Jesus, clapping his hands, commanded the birds with a shout in front of everyone and said,
“Go, take flight, and remember me, living ones.” And the sparrows, taking flight, went away
squawking.
5When the Pharisee saw this he was amazed and reported it to all his friends.

2 1 And the son of Annas the scribe had come with Joseph. And taking a willow twig, he
destroyed the pools and drained out the water which Jesus had gathered together. And he dried up
their gatherings.
2 And Jesus, seeing what had happened, said to him, “Your fruit (shall be) without root and your

shoot shall be dried up like a branch scorched by a strong wind.”
3 And instantly that child withered.
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3 1 While he was going from there with his father Joseph, a child running tore into his shoulder.
And Jesus said to him, “You shall no longer go our way.” And instantly he died. At once the people,
seeing that he was dead, cried out and said, “Where was this boy born that his word becomes a
deed?”
2When they saw what had happened the parents of the dead boy blamed his father Joseph,

saying, “Because you have this boy you cannot live with us in this village. If you wish to be here,
teach him to bless and not to curse.”

4 1 And Joseph said to Jesus, “Why do you say such things? They suffer and hate us.” And the
boy said to Joseph, “If the words of my Father were not wise, he would not know how to instruct
children.” And again he said, “If these were children of the bridal chamber, they would not receive
curses. These people shall receive their punishment.” Instantly, the ones accusing him were
blinded.
2 But Joseph became angry and took hold of his ear and pulled hard.
3 And Jesus said to him, “It is enough for you to seek me and to find me. You have acted

foolishly.”

5 1 A teacher named Zacchaeus was standing listening to Jesus saying these things to his father
and he said, “Oh wicked boy!”
2 He said to Joseph, “Come, bring him, brother, so that he may learn to love those his own age,

honour old age and revere elders, so that he may acquire a desire to be among children, also
teaching them in return.”
3 But Joseph said to the teacher, “Who is able to restrain this child and teach him? Do not

consider him to be a small cross brother.”
4 And the boy Jesus answered and said to the teacher, “These words which you have spoken, I

am strange to them. For I am from outside of you, but I am within you on account of existing in this
material excellence. But you, a man of the Law, do not know the Law.” And he said to Joseph,
“When you were born, I existed and was standing beside you so that, Father, you may be taught a
teaching by me which no other knows nor is able to teach. And as for the cross of which you have
spoken, he shall bear it, whose it is. For when I am greatly exalted, I shall lay aside whatever
mixture I have of your race. For you do not know where you are from; I alone know truly when you
were born, and how much time you have to remain here.”
5 And those standing there were astonished and cried out aloud and said to him, “Oh, what a new

and incredible wonder! Such words we have never known, not from the priests, nor the scribes, nor
the Pharisees. Where is this boy from, who is five years old and says such things? Never have we
seen such a thing.”
6 The boy answered them and said, “Why are you so amazed? Moreover, why do you not believe

that the things that I said to you are true? When you were born and your fathers and your fathers’
fathers, I, who was created before this world, know accurately.”
7 And all the people listening were speechless, no longer able to speak to him. Approaching them,

he skipped about and said, “I was playing with you because I know you are amazed by trifles and to
the wise you are small.”
8 Now when they seemed to be comforted by the boy’s consolation, the teacher said to his father,

“Come, bring him into the school and I shall teach him letters.” And the schoolmaster, flattering him,
took him into the classroom. But Jesus was silent. And Zacchaeus wrote the alphabet for him and
began to teach the letters. And he would repeat a letter to him frequently. But the boy did not
answer him. Becoming irritated, the teacher struck him on the head. And the boy became angry
and said to him, “A smith’s anvil, when struck, teaches whoever strikes it; it is not the anvil which is
taught. I know the letters which you are teaching more accurately and far better than you. To me
these things are like a noisy gong or a clanging cymbal which do not represent the sound nor the
glory nor the power of understanding.”
9When the boy ceased from his anger he said by himself all the letters from alpha to omega with
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much care and clearly. Looking straight at the teacher he said, “Not knowing the alpha according to
its nature, how can you teach another the beta? Hypocrite! If you know, first teach me the alpha
and then I will trust you to speak of the beta.”
10While many listened, he said to the teacher, “Listen, master, and understand the order of the

first element. Pay close attention here how it has sharp lines and a middle stroke which you see
pointing, crossing over, meeting, going out, drawn aside, elevated, dancing in chorus, [one word
uncertain], in triple rhythm, two-cornered, of the same form, of the same thickness, of the same
family, making to rise, balanced, of equal measure, of equal length — these are the lines of the
alpha.”

6 1 And after the teacher heard such a description and such lines of the first letter Jesus had
expressed he was puzzled about such teaching and his defense. And the teacher said, “Woe is me
for I have brought shame down upon myself.
2 “Take this boy away from me, brother. This boy simply is not of this Earth; he can even tame fire.

Perhaps this boy existed before the flood of Noah. What kind of womb bore him? What kind of
mother reared him? I do not know. Woe is me, brother! He stupefies me. I cannot follow along in my
mind. I have deceived myself, thrice unhappy as I am. I thought to gain a student and I am found
having a master.
3 “I must be cast out and die or flee from this village on account of this boy. For I can no longer be

seen in the presence of everyone, for I am an old man but I have been defeated by a very small boy.
But what can I say or tell anyone concerning the lines of the first element which he proposed to me?
Truly, friends, I do not know. For I understand neither the beginning nor the end.
4 “This child is something great thing, either a god or an angel or whatever else I might say — I do

not know.”

7 1 The boy Jesus laughed and said, “Now let the barren bear fruit and the blind see the fruit of
judgement.”
2 And instantly all those who had fallen under his curses were restored. And no-one dared to

make him angry from that time on.

8 1 And again, after many days, Jesus was playing with other children on a certain roof of an
upstairs room. And one of the children fell and died. The other children, seeing this, went to their
homes. And they left Jesus alone.
2 The parents of the dead child came and accused Jesus saying, “You knocked down our child.”

But Jesus said, “I did not knock him down.”
3 And while they were raging and shouting, Jesus came down from the roof and stood beside the

body and cried out in a loud voice saying, “Zeno, Zeno—for this was his name—rise and say if I
knocked you down.” And he rose and said, “No, Lord.” When they saw, they were amazed and the
parents of the child praised God for these wonders.

9 1 And the boy Jesus was about six years old and he was sent by his mother Mary to fill a water
jar. But there was a great crowd at the water cistern, and the pitcher was jostled and broke.
2 Then Jesus spread out the cloak he was wearing, filled it with water and brought it to his mother.

And his mother was amazed and kept in her heart all she had seen.

10 1 And at the time when Joseph was sowing seeds, the boy Jesus sowed also one measure of
grain.
2 And his father gathered 100 great measures and he gave it to the poor and the orphans.
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This of course is an attempt to show what can happen in a very realistic way when a human child
really have all the powers and when he can do all things by thinking and speaking. He could have
talked as soon as he was born. His words would have the creative power immediately, Did he
know that he was God when he was just born? Was he fully human and had the nature of the
playing baby? Could he have killed his friends for quarelling with him?

At any rate since it was written in the second century it indicates the seriousness of the concept of
incarnation and why a solution to the problem was to be found.

Though it started with the problem of calling Mary, “Mother of God” we can see it goes much
deeper. Church faced this challenge in which all the players played a role in arriving at a solution.

Nestorius never denied that Christ was divine . On the contrary, it was to protect Christ's divinity
that he argued as he did, lest it be lost in worship of the human child. The divine nature could not be
born of a woman. Nestorius' refusal to use the term "theotokus," Mother of God, led to a big
argument. He pointed out that the apostles and early church fathers never employed the word. But
he could not resolve the issue so as to bring into focus the Jesus we know from scripture who is
completely and truly both God and man.

Nestorian view: Christ existed as two persons in all their fullness.
He willingly gave up his Divine privileges and Powers while on earth to show what perfect humanity

a son of God could be - how He wanted Adam to be.

Nestorianism teaches that the human and divine essences of Christ are separate and that there are
two persons, the man Jesus Christ and the divine Logos, which dwelt in the man. Thus, Nestorians
reject such terminology as "God suffered" or "God was crucified", because they believe that the
man Jesus Christ suffered. Likewise, they reject the term Theotokos (Giver of birth to God) for the
Virgin Mary, using instead the term Christotokos (giver of birth to Christ) or Anthropotokos (giver of
birth to a man).

Nestorius uses the Greek term Prosopon for this union which originally meant "face" or "mask" in
Greek and derives from Greek theatre, in which actors on a stage wore masks to reveal their
character and emotional state to the audience.

Jesus was viewed as a human being who shared the divine sonship of the Logos; the Logos united
himself to Jesus from the moment of Jesus' conception. After the resurrection, the human Jesus
and the Logos reveal that they have always been one prosopon. This oneness of Jesus and the
Logos is thus the prosopic union. (Norris, 25)
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Theotokos, Christotokos and Anthropotokos

Nestorian ideas were originally confined to the writings of Diodore, Theodore of Mopsuestia and
their close followers in Antioch. However, in 428, Emperor Theodore II called the Antiochian
Priest-monk Nestorius, known for his zeal to defend the faith against heretics of the time, to come
to Constantinople. Nestorius was made the Arch Bishop of Constantinople. Nestorius ( in Greek:
Νεστόριος; c. 386 – 450) remained Archbishop of Constantinople (now Istanbul) from 10 April 428
to August 431, when Emperor Theodosius II confirmed his condemnation by the Council of
Ephesus on 22 June 431 AD.

Nestorius, brought with him the Priest Anastasius. In a series of homilies in Constantinople,
Anastasius denied the existence of one Theandric Person (The dual God-man of incarnation) in
Jesus Christ, teaching in Him a division of persons, one Divine and the other human and attacked
the use of the term Theotokos, using instead the term Anthropotokos. Even though Jesus was both
fully God and fully man, in the incarnation he remained within the norms of a human, without
exercising his Divinity any time in his life. This was quite controversial, since the
Constantinopolitan faithful were accustomed to using the term Theotokos for the Virgin Mary. To
defend Anastasius, Nestorius also did a series of homilies, preaching the teachings of Theodore of
Mopsuestia, though using the term Christotokos instead of Anthropotokos.

Constantinopolitan theologians rose up against the teachings of Nestorius and accused him of
preaching the heresy of Paul of Samosata.

Nestorius as the Patriarch of Constantinople called for a council at Constantinople in AD
429 and condemned those who disagreed with him.

This has generated immediate opposition from the opponents of the view. The champion of this
Theotokos theology was one Cyril of Alexandria ( Κύριλλος Ἀλεξανδρείας; c. 376 – 444. Cyril is an
Anglicanized version of Coorilos) who was the Patriarch of Alexandria 412 to 444 AD

Cyril of Alexandria, belonged to the Alexandrian school. We should remember that there were no
official stand in this regard at that point. Several people suggested several solutions. Cyril
suggested one in opposition to Nestorius which was directed to emphasize Jesus’ divinity and in so
doing justify the Mother of God title for Mary.



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

46

The solution of Cyril was this as opposed to the solution of Nestorius:

According to Cyril of Alexandria, the two natures - God and Man united together in a human body a
new person by union of both. This is usually called Hypostasis._ Hypostatic union ὑπόστασις
hypóstasis, strictly translates as "sediment, foundation, substance, subsistence"indicating a
formation of one new substance different from both combining the both. His idea was that Jesus
had only one mind and soul - a new creation being.
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Christ Is Only One Person

What we have seen so far about the deity and humanity of Christ shows us that Christ has two
natures — a divine nature and a human nature — that each nature is full and complete, that they
remain distinct and do not mix together to form a third kind of nature, and that Christ will be both
God and man forever.
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Evidence That Christ Is Only One Person is quoted as follows:
http://www.desiringgod.org/articles/how-can-jesus-be-god-and-man
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1. Both natures are represented in Scripture as constituting “one thing;” that is, as united in
one Person.

We read in John 1:14, “And the word became flesh and dwelt among us.”
Here we see the two natures: the Word (his deity) and flesh (humanity). Yet we also see that there
is one Person, for we read that the Word became flesh. “Became” requires that we acknowledge a
unity of the two natures such that they are one thing — that is, one Person. For in what sense could
John write that the word became flesh if the natures do not constitute one Person? It surely cannot
mean “turned into” flesh, for that is against the scriptural teaching on the distinctness of the natures.
See also Romans 8:3, Galatians 4:4, 1 Timothy 3:16, Hebrews 2:11–14, and 1 John 4:2–3.

2. Jesus never speaks of himself as “We,” but always as “I.”

3. Many passages refer to both natures of Christ, but it is clear that only one person is
intended.

It is impossible to read the following passages, which clearly affirm Christ’s two natures, and
conclude that Christ is two Persons:

“For what the law could not do, weak as it was through the flesh, God did: sending his own Son in
the likeness of sinful flesh and as an offering for sin, he condemned sin in the flesh . . .” (Romans
8:3).

“But when the fulness of time came, God sent forth his Son, born of a woman, born under the
law . . .” (Galatians 4:4).

“. . . who, although he existed in the form of God, did not regard equality with God a thing to be
grasped [that is, exploited to his own advantage], but emptied himself, taking the form of a servant,
and being made in the likeness of men” (Philippians 2:6–7).

Having seen that Christ is two natures in one person, and having also seen some of what is
involved in this reality, we will now examine one of the major implications which should help us to
complete the picture and our understanding.

This concept arose probably from the Jewish mystical tradition where God created beings in all four
dimensions of existence - material, mental, spiritual and divine. There are seven types of soul
creating various life forms from non-living minerals, vegetations, fishes, birds, animals and man.
Beyond these was the Trinity with the essence of God. Adam was created as a Son of God just
lower than God but above all the other creations including the angels. But when Adam was exiled
from the heavens, he was reduced from the original divine level to a lover spiritual level. Hence
incarnation was nothing but the Son of God taking the being of the same level as the original Adam
as son of God. As such he was at the same time fully God and fully man without a division. This
is the hypostatic state of the incarnate Jesus.

Hebrews 2:9-11 But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels, now crowned with
glory and honor because He suffered death, so that by the grace of God He might taste death for
everyone. In bringing many sons to glory, it was fitting for God, for whom and through whom all
things exist, to make the pioneer of their salvation perfect through suffering. For both the One who
sanctifies and those who are sanctified are of the same family. That is why Jesus is not ashamed to
call them brothers.
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“What is man that You take thought of him, And the son of man that You care for him?
Yet You have made him a little lower than God, And You crown him with glory and majesty!”
Ps. 8:4-5

As such man is within the the Adam Kadamon in whose image man was created but extending only
up to a little lower dimension without entering into the Divine essence level. Thus all the attributes
of man Adam - the son of God is already in the creator Son of God. In incarnation the Son of God
only had to give up his glory which lies in his essence and he will be like Adam when he was in all
his glory in the Garden of Eden. Even it is said that Adam had a covering of glory which was lost
when he violated God’s law and God then covered them with a skin.

As we have seen the proposal of Nestorius of Constantinople was that in incarnation God and Man
came together and remained separate while Jesus continued as a perfect man on earth from birth
to death. The model of Nestorius turns Jesus into two beings residing in one body, like
roommates sharing an apartment. If the distinction between Jesus' divine and human natures,
when full and separate then when Jesus spoke He should have referred to “us” and “we,” not “I”
and “me.” Jesus never spoke in such terms, however, because He was one person with one
center of consciousness. Natures do not speak, pray, heal, and teach—people do. Likewise, it
was not Christ’s natures that spoke, prayed, healed, or taught, but Jesus Himself, the
God-man. All of Jesus’ actions and words were those of the God-man, not of a mere human or a
mere divine nature. This argument is true if Jesus acted as God and as Man which he never did.
He acted only as a man one of the children of Adam and When needed he clearly taught that
Father and Son are one.

Except at the time of transfiguration in the mount of olives whereby he showed his glory, at no time
Jesus acted out of showed forth his glory. The God in Jesus put up a mask and never took over
Jesus the man. That later came as another heresy.

Luke 3:38the son of Enosh, the son of Seth, the son of Adam, the son of God.
We are told that Adam as the son of God walked with God every day and had communion with him.
Because of the fall, in order that man may not suffer for eternity due to selfishness and power
mongering of mankind due to fall, God sent him out of the Garden with the law of decay on the
material realm of human body till he can bring Adam home.

Adam was indeed the son of God and he was sent out of the Garden and lost the sonship because
of sin. Jesus with his sonship of Adam having an un-fallen nature regained that position as the
son of Man and as son of God which existed in Adam at the time of creation of Adam.



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

52

CHAPTER FOUR

THE POWER STRUGGLE

Cyril wrote to the monks of Constantinople commenting severely on the action of Nestorius, and
insisting strongly that the union of the Godhead and Manhood in Jesus Christ was a real union, and
not a mere conjunction. When he learned that his letter was resented, he wrote one to Nestorius
himself. He complained that the unfortunate language of Nestorius had reached Celestine of Rome,
and was thus throwing the whole church into confusion. The affected moderation of his language
did not deceive Nestorius, who defended himself with spirit and moderation, and maintained that
χριστότοκος would be a more suitable appellation for the Virgin than θεοτόκος. Nestorius was able
to place the source of the problem where it belongs - in the possible deification of Mary.

In a series of epistles and letters to Nestorius, Emperor Theodore II, and Empress Eudoxia, St Cyril
outlined the Orthodox teaching and accused Nestorius of heresy.

St Cyril then wrote to Pope Celestine of Rome (r. 422-432) about the teaching of Nestorius. That
started the never ending councils and on going anathema of one group over the other

Pope Celestine of Rome

On August 11, 430, Pope Celestine called for a council of the bishops of Rome in a synod and
examined the issues presented by Cyril. The synod declared Nestorius’ teachings as heretical and
required him to recant or be excommunicated. A letter was sent to Nestorius and gave him 10 days
to recant.
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Emperor Theodosius II

While the communications between Cyril and the pope were taking place, Nestorius solicited
Emperor Theodosius II (r. 401-450), Emperor of the Eastern Roman Empire, to call a general
council of bishops where he could present his case in the open forum before all the bishops.
Emperor Theodosius along with the Pope Celestine, called a council of bishops to be held in
Ephesus to hear Nestorius. This was set on beginning on Pentecost, June 7, 431

The Council of Ephesus (A.D. 431)

Soon after Pentecost, the bishops and imperial officials assembled at Ephesus. Only the famous
Augustine of Hippo and the other bishops of North Africa were indisposed to attend, owing to the
Vandal invasions of their territories. John of Antioch, held back by circumstances surrounding a
drought in his territories, send the message that he hopes to arrive in several days and not to wait
for him to convene the council. Cyril and his followers, with the support of the Bishop of Ephesus
and the populace of Ephesus, assembled in the Church of the Theotokos.

Long before Christianity the goddess of Ephesus was the 1000 breasted Artemis
It was in Ephesus Apostle John took Mary after he was asked to take care of her by Jesus just before he died on the
cross. She died in Ephesus. The house where she lived is shown in the center. Mother Mary replaced Artemis in

Ephesus. The Church where the Council held was called the Church of Theotokos.

Since it was during the period of Pentecost, many of bishops could not reach Ephesus in time. The
Pope himself and even the Emperor could not come. Many of the supporters of Nestorius,
especially John of Antioch, were delayed. Apart from that the Ephesus being the place where
Mother Mary spent her last days and where she was considered highly, played a role in the
procedings. Again the arch enemy of Nestorius, Cyril of Alexandria was appointed as the head of
the Council. How could the prosecutor also become the judge? The council started on June 22 with
whosoever was present. Count Cadidian the representative of the Emperor opposed the starting
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with the absence of so many invited representations. Cyril however overruled Cadidian and got
along with the council.

Three times the council summoned Nestorius by Cyril to present himself, but he refused to
participate without the presence of all the bishops invited by the emperor.

With the Gospels placed on the throne to represent the presence of Christ, Cyril proceeded to open
the first session without delay. In the absence of Nestorius, the charges were read before the
council and all the 200 bishops who were present agreed with Cyril to condemn the teachings as
heretical and the excommunication was declared.

Rome’s legates arrived and gave their support to Cyril at a second session.

Three days later, an imperial rescript arrived and rebuked Cyril for his haste in starting the council
without the presence of all the bishops and commanded all the bishops to wait for the arrival of an
imperial commissioner. Cyril continued his sessions of the council anyway. Based on the
evidence, the near 200 bishops attending were in consensus that Nestorius should be condemned

Cyril, the patriarch of Alexandria, condemned Nestorius' works by issuing twelve anathemas
against him.

1. If anyone will not confess that the Emmanuel is very God, and that therefore the Holy Virgin is
the Mother of God, inasmuch as in the flesh she bore the Word of God made flesh [as it is written,
“The Word was made flesh”] let him be anathema.

2. If anyone shall not confess that theWord of God the Father is united hypostatically to flesh,
and that with that flesh of his own, he is one only Christ both God and man at the same time:
let him be anathema.

3. If anyone shall after the [hypostatic] union divide the hypostases in the one Christ, joining them
by that connexion alone, which happens according to worthiness, or even authority and power, and
not rather by a coming together, which is made by natural union: let him be anathema.

4. If anyone shall divide between two persons or subsistences those expressions which are
contained in the Evangelical and Apostolical writings, or which have been said concerning Christ by
the Saints, or by himself, and shall apply some to him as to a man separate from the Word of God,
and shall apply others to the only Word of God the Father, on the ground that they are fit to be
applied to God: let him be anathema.

5. If anyone shall dare to say that the Christ is a Theophorus [that is, God-bearing] man and not
rather that he is very God, as an only Son through nature, because “the Word was made flesh,” and
“hath a share in flesh and blood as we do:” let him be anathema.

6. If anyone shall dare say that the Word of God the Father is the God of Christ or the Lord of Christ,
and shall not rather confess him as at the same time both God and Man, since according to the
Scriptures, “The Word was made flesh”: let him be anathema.

7. If anyone shall say that Jesus as man is only energized by the Word of God, and that the glory of
the Only-begotten is attributed to him as something not properly his: let him be anathema.

8. If anyone shall dare to say that the assumed man ought to be worshipped together with God the
Word, and glorified together with him, and recognised together with him as God, and yet as two
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different things, the one with the other (for this “Together with” is added [i.e., by the Nestorians] to
convey this meaning); and shall not rather with one adoration worship the Emmanuel and pay to
him one glorification, as [it is written] “The Word was made flesh”: let him be anathema.

9. If any man shall say that the one Lord Jesus Christ was glorified by the Holy Ghost, so that he
used through him a power not his own and from him received power against unclean spirits and
power to work miracles before men and shall not rather confess that it was his own Spirit through
which he worked these divine signs; let him be anathema.

10. Divine Scripture says, that Christ became High Priest and Apostle of our confession, and that
he offered himself for us a sweet-smelling savour to God the Father. Whosoever shall say that it is
not the divine Word himself, when he was made flesh and had become man as we are, but another
than he, a man born of a woman, yet different from him, who is become our Great High Priest and
Apostle; or if any man shall say that he offered himself in sacrifice for himself and not rather for us,
whereas, being without sin, he had no need of offering or sacrifice: let him be anathema.

11. Whosoever shall not confess that the flesh of the Lord giveth life and that it pertains to the Word
of God the Father as his very own, but shall pretend that it belongs to another person who is united
to him [i.e., the Word] only according to honour, and who has served as a dwelling for the divinity;
and shall not rather confess, as we say, that that flesh giveth life because it is that of the Word who
giveth life to all: let him be anathema.

12. Whosoever shall not recognize that the Word of God suffered in the flesh, that he was crucified
in the flesh, and that likewise in that same flesh he tasted death and that he is become the
first-begotten of the dead, for, as he is God, he is the life and it is he that giveth life: let him be
anathema.

This was appended with the Decree of the Council Against Nestorius.

(Found in all the Concilia in Greek with Latin Versions.)

As, in addition to other things, the impious Nestorius has not obeyed our citation, and did not
receive the holy bishops who were sent by us to him, we were compelled to examine his ungodly
doctrines. We discovered that he had held and published impious doctrines in his letters and
treatises, as well as in discourses which he delivered in this city, and which have been testified
to. Compelled thereto by the canons and by the letter (ἀναγκαίως κατεπειχθέντες ἀπό τε τῶν
κανόνων, καὶ ἐκ τὴς ἐπιστολῆς, κ.τ.λ.) of our most holy father and fellow-servant Cœlestine, the
Roman bishop, we have come, with many tears, to this sorrowful sentence against him, namely,
that our Lord Jesus Christ, whom he has blasphemed, decrees by the holy Synod that Nestorius be
excluded from the episcopal dignity, and from all priestly communion.

Counter Synod and Anathemas by Nestorian Party

When John of Antioch and the bishops of the East arrived four days later, they immediately held a
council in opposition to that held by Cyril. This council deposed Cyril and excommunicated all
those who will not repudiate Cyril’s twelve anathemas.

The Anathematisms of Nestorius Against Cyril.

(Found best in Migne’s edition of Marius Mercator.)
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I. If anyone says that the Emmanuel is true God, and not rather God with us, that is, that he has
united himself to a like nature with ours, which he assumed from the Virgin Mary, and dwelt in it;
and if anyone calls Mary the mother of God the Word, and not rather mother of him who is
Emmanuel; and if he maintains that God the Word has changed himself into the flesh, which he
only assumed in order to make his Godhead visible, and to be found in form as a man, let him be
anathema.

II. If any one asserts that, at the union of the Logos with the flesh, the divine Essence moved
from one place to another; or says that the flesh is capable of receiving the divine nature, and that it
has been partially united with the flesh; or ascribes to the flesh, 211by reason of its reception of
God, an extension to the infinite and boundless, and says that God and man are one and the same
in nature; let him be anathema.

III. If any one says that Christ, who is also Emmanuel, is One, not [merely] in consequence of
connection, but [also] in nature, and does not acknowledge the connection (συνάφεια) of the two
natures, that of the Logos and of the assumed manhood, in one Son, as still continuing without
mingling; let him be anathema.

IV. If any one assigns the expressions of the Gospels and Apostolic letters, which refer to the
two natures of Christ, to one only of those natures, and even ascribes suffering to the divine Word,
both in the flesh and in the Godhead; let him be anathema.

V. If any one ventures to say that, even after the assumption of human nature, there is only one
Son of God, namely, he who is so in nature (naturaliter filius = Logos), while he (since the
assumption of the flesh) is certainly Emmanuel; let him be anathema.

VI. If anyone, after the Incarnation calls another than Christ the Word, and ventures to say that
the form of a servant is equally with the Word of God, without beginning and uncreated, and not
rather that it is made by him as its natural Lord and Creator and God, and that he has promised to
raise it again in the words: “Destroy this temple, and in three days I will build it up again”; let him
be anathema.

VII. If any one says that the man who was formed of the Virgin is the Only-begotten, who was
born from the bosom of the Father, before the morning star was (Ps. cix., 3)256, and does not
rather confess that he has obtained the desig214nation of Only-begotten on account of his
connection with him who in nature is the Only-begotten of the Father; and besides, if any one calls
another than the Emmanuel Christ let him be anathema.

VIII. If any one says that the form of a servant should, for its own sake, that is, in reference to its
own nature, be reverenced, and that it is the ruler of all things, and not rather, that [merely] on
account of its connection with the holy and in itself universally-ruling nature of the Only-begotten, it
is to be reverenced; let him be anathema.

IX. If anyone says that the form of a servant is of like nature with the Holy Ghost, and not rather
that it owes its union with the Word which has existed since the conception, to his mediation, by
which it works miraculous healings among men, and possesses the power of expelling demons; let
him be anathema.

X. If any one maintains that the Word, who is from the beginning, has become the high priest
and apostle of our confession, and has offered himself for us, and does not rather say that it is the
work of Emmanuel to be an apostle; and if any one in such a manner divides the sacrifice between
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him who united [the Word] and him who was united [the manhood] referring it to a common sonship,
that is, not giving to God that which is God’s, and to man that which is man’s; let him be anathema.

XI. If any one maintains that the flesh which is united with God the Word is by the power of its
own nature life-giving, whereas the Lord himself says, “It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the flesh
profiteth nothing” (St. John vi. 61), let him be anathema. [He adds, “God is a Spirit” (St. John iv.
24). If, then, any one maintains that God the Logos has in a carnal manner, in his substance,
become flesh, and persists in this with reference to the Lord Christ; who himself after his
resurrection said to his disciples, “Handle me and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye
behold me having” (St. Luke xxiv. 39); let him be anathema.]

XII. If any one, in confessing the sufferings of the flesh, ascribes these also to the Word of God as
to the flesh in which he appeared, and thus does not distinguish the dignity of the natures; let him
be anathema.

On receiving the report and on the advise of Candidian, the Emperor ordered both Cyril and
Nestorius to be put in prison. Nestorius requested to be send back to his monastery which was
granted and Cyril was released. Cyril was eventually allowed to return after bribing various
courtiers.[John I., McEnerney (1998). St. Cyril of Alexandria Letters 51–110. Fathers of the Church Series. 77.
Catholic University of America Press.]

On September 11, the emperor received seven delegates from each side at Chalcedon, but no
agreement was reached. The emperor dissolved the council.

In the spring of AD 432, the emperor suggested a reconciliation of East and West. John of
Antioch and a few others worked out a scheme of reconciliation. In 433 John and Cyril signed
the Formula of Reunion, and it was ratified by the emperor.

The reconciliation was indeed a compromise on both sides.

It said that whoever wished to be part of the catholic and orthodox Imperial Church must, in their
thought and speech, avoid denying the humanity of the rational soul of Christ and at the same time
avoid dividing his two natures into two persons. Some bishops of the East acknowledge the
orthodoxy of Cyril but refuse to accept the deposition of Nestorius; others denounce both.

The following year, Proclus, the old adversary of Nestorius, was consecrated Bishop of
Constantinople, and the emperor ordered all bishops of the East to abandon their resistance to
John and Cyril. Many obeyed, but eighteen were deposed; they were banished to the mines of the
Egyptian Thebaid, as persecuted Christians in the Roman Empire had been doing since
Diocletian. In 438 Cyril was convinced that the reconciliation duped him out. The stage was set for
a continued fight.

Solution of Nestorius

In regions controlled by Persia they formed their own church. At the beginning, it was a strong body
which evangelized as far East as China. Nestorian churches appeared in Arabia, India, Tibet,
Malabar, Turkostan and Cyprus. Many exist to this day, especially in Iraq, although the level of
spirituality is often low. Some units reunited with the Roman Catholic church around the sixteenth
century. I come from the Malabar where the church was Nestorian until the coming of the
Portuguese who forcefully converted the Malankara Syrian Christians into Roman Catholic who
predominated until the coming of the British whereupon some of them broke away to form reformed
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churches. Even today there are liturgies where Nestorius is mentioned as a patriarch, though they
are not used in church services.

Acts of the Council of Ephesus in 431. In Coptic. Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Austria
Historical consequences of the councils of Ephesus & Chalcedon

Persian Christians who did not accept the council of Ephesus formed Assyrian Church of the East
Non-Chalcedonian churches: Coptic, Ethiopian, Syrian Orthodox, Malankar Syrian, Armenian
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In part because of the Nestorian controversy, the church created a formula to describe Christ's
person at the Council of Chalcedon in 433. The assembled bishops declared Christ was two
natures in one person. "We all with one voice confess our Lord Jesus Christ one and the same Son,
at once complete in manhood, truly God and truly man, consisting of a reasonable soul and body;
of one substance with the Father as regards his Godhead, of one substance with us as regards his
manhood, like us in all things, apart from sin..."

General scheme of the Christological Councils

Later events

In the following months, 17 bishops who supported Nestorius's doctrine were removed from their
sees.

Eventually, John I of Antioch was obliged to abandon Nestorius, in March 433.

On August 3, 435, Theodosius II issued an imperial edict that exiled Nestorius from the monastery
in Antioch in which he had been staying to a monastery in the Great Oasis of Hibis (al-Khargah), in
Egypt, securely within the diocese of Cyril. The monastery suffered attacks by desert bandits, and
Nestorius was injured in one such raid. Nestorius seems to have survived there until at least 450
(given the evidence of The Book of Heraclides), but the date of his death is not exactly known.
The teaching of all churches that accept the Council of Ephesus is that in the Incarnate Christ is a
single hypostasis, God and man at once. That doctrine is known as the Hypostatic union.
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Eutyches.

In the 440s, a respected monk from Constantinople, Eutyches,(Εὐτυχής; c. 380 – c. 456) denied
that Jesus was truly human. He taught that Jesus did not exist in two natures in reality
because his human nature was absorbed or swallowed up by his divine nature.

Synod of 448 - Excommunication of Eutyches

Flavian, bishop of Constantinople, convened a synod in 448, condemning Eutyches’ position, but
Eutyches appealed the decision.

The fight took a nasty turn when Dioscorus, Patriarch of Alexandria, became determined to
reinstate Eutyches and his views. Eastern emperor Theodosius II, also favoring Eutyches’ position,
called another church-wide council to meet at Ephesus in August 449. He appointed Dioscorus to
chair the proceedings and to silence any dissent.

Eutuches was accused of heresy by Domnus II of Antioch and Eusebius, bishop of Dorylaeum,
at a synod presided over by Flavian at Constantinople in 448. His explanations deemed
unsatisfactory, the council deposed him from his priestly office and excommunicated him.

The Second Council of Ephesus 449 : Rehabiliatation of Eutyches - Latrocinium, or
"Robber Council".

On August 8, 449 the Second Council of Ephesus began its first session with Pope Dioscorus of
Alexandria presiding by command of the Emperor. Dioscorus began the council by banning all
members of the November 447 synod which had deposed Eutyches. He then introduced Eutyches
who publicly professed that while Christ had two natures before the incarnation, the two natures
had merged to form a single nature after the incarnation. Of the 130 assembled bishops, 111 voted
to rehabilitate Eutyches.

Throughout these proceedings, Hilary (one of the papal legates) repeatedly called for the reading of
Leo's Tome, but was ignored. Dioscorus then moved to depose Flavian and Eusebius of
Dorylaeum on the grounds that they taught the Word had been made flesh and not just assumed
flesh from the Virgin and that Christ had two natures. When Flavian and Hilary objected, Dioscorus
called for a pro-monophysite mob to enter the church and assault Flavian as he clung to the altar.
Flavian was mortally wounded. Dioscorus then placed Eusebius of Dorylaeum under arrest and
demanded the assembled bishops approve his actions. Fearing the mob, they all did. The papal
legates refused to attend the second session at which several more orthodox bishops were
deposed, including Ibas of Edessa, Irenaeus of Tyre (a close personal friend of Nestorius), Domnus
of Antioch, and Theodoret. Dioscorus then pressed his advantage by having Cyril of Alexandria's
Twelve Anathemas posthumously declared orthodox] with the intent of condemning any confession
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other than one nature in Christ. Hilary, who later became pope and dedicated an oratory in the
Lateran Basilica in thanks for his life, managed to escape from Constantinople and brought news
of the Council to Leo who immediately dubbed it a "synod of robbers"—Latrocinium—and refused
to accept its pronouncements.

Fourth Ecuminical Council of Chalcedon 451

Meanwhile, the emperor Theodosius II died, and Pulcheria and Marcian who succeeded,
summoned, in October 451, a council (the fourth ecumenical) which met at Chalcedon and
which Dioscorus was not allowed to attend and at which he was condemned. There the synod of
Ephesus was declared to have been a "robber synod" with claims that Dioscorus had threatened
the bishops with death if they did not agree with him. Its proceedings were annulled, and, in
accordance with the more miaphysite strand in the teaching of Cyril of Alexandria, it was declared
that the two natures are united in Christ (without any alteration, absorption or confusion) and 'come
together to form one person and one hypostasis'. Eutyches died in exile.

Those who did not approve the Chalcedonian Council were later accused of being 'Monophysites'
and are nowadays known as 'Oriental Orthodox', including the Coptic Church, the Armenian
Orthodox Church, and the Syrian Orthodox Church. They were wrongfully accused of agreeing with
Eutyches about 'one nature' in Christ that rejected Christ's dual consubstantiality (with the Father
and with us men); however, Oriental Orthodox churches prefer to be called 'Miaphysites' and are
against the teachings of Eutyches. This was confirmed in May 1973 when the late Coptic pope,
Shenouda III, visited Rome and penned a Christological statement with pope Paul VI.

His memory was kept alive by the Chalcedonians, who until recently used the term 'Eutychean' as a
pejorative description of the non-Chalcedonians who in their turn accused the Chalcedonians of
being Nestorians and dyophysite.

Eutyches' form of monophysitism held that Christ's two natures, the Divine and the human, united
so completely that they became physically one, with the Divine absorbing the human. Its
theological rival was Nestorianism, which was said to overemphasize the distinctions between
Christ's two natures. Under Theodora's influence, Justinian called the council to condemn writings
that supported Nestorianism--known as the Three Chapters.

The Second Council of Constantinople of AD 553

The Second Council of Constantinople of AD 553 confirmed the validity of the condemnation of
Nestorius, refuting the letter of Ibas of Edessa that affirms that Nestorius was condemned without
due inquiry.

“We confess that we hold, preserve, and declare to the holy churches that confession of faith
which the 318 holy Fathers more at length set forth, who were gathered together at Nice, who
handed down the holy mathema or creed. Moreover, the 150 gathered together at
Constantinople set forth our faith, who followed that same confession of faith and explained
it. And the consent of the 200 holy fathers gathered for the same faith in the first Council of
Ephesus. And what things were defined by the 630 gathered at Chalcedon for the one and the
same faith, which they both followed and taught. And all those who from time to time have
been condemned or anathematized by the Catholic Church, and by the aforesaid four Councils,
we confessed that we hold them condemned and anathematized.”
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Defining Incarnation

Eventually, teaching of Alexander, Athanasius, and the other Nicene Fathers, that the Son was
consubstantial and coeternal with the Father, were defined as orthodox dogma. All divergent
beliefs were defined as heresies. This included Docetism, Arianism, Nestorianism, and
Sabellianism.

The most widely accepted definitions of the Incarnation and the nature of Jesus were made by the
First Council of Nicaea in 325, the Council of Ephesus in 431, and the Council of Chalcedon in 451.

These councils declared that:
Jesus was both fully God: begotten from, but not created by the Father;
and fully man: taking his flesh and human nature from the Virgin Mary.
These two natures, human and divine, were hypostatically united into the one person of
Jesus Christ

Leo I, bishop of Rome, sent delegates to the synod with his Tome, an exposition of how the two
natures, divine and human, are joined in Christ. Dioscorus prevented the reading of Leo’s letter and
rejected his position. Eutyches’ teaching was declared orthodox. Bishops who refused to accept
the council’s decision were deposed.

Council of Chalcedon:

An unexpected event dramatically changed the situation. On July 28, 450, while out riding,
Theodosius’ horse bolted. The emperor fell, broke his neck and died. His sister Pulcheria became
empress with her husband, Marcian, as co-emperor. They were opposed to Eutyches’ teaching and
eager to redress the wrongs perpetrated by Dioscorus.

Emperor Marcian called for a church council to meet at Chalcedon, on the outskirts of
Constantinople. More than 500 bishops attended — the largest church council gathering to that
time. All delegates were from the Eastern Church, except the few representatives from Rome and
two from Africa. Deliberations lasted from October 8 to November 1, 451.

Leo again sent representatives with his Tome, which was read and approved by the council.
Chalcedon reversed the “Robbers’ Council” decision and condemned Eutyches’ teaching. It
anathematized those who taught that Christ had only a single, divine nature and those “who
imagine a mixture or confusion between the two natures of Christ.”
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THE CHALCEDONIAN CREED 451 AD

This creed was adopted at the Fourth Ecumenical Council,

held at Chalcedon,

located in what is now Turkey,

in 451 AD,

as a response to certain heretical views concerning the nature of Christ.

It established the orthodox view

that Christ has two natures (human and divine)

that are unified in one person.

We, then, following the holy Fathers, all with one consent,

teach men to confess one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ,

the same perfect in Godhead and also perfect in manhood;

truly God and truly man, of a reasonable [rational] soul and body;

consubstantial [co-essential] with the Father according to the Godhead,

and consubstantial with us according to the Manhood; I

n all things like unto us, without sin;

begotten before all ages of the Father according to the Godhead,

and in these latter days, for us and for our salvation,

born of the Virgin Mary, the Mother of God, according to the Manhood;

one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, only begotten,

to be acknowledged in two natures,

inconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, inseparably;

the distinction of natures being by no means taken away by the union,

but rather the property of each nature being preserved,

and concurring in one Person and one Subsistence,

not parted or divided into two persons,

but one and the same Son, and only begotten, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ;

as the prophets from the beginning [have declared] concerning Him,

and the Lord Jesus Christ Himself has taught us,

and the Creed of the holy Fathers has handed down to us.

In summary, the Definition confesses Jesus Christ is “one person, who is both divine and human.”
Though its wording has been criticized as inadequate, it has helped the church in “setting the limits
beyond which error lies” in speaking of the human and divine union in Christ. The Definition
confesses the gospel message that Jesus Christ assumed our fallen humanity in order to save us,
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for as Gregory of Nazianzus (329-389), said, “That which he [Christ] has not assumed he has not
healed; but that which is united to his Godhead is also saved.”

Fifth Ecumenical Council 553

In their struggle against Nestorianism, some theologians went as far as the other extreme. They
denied completely the presence of human nature in Jesus Christ, accepting only one Divine Nature
in one Divine Hypostasis. Thus, they are called Monophysites (believers in one nature).
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Condemned at the Fourth Ecumenical Council in Chalcedon, Monophysites accused the Council
and the Church of restoring Nestorianism. The basis for accusation in the 6th Century was the
Church's unclear position on Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, and Ibo of Edessa.
Their writings, which became known as the Three Chapters were a cause of debate that resulted in
the calling of the Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553.

At the Council, the Church condemned Theodore of Mopsuestia as a heretic. In addition, the
Church condemned the writings of Theodoret against St Cyril and the letter of Ibo of Edessa to
Marius the Perian. The Church did not condemn Theodoret and Ibo in their persons, because they
repented of Nestorianism and condemned Nestorius.
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FIRST SEVEN ECUMENICAL COUNCILS

In the history of Christianity, the first seven ecumenical councils, from the First Council of Nicaea
(325) to the Second Council of Nicaea (787), represent an attempt to reach an orthodox consensus
and to unify Christendom.

All of the original seven ecumenical councils as recognised in whole or in part were called by an
emperor of the Eastern Roman Empire and all were held in the Eastern Roman Empire,[9][10] a
recognition denied to other councils similarly called by an Eastern Roman emperor and held in his
territory, in particular the Second Council of Ephesus (449) and the Council of Hieria (754), which
saw themselves as ecumenical.

1. The First Council of Nicaea (325) repudiated Arianism, declared that Christ is "homoousios
with the Father" (of the same substance as the Father), and adopted the original Nicene
Creed; fixed Easter date; recognised authority of the sees of Rome, Alexandria and Antioch
outside their own civil provinces and granted the see of Jerusalem a position of honour.

2. The First Council of Constantinople (381) repudiated Arianism and Macedonianism,
declared that Christ is "born of the Father before all time", revised the Nicene Creed in
regard to the Holy Spirit.

3. The Council of Ephesus (431) repudiated Nestorianism, proclaimed the Virgin Mary as the
Theotokos ("Birth-giver to God", "God-bearer", "Mother of God"), repudiated Pelagianism,
and reaffirmed the Nicene Creed.
This and all the following councils in this list are not recognised by all of the Church of the
East.

The Second Council of Ephesus (449) declared Eutyches orthodox and attacked his
opponents.Though originally convened as an ecumenical council, this council is not
recognised as ecumenical and is denounced as a Robber Council by the Chalcedonians
(Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, Protestants).

4. The Council of Chalcedon (451) repudiated the Eutychian doctrine of monophysitism;
adopted the Chalcedonian Creed, which described the hypostatic union of the two natures of
Christ, human and divine; reinstated those deposed in 449 and deposed Dioscorus of
Alexandria; and elevated the bishoprics of Constantinople and Jerusalem to the status of
patriarchates. This is also the last council explicitly recognised by the Anglican Communion.
This and all the following councils in this list are rejected by Oriental Orthodox churches.

5. The Second Council of Constantinople (553) repudiated the Three Chapters as Nestorian,
condemned Origen of Alexandria, and decreed the Theopaschite Formula.

6. The Third Council of Constantinople (680–681) repudiated Monothelitism and
Monoenergism.
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The Quinisext Council, also called Council in Trullo,(692) addressed matters of discipline
(in amendment to the 5th and 6th councils).
Synod of Hieria(754) condemned veneraation of icons.
The Ecumenical status of these councils are repudiated

7. The Second Council of Nicaea (787) restored the veneration of icons (condemned at the
Council of Hieria, 754) and repudiated iconoclasm.

These seven are accepted by the Roman Catholic as well as Eastern Orthodox Churches.

Council Date Convoked by President

Attenda
nce

(approx
.)

Topics

First Council of
Nicaea

325
(May

20-June 19)

Emperor
Constantine I

Hosius of Corduba
(and Emperor
Constantine)

318

Arianism, the nature of Christ, celebration
of Passover (Easter), ordination of
eunuchs, prohibition of kneeling on
Sundays and from Easter to Pentecost,
validity of baptism by heretics, lapsed
Christians, sundry other matters.

First Council of
Constantinople

381
(May-July)

Emperor
Theodosius I

Timothy of
Alexandria,
Meletius of
Antioch, Gregory
Nazianzus, and
Nectarius of
Constantinople

150
Arianism, Apollinarism, Sabellianism,
Holy Spirit, successor to Meletius

Council of
Ephesus

431
(June

22-July 31)

Emperor
Theodosius II

Cyril of Alexandria
200–25

0
Nestorianism, Theotokos, Pelagianism

Council of
Chalcedon

451
(October

8-November
1)

Emperor
Marcian

A board of
government
officials and
senators, led by
the patrician
Anatolius

520

The judgments issued at the Second
Council of Ephesus in 449, the alleged
offences of Bishop Dioscorus of
Alexandria, the relationship between the
divinity and humanity of Christ, many
disputes involving particular bishops and
sees.

Second Council
of
Constantinople

553
(May 5-June

2)

Emperor
Justinian I

Eutychius of
Constantinople

152
Nestorianism
Origenism

Third Council of
Constantinople

680-681
(November
7-Septembe

r 16)

Emperor
Constantine
IV

Patriarch George I
of Constantinople

300
Monothelitism,
the human and divine wills of Jesus

Second Council
of Nicaea

787
(September
24-October

23)

Constantine
VI and
Empress
Irene (as
regent)

Patriarch Tarasios
of Constantinople,
legates of Pope
Adrian I

350 Iconoclasm
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CHAPTER FIVE

NESTORIAN CHURCH
THE CHURCH OF THE EAST

The Beginnings

Christians were already forming communities in Mesopotamia as early as the 1st century soon after
the Pentecost. This was under the Parthian Empire which was the federation of the jews in
disperson following the reinstatement of King Jehoiachin.

In 2 Kings 24:8-15, we read that one of the last kings of Judah, Jehoiachin, was carried captive to
Babylon by Nebuchadnezzar. Was this the end of him? Hardly! 2 Kings 25:27-30 shows that after
37 years of captivity, a later king of Babylon:

"...did lift up the head of Jehoiachin king of Judah out of prison; and he spake kindly to him, and set
his throne above the thrones of the kings that were with him in Babylon..." This later grew into the
Parthian Empire which was as powerful as the Roman Empire. It was in this Parthian region the
Eastern Churches grew into a powerful church that became the envy and opponent of the Roman
Catholic Church.

In 266, the area was annexed by the Sasanian Empire (becoming the province of Asōristān), and
there were significant Christian communities in Upper Mesopotamia, Elam, and Fars. The
Church of the East traced its origins ultimately to the evangelical activity of Thaddeus of Edessa,
Mari and Thomas the Apostle. While under the jurisdiction of the patriarchate of Antioch,
leadership and structure remained disorganized until 315 when Papa bar Aggai (310–329), bishop
of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, imposed the primacy of his see over the other Mesopotamian and Persian
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bishoprics which were grouped together into the Catholicate of Seleucia-Ctesiphon; Papa took the
title of Catholicos of the East, or universal leader. This position received an additional title in 410,
becoming Catholicos and Patriarch of the East.

These early Christian communities in Mesopotamia, Elam, and Fars were reinforced in the 4th and
5th centuries by large-scale deportations of Christians from the eastern Roman Empire.

Persecution under Shapur II

However, the Persian Church faced several severe persecutions, notably during
the reign of Shapur II (339–79), from the Zoroastrian majority who accused it of
Roman leanings. Shapur II attempted to dismantle the Catholicate's structure and
put to death some of the clergy including the catholicos Simeon bar Sabba'e
(341),Shahdost (342), and Barba'shmin (346).

Shapur II

Afterward, the office of Catholicos lay vacant nearly 20 years (346–363).

In 363, under the terms of a peace treaty, Nisibis was ceded to the Persians, causing Ephrem the
Syrian, accompanied by a number of teachers, to leave the School of Nisibis for Edessa still in
Roman territory. The church grew considerably during the Sasanian period, but the pressure of
persecution led the Catholicos Dadisho I in 424 to convene the Synod of Markabta at Seleucia and
declare the Catholicate independent from the Patriarch of Antioch.

Although the Nestorian community traced their history to the 1st century, the Church of the East
first achieved official state recognition from the Sassanid Empire in the 4th century with the
accession of Yazdegerd I (reigned 399–420) to the throne of the Sasanian Empire. In 410 the
Synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon, held at the Sasanian capital, allowed the Church's leading bishops to
elect a formal Catholicos (leader). Catholicos Isaac was required both to lead the Assyrian
Christian community, and to answer on its behalf to the Sasanian emperor. The Sasanian
Emperor, hostile to the Byzantines, saw the opportunity to ensure the loyalty of his Christian
subjects and lent support to the Nestorian Schism. The Emperor took steps to cement the primacy
of the Nestorian party within the Assyrian Church of the East, granting its members his protection,
and executing the pro-Roman Catholicos Babowai in 484, replacing him with the Nestorian Bishop
of Nisibis, Barsauma. The Catholicos-Patriarch Babai (497–503) confirmed the association of the
Assyrian Church with Nestorianism.

Under pressure from the Sasanian Emperor, the Church of the East sought to increasingly distance
itself from the Greek Orthodox Church (at the time being known as the church of the Eastern
Roman Empire). Therefore, In 424, the bishops of the Sasanian Empire met in council under the
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leadership of Catholicos Dadishoʿ (421–456) and determined that they would not, henceforth, refer
disciplinary or theological problems to any external power, and especially not to any bishop or
Church Council in the Roman Empire.

Thus, the Mesopotamian churches did not send representatives to the various Church Councils
attended by representatives of the "Western Church". Accordingly, the leaders of the Church of
the East did not feel bound by any decisions of what came to be regarded as Roman
Imperial Councils. Despite this, the Creed and Canons of the First Council of Nicaea of 325,
affirming the full divinity of Christ, were formally accepted at the Synod of
Seleucia-Ctesiphon. The Church's understanding of the term hypostasis differs from the definition
of the term offered at the Council of Chalcedon of 451. For this reason, the Assyrian Church has
never approved the Chalcedonian definition.

Nestorian Schism

Meanwhile, in the Roman Empire, the Nestorian Schism had led many of Nestorius' supporters to
relocate to the Sasanian Empire, mainly around the theological School of Nisibis. The Persian
Church increasingly aligned itself with the Nestorian schismatics, a measure encouraged by the
Zoroastrian ruling class. The church became increasingly Nestorian in doctrine over the next
decades, furthering the divide between Roman and Nestorian Christianity.

In 486 the Metropolitan of Nisibis, Barsauma, convened the Synod of Beth Lapat where he publicly
accepted Nestorius' mentor, Theodore of Mopsuestia, as a spiritual authority.

In 489, when the School of Edessa in Mesopotamia was closed by Byzantine Emperor Zeno for its
Nestorian teachings, the school relocated to its original home of Nisibis, becoming again the School
of Nisibis, leading to a wave of Nestorian immigration into the Sasanian Empire. The Patriarch of
the East Mar Babai I (497–502) reiterated and expanded upon his predecessors' esteem for
Theodore, solidifying the church's adoption of Nestorianism.

Now firmly established in the Persian Empire, with centers in Nisibis, Ctesiphon, and Gundeshapur,
and several metropolitan sees, the Church of the East began to branch out beyond the Sasanian
Empire. However, through the 6th century the church was frequently beset with internal strife and
persecution from the Zoroastrians. The infighting led to a schism, which lasted from 521 until
around 539, when the issues were resolved. However, immediately afterward Byzantine-Persian
conflict led to a renewed persecution of the church by the Sasanian emperor Khosrau I; this ended
in 545. The church survived these trials under the guidance of Patriarch Aba I, who had converted
to Christianity from Zoroastrianism.

Patriarch of the East - Syrian Rite with Nestorian Christology

The Church of the East was headed by the Patriarch of the East, continuing a line that, according to
tradition, stretched back to the Apostolic Age. Liturgically, the church adhered to the East
Syrian Rite, and theologically, it adopted the doctrine of Nestorianism, which emphasises the
separateness of the divine and human natures of Jesus. This doctrine and its namesake, Nestorius
(386–451), were condemned by the Council of Ephesus in 431, leading to the Nestorian Schism
and a subsequent exodus of Nestorius' supporters to Sasanian Persia. The existing Christians in
Persia welcomed these refugees and gradually adopted Nestorian doctrine by the 5th century,
leading the Church of Persia to be known alternately as the Nestorian Church.
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|
Asia in 600 CE, showing the Sassanid Empire before the Arab conquest.

Islamic Period

After the Sasanian Empire was conquered by Muslim Arabs in 644, the newly established
Rashidun Caliphate designated the Church of the East as an official dhimmi minority group headed
by the Patriarch of the East. As with all other Christian and Jewish groups given the same status,
the Church was restricted within the Caliphate, but also given a degree of protection. Nestorians
were not permitted to proselytise or attempt to convert Muslims, but their missionaries were
otherwise given a free hand, and they increased missionary efforts farther afield. Missionaries
established dioceses in India (the Saint Thomas Christians). They made some advances in Egypt,
despite the strong Monophysite presence there, and they entered Central Asia, where they had
significant success converting local Tartars. Nestorian missionaries were firmly established in
China during the early part of the Tang dynasty (618–907); the Chinese source known as the
Nestorian Stele describes a mission under a proselyte named Alopen as introducing Nestorian
Christianity to China in 635. In the 7th century, the Church had grown to have two Nestorian
archbishops, and over 20 bishops east of the Iranian border of the Oxus River.

Expansion to India, Central Asia, and Chine

From the 6th century it expanded greatly, establishing communities in India (the Saint Thomas
Christians), among the Mongols in Central Asia, and In China, which became home to a thriving
community under the Tang dynasty from the 7th to the 9th century.

The Biggest Church “All countries to east and those immediately to the west of Euphrares.”

By the end of the 5th century and the middle of the 6th, the area occupied by the Church of the
East included "all the countries to the east and those immediately to the west of the
Euphrates", including the Sasanian Empire, the Arabian Peninsula, Socotra, Mesopotamia, Media,
Bactria, Hyrcania, and India; and possibly also to places called Calliana, Male, and Sielediva
(Ceylon). Beneath the Patriarch in the hierarchy were nine metropolitans, and clergy were recorded
among the Huns, in Persarmenia, Media, and the island of Dioscoris in the Indian Ocean. The
Church of the East also flourished in the kingdom of the Lakhmids until the Islamic conquest,
particularly after the ruler al-Nu'man III ibn al-Mundhir officially converted in c. 592.
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The extent of the Nestorian Churches during the period following the Schism

The patriarch Timothy I (780–823), a contemporary of the caliph Harun al-Rashid, took a
particularly keen interest in the missionary expansion of the Church of the East. He is known to
have consecrated metropolitans for Damascus, for Armenia, for Dailam and Gilan in Azerbaijan, for
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Rai in Tabaristan, for Sarbaz in Segestan, for the Turks of Central Asia, for China, and possibly
also for Tibet. He also detached India from the metropolitan province of Fars and made it a
separate metropolitan province, known as India. By the 10th century the Church of the East had a
number of dioceses stretching from across the Caliphate's territories to India and China.

Nestorian Christians made substantial contributions to the Islamic Umayyad and Abbasid
Caliphates, particularly in translating the works of the ancient Greek philosophers to Syriac and
Arabic. Nestorians made their own contributions to philosophy, science (such as Hunayn ibn
Ishaq, Qusta ibn Luqa, Masawaiyh, Patriarch Eutychius, Jabril ibn Bukhtishu) and theology (such
as Tatian, Bar Daisan, Babai the Great, Nestorius, Toma bar Yacoub). The personal physicians of
the Abbasid Caliphs were often Assyrian Christians such as the long serving Bukhtishu dynasty.

After the split with the Western World and synthesis with Nestorianism, the Church of the East
expanded rapidly due to missionary works during the Medieval period. During the period between
500–1400 the geographical horizons of the Church of the East extended well beyond its heartland
in present-day northern Iraq, north eastern Syria and south eastern Turkey. Communities sprang
up throughout Central Asia, and missionaries from Assyria and Mesopotamia took the Christian
faith as far as China, with a primary indicator of their missionary work being the Nestorian Stele, a
Christian tablet written in Chinese script found in China dating to 781 AD. Their most important
conversion, however, was of the Saint Thomas Christians of the Malabar Coast in India, as they are
now the largest group of non ethnically Assyrian Christians on earth, with around 10 million
followers when all denominations are added together and their own diaspora is included. The St
Thomas Christians were believed by tradition to have been converted by St Thomas, and were in
communion with the Church of the East until the end of the medieval period.[36]

India

The Saint Thomas Christian community of Kerala, India, who as per tradition trace their origins to
the evangelism of Thomas the Apostle, had a long connection with the Church of the East. The
earliest known organised Christian presence in Kerala dates to the 3rd century, when Nestorian
Christian settlers and missionaries from Persia settled in the region. The Saint Thomas Christians
traditionally credit the mission of Thomas of Cana, a Nestorian from the Middle East, with the
further expansion of their community. From at least the early 4th century, the Patriarch of the
Church of the East provided the Saint Thomas Christians with clergy, holy texts, and ecclesiastical
infrastructure, and around 650 Patriarch Ishoyahb III solidified the church's jurisdiction in India. In
the 8th century Patriarch Timothy I organised the community as the Ecclesiastical Province of India,
one of the church's Provinces of the Exterior. After this point the Province of India was headed by a
metropolitan bishop, provided from Persia, who oversaw a varying number of bishops as well as a
native Archdeacon, who had authority over the clergy and also wielded a great amount of secular
power. The metropolitan see was probably in Cranganore, or (perhaps nominally) in Mylapore,
where the shrine of Thomas was located.

In the 12th century Indian Nestorianism engaged the Western imagination in the figure of Prester
John, supposedly a Nestorian ruler of India who held the offices of both king and priest. The
geographically remote Malabar church survived the decay of the Nestorian hierarchy elsewhere,
enduring until the 16th century when the Portuguese arrived in India. The Portuguese at first
accepted the Nestorian sect, but by the end of the century they had determined to actively bring the
Saint Thomas Christians into full communion with Rome under the Latin Rite. They installed
Portuguese bishops over the local sees and made liturgical changes to accord with the Latin
practice. In 1599 the Synod of Diamper, overseen by Aleixo de Menezes, Archbishop of Goa, led to
a revolt among the Saint Thomas Christians; the majority of them broke with the Catholic Church
and vowed never to submit to the Portuguese in the Coonan Cross Oath of 1653. In 1661 Pope
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Alexander VII responded by sending a delegation of Carmelites headed by Chaldean Catholics to
re-establish the East Syrian rites under an Eastern Catholic hierarchy; by the next year, 84 of the
116 communities returned, forming the Syro-Malabar Catholic Church. The rest, which became
known as the Malankara Church, soon entered into communion with the Syriac Orthodox Church;
from the Malankara Church has also come the Syro-Malankara Catholic Church.

China

Christianity reached China by 635, and its relics can still be seen in Chinese cities such as Xi'an.
The Nestorian Stele, set up on 7 January 781 at the then-capital of Chang'an, attributes the
introduction of Christianity to a mission under a Persian cleric named Alopen in 635, in the reign of
Emperor Taizong of Tang during the Tang dynasty. The inscription on the Nestorian Stele, whose
dating formula mentions the patriarch Hnanishoʿ II (773–80), gives the names of several prominent
Christians in China, including the metropolitan Adam, the bishop Yohannan, the 'country-bishops'
Yazdbuzid and Sargis and the archdeacons Gigoi of Khumdan (Chang'an) and Gabriel of Sarag
(Loyang). The names of around seventy monks are also listed.

Nestorian Christianity thrived in China for approximately 200 years, but then faced persecution from
Emperor Wuzong of Tang (reigned 840–846). He suppressed all foreign religions, including
Buddhism and Christianity, causing it to decline sharply in China. A Syrian monk visiting China a
few decades later described many churches in ruin. The Church disappeared from China in the
early 10th century, coinciding with the collapse of the Tang dynasty and the tumult of the next years
(the Five Dynasties and Ten Kingdoms period).

Christianity in China experienced a significant revival during the Mongol-created Yuan dynasty,
established after the Mongols had conquered China in the 13th century. Marco Polo in the 13th
century and other medieval Western writers described many Nestorian communities remaining in
China and Mongolia; however, they clearly were not as vibrant as they had been during Tang
times.

Spread of Nestorian Church along the Silk Route and the Spice Route
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The Nestorian Stele, created in 781, describes the introduction of Nestorian Christianity to China
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Mongolia and Central Asia

Epitaph of a Nestorian, unearthed at Chifeng, Inner Mongolia
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The Church of the East enjoyed a final period of expansion under the Mongols. Several Mongol
tribes had already been converted by Nestorian missionaries in the 7th century, and Christianity
was therefore a major influence in the Mongol Empire. Genghis Khan was a shamanist, but his
sons took Christian wives from the powerful Kerait clan, as did their sons in turn. During the rule of
Genghis's grandson, the Great Khan Mongke, Nestorian Christianity was the primary religious
influence in the Empire, and this also carried over to Mongol-conquered China, during the Yuan
Dynasty. It was at this point, in the late 13th century, that the Church of the East reached its
greatest geographical extent. But Mongol power was already waning, as the Empire dissolved into
civil war, and it reached a turning point in 1295, when Ghazan, the Mongol ruler of the Ilkhanate,
made a formal conversion to Islam when he took the throne.

Chinese stone inscription of a Nestorian Cross
from a monastery of Fangshan District in Beijing

(then called Dadu, or Khanbaliq),
dated to the Yuan Dynasty (1271-1368 AD) of medieval China.

The Daqin Pagoda,
part of an early Nestorian church in what was then Chang'an,

now Xi'an, China,
built during the Tang dynasty (618-907 AD)
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Mar Aprem is the current Metropolitan of Malabar and India

Cathedral of the Assyrian Church of the East, Trichur, South India.

The Theology of the Church of the East has been stated briefly and clearly in the following
“Hymn of Praise (TESHBOKHTA)” Composed by Mar Babai the Great in the sixth century

A.D., a noted theologian of the Church
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One is Christ the Son of God,
Worshiped by all in two natures;

In His Godhead begotten of the Father,
Without beginning before all time;
In His humanity born of Mary,

In the fullness of time, in a body united;
Neither His Godhead is of the nature of the mother,

Nor His humanity of the nature of the Father;
The natures are preserved in their Qnumas*,

In one person of one Sonship.
And as the Godhead is three substances in one nature,

Likewise the Sonship of the Son is in two natures, one person.
So the Holy Church has taught.

* Qnuma, is an Aramaic word. The nearest equivalent is the Greek “hypostasis”, in Latin
“substantia” and in English “substance”.

In the 13th and 14th centuries the church experienced a final period of expansion under the Mongol
Empire, where influential Nestorian Christians sat in the Mongol court. Between the 9th and 14th
centuries, at its height, the Church of the East represented the world's largest Christian church in
terms of geographical extent, with dioceses stretching from its heartland in Upper Mesopotamia,
from the Mediterranean Sea to as far afield as China, Mongolia, Central Asia, Anatolia, the Arabian
Peninsula and India.

From its peak of geographical extent, the church experienced a rapid period of decline starting in
the 14th century, due in large part to outside influences. The Mongol Empire dissolved into civil war,
the Chinese Ming dynasty overthrew the Mongols (1368) and ejected Christians and other foreign
influences from China, and many Mongols in Central Asia converted to Islam. The Muslim Mongol
leader Timur (1336–1405) nearly eradicated the remaining Christians in Persia; thereafter,
Nestorian Christianity remained largely confined to Upper Mesopotamia and to the Malabar Coast
of India.

During the Schism of 1552, Patriarch Shimun VIII Yohannan Sulaqarival entered into full
communion with the Holy See and the Catholic Church, leading to the emergence of the
Chaldean Catholic Church, an Eastern Catholic Church formed out of the Church of the East,
today with 640,828 members.

However, Patriarch Shimun VIII's successors in the 17th and 18th centuries presided over a time
of turbulence, with lines of varying connections to the Papacy. In one of these patriarchal claimants,
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hereditary status of the office was reintroduced and relations with Rome formally broken, with
this line eventually forming the Assyrian Church of the East in 1692, today with 170,000 members,
who since also claim patriarchal lineage from the Church of the East.

The Assyrian Church as “Ancient” Protestants?

The Anglican and Presbyterian Smith and Davies, who traveled to Urmiyah in 1830, were
impressed by the aversion to the pope, the cross without corpus, and the unadorned churches of
the Assyrians, whose veneration of the Virgin Mary reminded them of their own. In the Romantic
era, they saw in the “mountain Nestorians” the authentic “ancient” Protestants.
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CHAPTER SIX
NESTORIUS: A HERETIC?

John Nestorius
Born: 386 AD, Kahramanmara, Turkey
Died: 451 AD, Kharga Oasis, Egypt
Controversy: Christology, Theotokos
Venerated in: Assyrian Church of the East, Syro-Malabar Church, Ancient Church of the East
Books: The Bazaar of Heraclides

He had refused to recognize the jurisdiction of this synod with incomplete number of representation
from around the world, and had consequently refused to appear or put in any defense. He was not
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thrown out of his see by a change of mind on the part of the feeble emperor. But Nestorius was
proud: he showed no sign of yielding or of coming to terms; he put in no plea of appeal to Rome.

He was Archbishop of Constantinople from 10 April 428 to August 431,
Emperor Theodosius II confirmed his condemnation by the Council of Ephesus on 22 June, 431.
He asked to be retired to his monastery at Antioch with dignity and apparent relief.
His friends, John of Antioch, and his party, deserted him, and at the wish of the Emperor, at the
beginning of 433, joined hands with Cyril; and Theodoret later did the same.
The bishops who were suspected of being favorable to Nestorius were deposed.
An edict of Theodosius II, 30 July, 435, condemned his writings to be burnt.
A few years later Nestorius was dragged from his retirement and banished to the Oasis.
He was at one time carried off by the Nubians (not the Blemmyes) in a raid, and was restored with
his hand and one rib broken.
He gave himself up to the governor in order not to be accused of having fled.
The recent discovery of a Syriac version of the (lost) Greek apology for Nestorius by himself has
awakened new interest in the question of his personal orthodoxy. The (mutilated) manuscript, about
800 years old, known as the "Bazaar of Heraclides", and recently edited as the "Liber Heraclidis" by
P. Bedjan (Paris, 1910), reveals the persistent odium attached to the name of Nestorius, since at
the end of his life he was obliged to substitute for it a pseudonym.
He died in c. 451 AD
As is usual with the Roman tradition all of Nestorius’ writings and depositions and defense were
burned. As such very few of Nestorius' writings survive.

There are several letters preserved in the records of the Council of Ephesus, and fragments of a
few others. About 30 sermons are extant, mostly in fragmentary form. The only complete treatise is
the lengthy defence of his theological position, The Bazaar of Heraclides, written in exile at the
Oasis, which survives in Syriac translation. It must have been written no earlier than 450, as he
knows of the death of the Emperor Theodosius II (29 July 450).

In 1895, a 16th-century book manuscript containing a copy of a text written by Nestorius was
discovered by American missionaries in the library of the Nestorian patriarch in the mountains at
Konak, Hakkari. This book had suffered damage during Muslim conquests, but was substantially
intact, and copies were taken secretly. The Syriac translation had the title of the Bazaar of
Heracleides. The original 16th-century manuscript was destroyed in 1915 during the Turkish
massacres of Assyrian Christians. Edition of this work is primarily to be attributed to the German
scholar, Friedrich Loofs, of Halle University.

In the Bazaar, written about 451, Nestorius denies the heresy for which he was condemned and
instead affirms of Christ "the same one is twofold"—an expression that some consider similar to the
formulation of the Council of Chalcedon. Nestorius' earlier surviving writings, however, including his
letter written in response to Cyril's charges against him, contain material that has been interpreted
by some to imply that at that time he held that Christ had two persons. Others view this material as
merely emphasizing the distinction between how the pre-incarnate Logos is the Son of God and
how the incarnate Emmanuel, including his physical body, is truly called the Son of God.
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http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/nestorius_bazaar_0_intro.htm#25
https://archive.org/stream/DriverHodgson1925TheBazaarOfHeracleides/Driver%20&%20Hodgson%201925_The%20
Bazaar%20of%20Heracleides_djvu.txt

The Bazaar of Heraclides

In Book I, Part I, Nestorius sets forth his views in contrast to those which he holds to be erroneous.
The section, which is divided into ninety-three numbered sub-sections, to which titles have been
added by the Syriac translator, is cast in the form of a dialogue with one Sophronius. Here
Nestorius sets forth as it were the theme of his thesis, and the remaining doctrinal discussions are
little more than variations on it.

He begins by a brief review of errors.

The heathen, the Jews, the Manichaeans, the followers of Paul of Samosata, of Photinus, and of
Arius are described, and their doctrines criticized. The theories which deny either the true godhead
or the true manhood of Christ, or which involve the changing of one into the other, or the production
of a third nature by the combination of divine nature with human, are pilloried.

In the fifty-fourth sub-section, in passing over to the positive assertion of his own christological
beliefs, he directly denies that he teaches that there were 'Two Sons' in Christ, and the remaining
sub-sections are mainly occupied with a statement of his own position, though the last five are
again devoted to criticisms of other views already mentioned.

Similar criticisms compose the short Part II of Book I. Having thus laid down his doctrinal position,
in Part III Nestorius begins his historical review of the controversy between himself and Cyril. The
remaining doctrinal discussions, lengthy as they are, do not carry us farther. They are concerned
with contrasting his own views with those of Cyril and his followers, and repeat over and over again
two points.

On the one hand his own doctrines are shown to be consistent with the Scriptures, the faith of
Nicaea, and the writings of accepted Fathers of the Church; on the other hand the teaching of Cyril
is exhibited as self-contradictory and, on the points at issue between Cyril and himself, as having
affinities not with orthodoxy but with the heretics described in the opening section of the book.
The place of that opening section in the plan of the book can therefore clearly be seen. In it
Nestorius describes the general doctrinal issues in the field of Christology, and sets the stage for
the discussion of the particular points of the controversy between himself and Cyril.

Did one know precisely what Nestorius meant by the word πρόσωπον, one would know precisely
how he thought of the Incarnation, and would be able to decide whether the logical implications of
his teaching are those of Nestorianism or of orthodoxy. It is certain that he himself did not wish to
teach what is known as 'Nestorianism'. His denunciations of Paul of Samosata and his followers
show that he had no sympathy with those who think of the Incarnation on adoptionist lines, and
when accused of 'Nestorianism', as on pages 19 and 47, he indignantly repudiates any such views.
The intention of his doctrine is accurately summed up in the heading inserted by the Syriac
translator to the fifty-fourth section of the first part of The Bazaar----'Concerning this: that God
the Word became incarnate and there were not two sons but one by a union.'

Nestorius, then, accepted as a matter of religious belief the faith of the Church in a Christ who was
truly God and truly man and truly one, and through reflection on this he produced a theological
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theory which he thought adequately related this belief to the knowledge of the universe gained by
metaphysical investigation. The positive teaching of The Bazaar of Heracleides is simply an
elaboration of this theory of a prosopic union. With wearisome iteration it is put forward again and
again, and is shown to be satisfactory when tested by reference to the teaching of Scripture, the
doctrine of the Fathers, the needs of religion, and the demands of the intellect.

In contrast to this the 'hypostatic union' of Cyril is shown to be unscriptural, unorthodox, destructive
of true religion, and unintelligible----unscriptural because it ignores the scriptural distinction
between the use of the words 'Logos' and 'Christ'; unorthodox since it involves if not Arianism, then
docetism or Apollinarianism; destructive of true religion in that it abolishes the work of Christ as
High Priest of the human race, undermines the doctrine of the Eucharist, and |xxxiv empties the
Atonement of its meaning; and unintelligible to such an extent that sometimes one is simply baffled
by the contradictions in his teaching, and sometimes forced to conclude that he has confused the
essential distinction between godhead and manhood, thus undermining the true humanity of Christ
and dishonouring his divinity.

It seems possible that in this last point lies the solution of the vexed problem of what was at issue
doctrinally between Cyril and Nestorius. Perhaps the most difficult task for Christian philosophy is
the thinking out of its doctrine of creation, in which it is essential that man be conceived both as
owing his existence to God and 'made of nothing' other than God, and yet also as in a real
sense distinct from and other than God.

If sometimes we are tempted to abandon the quest as hopeless, it is well to remember that even if
we give up our Christianity we do not thereby remove our difficulty. The relation of the temporal to
the eternal is no less difficult a problem for the secular philosopher than for the religious. Now in the
fifth century the implications of the doctrine of creation do not seem to have been thought out. In the
struggle with Arianism the Church had been forced, it seems for the first time, openly to face the
question whether or no God could create directly and not only through some intermediate being,
and the assertion that the Logos 'through whom all things were made' is 'of one substance with the
Father' denies the impossibility of direct creation by God Himself. Before the implications of this
assertion had time to be fully assimilated, the Church was stirred by the Christological
controversies. In these all parties seem to have assumed a conception of the relations between
godhead and manhood which made impossible any union of the two in Christ such as the Christian
religion demanded. It was not noticed that it would also have made impossible any such direct
creation by God as the Fathers at Nicaea had asserted, and was, in fact, a conception belonging to
certain strains of ante-Nicene thought which ought to have been abandoned through being found
to require an Arian rather than an Athanasian Logos. But Apollinarius provoked reply too soon.

It is the heretics, Apollinarius, Nestorius, and Eutyches, who are the logically consistent upholders
of this outworn conception of the relation between godhead and manhood. Cyril's teaching, no
doubt without his realizing the fact, was inconsistent, for he had not consciously abandoned this
ante-Nicene position, with the result that his positive teaching on the Incarnation, while consistent
with the Nicene doctrine of Creation, demanded a revision of his conception of godhead and
manhood, a fact which he does not seem to have realized. But, as has happened so often in the
history of thought, the inconsistency of a thinker great enough to recognize truth at the cost of his
system won for his thought a place in posterity far above that of the barren coherence of his rival.

The Incarnation implies three facts:
(1) The Divine Person of Jesus Christ;
(2) The Human Nature of Jesus Christ;
(3) The Hypostatic Union of the Human with the Divine Nature in the Divine Person of Jesus Christ.
Without diminishing his divinity, he added to it all that is involved in being human. In Christian belief
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it is understood that Jesus was at the same time both fully God and fully human, two persons in one
nature.The body of Christ was therefore subject to all the bodily weaknesses to which human
nature is universally subject; such are hunger (Matt.4:2), thirst (John 19:28), fatigue (John 4:6),
pain, and death. They were the natural results of the human nature He assumed.

Fortunately Nestorius himself has written an exhaustive account of his thesis in a book which was
discovered in the 20th century which presents a different angle on what he really taught. This book
is known as The Bazaar of Heraclides. This book was written in exile at the Oasis, which survives in
Syriac translation. It must have been written no earlier than 450 AD, as he knows of the death of the
Emperor Theodosius II (29 July 450).

In this book

(i) He denies that the unity of Christ is a 'natural composition' in which two elements are combined
by the will of some external 'creator'.

(ii) He denies that the Incarnation was effected by changing godhead into manhood or vice versa,
or by forming a tertium quid (a third personality) from those two ousiai.

(iii) He denies that God was in Christ in the same way as in the saints.

(iv) He denies that either the godhead or the manhood of Christ are 'fictitious' or 'phantasmal', and
not real.

(v) He denies that the Incarnation involved any change in the godhead, or any suffering on the part
of the Divine Logos who, as divine, is by nature impassible.

(vi) He denies that the union of two natures in one Christ involves any duality of sonship.

(vii) He asserts that the union is a voluntary union of godhead and manhood.

(viii) He asserts that the principle of union is to be found in the prosopa of the godhead and
the manhood; these two prosdpa coalesced in one prosopon of Christ incarnate.

(ix) He asserts that this view alone provides for a real Incarnation, makes possible faith in a real
atonement, and provides a rationale of the sacramentalism of the Church.

It is clear that the crux of the question is to be found in the eighth of these points, and that the
difficulty arises from the difficulty of determining the sense in which Nestorius used the word
prosopon. His own theory can be stated almost in a dozen words. It is this:

Christ is the union of the eternal Logos and the Son of Mary,
the principle of the union being
that the πρόσωπον of each has been taken by the other,
so that there is one πρόσωπον of the two in the union.

As it appear, apparently

Nestorius was not a Nestorian
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History of the Nestorian Churches in a nut shell

History of the Controversy
based on Bazaar of Heracleides by Nestorius

This summary is compiled from B. J. Kidd; A History of the Church to A.D. 461 (Oxford University Press, 1922), vol. iii,
chs. xi-xvi.

Date. Events.

428. April Nestorius becomes bishop of Constantinople

November
Anastasius preaches against Theotokos.

Christmas
Nestorius begins a course of sermons

Day Protest of Eusebius (afterwards bishop of Dorylaeum)

429.Lady Day Proclus' sermon, replied to by Nestorius. Eastertide Nestorius preaches three
sermons in reply to Proclus.

Cyril sends his encyclical Ad Monachos Aegypti. Photius replies to it.

Cyril stirs up accusers against Nestorius.

Caelestine of Rome makes inquiries.

Letters from Nestorius reach Caelestine

June Cyril Ad Nestorium I

Nestorius replies peacefully; his diocese is disturbed and he is not ready for war.
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Nestorius is approached by the Pelagian exiles, Julian and Caelestius.

Basil and his monks petition Theodosius II against Nestorius, and ask for an
Oecumenical Council

430. Cyril Ad Nestorium II and Ad Clericos Constantinopolitanos
101ff.,143-4, 149ff., 218,226,243,263

Lent Nestorius replies to Cyril, this time more pugnaciously

Cyril De Recta Fide, (1) Ad Theodosium, (2) Ad Arcadiam et Marinam, (3) Ad
Pulcheriam et Eudoxiam.

April Cyril Ad Caelestinum, sent by Poseidonius, with other documents enclosed

Cyril Ad Acadian (of Beroea) ----a fruitless effort to win over 'the East'.

August Nestorius is condemned at a Council at Rome. Caelestine writes to Cyril instructing
him to carry out the sentence, and to Nestorius bidding him to submit and to renounce
his 'novel doctrines' on pain of excommunication. |xviii

Cyril writes to John of Antioch and Juvenal of Jerusalem.

John writes to Nestorius begging him to submit and accept the term Theotokos.

November Nestorius Ad Caelestinum III.

Theodosius II and Valentinian III summon a General Council to meet at Ephesus at
Pentecost 431.

A Council held at Alexandria.

Cyril Ad Nestorium III (Synodical Letter), with the XII Anathematisms appended

December 7 Nestorius receives Cyril's 'synodical' letter and Caelestine's sentence of
excommunication, which cannot be put into force owing to the Imperial Letter
summoning the Council of Ephesus.

Dec. 13 & 14 Nestorius preaches two sermons (xiii and xiv) and sends them to Cyril with counter
anathematisms. He also replies to John of Antioch, and with the aid of Cyril's
anathematisms wins him over.

430-1. Cassian De incarnatione Domini contra Nestorianos, written at the invitation of
Caelestine.

431. Marius Mercator Nestorii blasphemiarum capitula, based on Nestorius' December
sermons.

John of Antioch enlists Andrew of Samosata and Theodoret of Cyrus on the side of
Nestorius.

Cyril Apologia contra Orientales, in reply to Andrew, and Apologia contra
Theodoretum pro XII capitibus, and Adversus Nestorii blasphemias libri V.

Cyril writes to Caelestine asking what is to be done if Nestorius recants.

431. May 7 Caelestine replies that 'God willeth not the death of a sinner', and Cyril is to do what
he can to win Nestorius back.

June 7 Whitsunday.

June 12 By 12th June there are assembled at Ephesus:

(1) Nestorius with ten bishops.

(2) Counts Irenaeus and Candidianus, the latter |xix representing the Emperor, who
had given him a letter of instructions.

(3) Cyril with fifty bishops.

(4) Juvenal of Jerusalem with the bishops of Palestine.

(5) Flavian of Philippi with the bishops of Macedonia.

(6) Besulas, a deacon, representing the African Church.

Memnon closes the churches of Ephesus to the Nestorians

Conversations between Nestorius and (a) Acacius of Melitene, (b) Theodotus of
Ancyra
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June 21 Cyril receives a letter from John of Antioch saying that he hopes to arrive in five or six
days. Alexander of Apamea and Alexander of Hierapolis bring a message from him,
that the Council should not wait for him if he is delayed on his journey.

Nestorius and Candidianus wish to wait for John

But Cyril and Memnon, with the support of their followers and the populace of
Ephesus, have Nestorius summoned, and proceed without delay

June 22 Candidianus protests, reads his Imperial instructions, utters his contestatio, and on
being overruled withdraws

The Gospels are placed on the throne, as representing the presence of Christ

Cyril presides, claiming to do so in virtue of Caelestine's letter of August 430; but the
force of his claim is doubtful since the imperial summons to a General Council had
superseded Caelestine's commission to Cyril to deal with Nestorius, and Caelestine
had himself sent legates to the Council.

June 22 Session I. Nestorius refuses to attend. The following are read:

(1) The Creed of Nicaea

(2) Cyril Ad Nest. II----received with acclamation |xx

(3) Nestorius Ad Cyrillum II----rejected with anathemas

(4) Caelestine's Letter to Nestorius of August 430.

(5) Cyril Ad Nest. III with the Anathematisms ----received in silence

(6) Testimonies of various bishops concerning conversations with Nestorius

(7) Passages from certain Fathers, including Athanasius, Theophilus, Ambrose,
Gregory Nazianzen, and Gregory of Nyssa

(8) Extracts from the writings of Nestorius

(9) The letter of Capreolus, Primate of Africa.

Nestorius is deposed and excommunicated

Cyril, Nestorius, and Candidianus all write to Emperor

June 26 Arrival of John of Antioch and the Easterns

John immediately holds a Council. Forty-three bishops are present, and Candidianus.
They depose Cyril and Memnon, and excommunicate all their adherents who will not
repudiate Cyril's XII Anathematisms

Candidianus sends reports to the Emperor

June 29 An Imperial Rescript arrives in which Cyril is rebuked for his haste, and the bishops
are commanded to await the arrival of an Imperial Commissioner in Ephesus

July 10 Caelestine's Legates arrive----the bishops Arcadius and Projectus and the priest
Philip

In accordance with Caelestine's instructions they give their support to Cyril.

Session II. Cyril presides. Caelestine's Letter to the Synod, written on 8th May, is
read.

July 11 Session III. The minutes of Session I are read. Philip announces Caelestine's assent
to the sentence passed on Nestorius. Letters are sent to the Emperor and to the
Church of Constantinople.

July 16 Session IV. John of Antioch and his supporters are summoned, but refuse to attend.

July 17 Session V. John sends a message refusing to have anything more to do with the
Cyrillians. |xxi They excommunicate him and his adherents, and send reports to the
Emperor and to Caelestine.

Events in Constantinople in July.

The Cyrillians cannot get their messages through to the Emperor owing to the
activities of Candidianus and Nestorian agents. At last a beggar carries in a cane a
letter from Cyril to the bishops and monks at Constantinople. With the aid of the abbot
Dalmatius they enlist Theodosius' sympathies for Cyril
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Theodosius then gives hearing to Cyril's envoys, Theopemptus and Daniel.

Nestorius' letters, and his friend, Count Irenaeus, put the case for the other side, and
Theodosius orders Cyril's deposition.

The arrival of John, Cyril's chaplain and physician, turns the scale. Theodosius
decides to treat Cyril, Memnon, and Nestorius as all deposed, and to send a new
commissioner to Ephesus

July 21 & 31 Sessions VI and VII are not directly concerned with the Nestorian controversy.

August Count John, the imperial commissioner, arrives at Ephesus

He announces the deposition of Nestorius, Cyril, and Memnon, puts them all under
arrest, and reports the fact to the Emperor.

The Orientals write to the Emperor, to Antioch, and to Acacius of Beroea.

The Cyrillians send two professedly Synodical letters to the Emperor. Count John
tries to persuade them to confer with the Orientals. They will not, but the Orientals
draw up as a basis of reconciliation, and send to the Emperor, a letter including the
formulary which is later known as the Formulary of Reunion. The Cyrillians ask to be
allowed either to lay their case before the Emperor at Constantinople, or to go home.
Their appeals stir up again the clergy of Constantinople and Dalmatius. |xxii

431. August Cyril writes from prison his Explicatio XII Capitum.

September 11 Theodosius receives at Chalcedon eight delegates from each side

No agreement is reached, and Theodosius, despairing of a solution, dissolves the
Council, sending Nestorius back to his monastery at Antioch, and ordering the
consecration of a new bishop of Constantinople (Maximian)

The rival parties go home, the Orientals accusing Cyril of having won his case by
bribery

October 30 Cyril arrives in triumph at Alexandria

Maximian deposes Nestorian bishops; the Orientals renew their condemnation of
Cyril, and treat Nestorius as unjustly deposed.

432. January
27

Caelestine dies, and is succeeded by Sixtus III

Rabbula of Edessa and Andrew of Samosata show signs of going over to the Cyrillian
side.

Cyril writes to Maximian, and sends the Emperor his Apologeticus ad Theodosium,
which placates him.

April The Emperor suggests as a basis of reconciliation that the Orientals should give up
Nestorius and Cyril his XII Anathematisms. He sends letters to this effect to John of
Antioch, Acacius of Beroea, and St. Simeon Stylites. The letters and the negotiations
are entrusted to the notary Aristolaus

John, Acacius, Alexander of Hierapolis, Andrew of Samosata and Theodoret of Cyrus
hold a Synod at Antioch to consider Aristolaus' proposals. They demand the dropping
of Cyril's Anathematisms, but are willing to make peace on the basis of the Nicene
Creed as explained by Athanasius. These proposals are embodied in a letter from
Acacius to Cyril, and taken to Alexandria by Aristolaus. No mention is made of
abandoning Nestorius.

Cyril replies that if the Orientals will accept the |xxiii deposition of Nestorius there
need be no trouble about the Anathematisms

John and Acacius wish to agree on this basis

Theodoret agrees on the doctrinal question, but dislikes the abandoning of Nestorius.
Andrew wavers and Alexander stands out.

Autumn John and Acacius determine to go forward, ignoring the opposition of Alexander.
They send Paul of Emesa as their envoy to Alexandria

Meanwhile Cyril has been working hard to win over the Court at Constantinople. The
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clergy and monks of Constantinople, including Maximian, Dalmatius, and Eutyches,
have approached the Empress Pulcheria, while Cyril has heavily bribed her maids of
honour, important eunuchs, and the Grand Chamberlain Chrysoretes.

Winter Paul of Emesa arrives at Alexandria, bringing (i) The Propositions of the Synod at
Antioch, (ii) The Formulary of Reunion, and (iii) A Letter of Introduction from John to
Cyril, cordial but containing no mention of the deposition of Nestorius. When pressed,
Paul agrees to accept that deposition together with the deposition by Maximian of four
Nestorianizing bishops.

December 18 Paul is received into communion at Alexandria.

Christmas Day Paul is admitted to preach in Alexandria as an orthodox bishop.

433 Aristolaus and Paul return to Antioch, and persuade John to agree

John announces his decision in a Circular Letter to Sixtus III of Rome, Maximian, and
Cyril, and also sends two private letters to Cyril. Cyril replies with a letter (Ep. xxxix)
afterwards given oecumenical authority at Chalcedon. The question of the XII
Anathematisms is left unmentioned by both sides

Synod of Zeugma. Theodoret, Andrew, and John of Germanicia acknowledge the
|xxiv orthodoxy of Cyril, but refuse to accept the deposition of Nestorius.

Alexander and some Cilician bishops renounce both Alexandria and Antioch.

434. Death of Maximian. Proclus becomes bishop of Constantinople.

An Imperial Rescript orders the bishops of 'The East' to abandon their resistance to
John and Cyril. Theodoret, Andrew, and others obey

435. The Tome of Proclus is approved by both Cyril and John.

April Alexander and seventeen other irreconcileables are deposed and banished to the
Egyptian mines.

Some Cyrillians begin to think that Cyril has compromised the faith by admitting 'two
natures'. Acacius of Melitene writes to Cyril of the general uneasiness, and receives
letters composed to reassure him

August Edict of Theodosius proscribing the writings of Nestorius and meetings of his
followers

Aristolaus is charged to carry it out.

436. Nestorius is banished to Arabia, but actually sent to Upper Egypt. Count Irenaeus is
also sent into exile

Nestorianism begins to spread in the East outside the Empire, e. g. in Persia.

437. John of Antioch writes to Proclus to say that all have now accepted the deposition of
Nestorius, and that peace is restored.

438. Proclus has the relics of Chrysostom restored to Constantinople.

439. The Empress Eudocia returns from her pilgrimage to Palestine.

440. John of Antioch dies, and is succeeded by his nephew Domnus. Sixtus III of Rome
dies, and is succeeded by Leo. The abbot Dalmatius dies, and is succeeded by
Eutyches.

441. Eutyches' godson, the eunuch Chrysaphius, |xxv gains an ascendancy over
Theodosius, and Pulcheria's influence declines

444. Cyril dies, and is succeeded by Dioscorus.

The Empress Eudocia is suspected of unfaithfulness and banished

446. Proclus dies, and is succeeded by Flavian, who neglects to placate Chrysaphius with
'golden eulogies'

447. Count Irenaeus is recalled from banishment and consecrated bishop of Tyre.
Theodoret Eranistes seu Polymorphus.

448. February An Imperial Rescript proscribes the works of Porphyry and Nestorius, and orders the
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deposition of Irenaeus.

Dioscorus complains both to Theodoret and to Domnus of the former's unorthodoxy.
Theodoret replies and protests to Flavian and others, but Theodosius orders him to
be confined within his own diocese.

May Eutyches writes to Leo to say that Nestorianism is on the increase.

June Leo replies cautiously, asking for more detailed information.

September Photius is consecrated bishop of Tyre in place of Irenaeus.

November Synod of Constantinople. Eusebius of Dorylaeum accuses Eutyches before Flavian

Eutyches is summoned, but does not appear till Session VIII, when after being
examined he is condemned. He immediately writes in protest to Leo, and
Chrysaphius procures a letter from Theodosius to Leo on his behalf

Eutyches also writes to Peter Chrysologus, archbishop of Ravenna.

Flavian writes to Leo, giving his account of the trial, and asking the West to recognize
Eutyches' condemnation.

449. Leo, receiving first the letters of Eutyches and Theodosius, writes to Theodosius and
Flavian complaining that he has had no report from the latter, and asking for one.

Eutyches invites Dioscorus to take his part

Chrysaphius promises his aid, and that of |xxvi Eudocia. Dioscorus admits Eutyches
to communion, and asks the Emperor for a General Council.

March Theodosius summons a General Council to meet at Ephesus in August

April Eutyches persuades Theodosius to have the Minutes of the Synod of Constantinople
verified, and to order Flavian to produce a written statement of his faith

The Minutes are verified, and Flavian produces his statement.

The Eutychians procure the condemnation of Ibas of Edessa.

May Leo acknowledges the receipt of Flavian's letter.

Theodosius summons the abbot Barsumas to represent the abbots of the East at
Ephesus, and tells Dioscorus that Barsumas is to be allowed to sit and vote.

Dioscorus is appointed to preside, Counts Elphidius and Eulogius to keep order

Theodosius' summons to the Council reaches Rome. Leo promises Flavian his
support.

June Leo appoints Julius, bishop of Puteoli, the presbyter Renatus, the deacon Hilary, and
the notary Dulcitius to represent him at Ephesus

They take with them letters to Pulcheria, the archimandrites of Constantinople, the
Council, and Julian of Cos, and The Tome for Flavian.

August The Latrocinium.

The Council meets, charged by Theodosius to put an end to Nestorianism and the
trouble stirred up by Flavian.

Dioscorus presides. Of Leo's legates, Renatus has died and the others, since they sit
apart from one another and do not understand Greek, have little influence

Session I. Dioscorus refuses to allow bishops who had taken part in the deposition of
Eutyches at Constantinople to take part in this Council

He has the letters of Theodosius read, but prevents the reading of Leo's Tome

The Minutes of the Council of Constantinople are read |xxvii

Eusebius of Dorylaeum is refused a hearing

Eutyches and his followers are absolved and restored to their lost positions. Flavian
and Eusebius are condemned, a protest being met by Dioscorus calling in the Counts
and the soldiery, and obtaining the verdict by military compulsion

Dioscorus sends in his report to Theodosius.

Session II, a fortnight later. Flavian has died from the violence of Barsumas and his
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monks

Eusebius, Domnus, and Leo's legates are not present.

Ibas, Irenaeus, Theodoret, and Domnus are all deposed

Cyril's XII Anathematisms are solemnly ratified.

September While a Synod is sitting on other matters in Rome, letters are received from
Theodoret and Eusebius protesting against the Ephesian decisions, and Hilary brings
his account of the Council.

October In the name of the Roman Synod, Leo writes to Theodosius and Pulcheria protesting
against the proceedings at Ephesus. He also writes to various Eastern bishops,
bidding them stand fast.

The Eutychians Anatolius and Maximus hold the sees of Constantinople and Antioch.

450. February The Western Court visits Rome, and Leo persuades Valentinian III, his mother, Galla
Placidia, and his wife, Eudoxia, to write to their Eastern kinsfolk, but it is all in vain.
Theodosius confirms all that was done at Ephesus, and informs the West that all is
well in the East.

July Leo offers to recognize Anatolius if he will accept Cyril Ad Nest. II and his own Tome.
There is no response.

Theodosius dies from a fall from his horse

He is succeeded by his sister, Pulcheria, who puts Chrysaphius to death and marries
the senator Marcian. |xxviii

Eutyches is put under restraint, and Flavian's body buried with honour in
Constantinople.

Theodoret and others are recalled from exile, and many of the bishops who supported
Dioscorus at Ephesus explain that they did so under compulsion.

November to
June 451

Correspondence between Pulcheria, Marcian, Anatolius, and Leo. Leo says the
trouble is due to Dioscorus and Juvenal of Jerusalem, and can easily be settled
without a Council, which would be difficult to arrange owing to the invasion of the
Huns. Nevertheless, Pulcheria and Marcian summon a Council to meet at Nicaea in
September.

Leo appoints legates. Bishops assemble at Nicaea.

Eutyches excommunicates Leo.

Marcian cannot go so far as Nicaea for fear of Huns in Illyricum, and orders the
bishops to move to Chalcedon.

Strong measures are taken to exclude monks and laymen, and to keep order.

451. October 8 Session I. Dioscorus is treated as defendant and accused by Eusebius of Dorylaeum.
Theodoret is admitted as a bishop.

The Minutes of the Latrocinium and of the Synod of Constantinople are read.

Flavian's memory is vindicated, Dioscorus and his supporters are deposed, and the
assembly bursts into singing the Trisagion----the first occasion on which it is known to
have been used

October 10 Session II---- mainly occupied with the discussion of Leo's Tome.

October 13 Session III. Dioscorus is formally deprived of his episcopal dignity

October 17 Session IV. The Council accepts 'The Rule of Faith as contained in the Creed of
Nicaea, confirmed by the Council of Constantinople, expounded at Ephesus under
Cyril, and set forth in the Letter of Pope Leo when he condemned the heresy of
Nestorius and Eutyches'.

October 22 Session V. The Definition of Chalcedon, under Roman and Imperial pressure, is
amended so as definitely to exclude Eutychianism, and as adopted includes the
following words: 'Following therefore the holy Fathers, we all teach, with one accord,
one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, . . . who for us men and for our
salvation, according to the manhood, was born of the Virgin Mary the God-bearer,26
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one and the same Christ, Son, Lord----only-begotten, confessed in two natures,
without confusion, without change, without division or separation. The difference of
the natures is in no way denied by reason of their union; on the other hand the
peculiarity of each nature is preserved, and both concur in one Prosopon and one
Hypostasis.'

October 25 Session VI. Marcian and Pulcheria attend in state. The Definition receives civil
sanction, and is promulgated.
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The solution is to assume that both his two natures formed into one nature in which he willingly
and knowingly surrendered his many possibilities, abilities and glory and while as a man lived like
any ordinary man. He was always able to take them up whenever he wanted. But that would have
invalidated his sacrifice and model of living as a sinless human being. While he was always aware
of his Godship he willingly gave those and became a man. His miracles were not done in way as
God. He himself proclaimed that his disciples will do greater things than those he did.

CHRISTOLOGICAL CREED
OF

THE CHURCH OF THE EAST

The Church of the East: A Concise History By Wilhelm Baum, Dietmar W. Winkler

The officially recognized synod of 486… produced the first preserved
Christological creed of the Church of the East after the imperial synods of
Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451):

“Further, let our faith in the dispensation of Christ be in the confession of the two natures, of
the divinity and of the humanity, while none of us shall dare to introduce mixture, mingling or
confusion into the differences of these two natures; rather, while the divinity remains
preserved in what belongs to it, and humanity in what belongs to it, it is to a single Lordship
and to a single (object of) worship that we gather together the exemplars of these two
natures, because of the perfect and inseparable conjunction that has occurred for the
divinity with respect to the humanity.
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And if someone considers, or teaches others, that suffering and change have attached to
the divinity of our Lord, and (if) he does not preserve, with respect to the union of the
prosopon of our Saviour, a confession of perfect God and perfect Man, let such a person be
anathema.”
(Translated by. S. P. Brock)

Until the present day, this profession was unjustly condemned as heretical. Here, in Diphysite
terms, the necessity of the existence-in-itself of each complete nature, without mixing or change, is
set forth. Nevertheless, there is an inseparable bond between divinity and humanity, a union of the
person. As with Narsai, here the theology of Theodore of Mopsuestia and the position of the
Antiochenes, each of which excludes Theopaschism (the suffering of the divinity), is determinative.
This Christology respects the integrity of divinity and humanity and admits no hint of
“Nestorianism.”……………..

The creed of the Church of the East of 612 speaks of the inseparable unity of the God-Logos and
the human nature, recognized in Jesus Christ as one person (prosopon). It is further expressed in
Babai’s terminology that “Christ is two kyane (natures) and two qnome.” In the past, the Syriac term
qnoma had been equated with the Greek hypostasis or even translated as “person.” Thus the
misconception developed that the Church of the East believed in two natures and two persons in
Christ. However, for neither Babai nor the creed of 612 did qnoma denote a self-existent hypostasis.
Kyana refers to the general, abstract nature, that is, the human being and the God being, while
qnoma describes the concretization and individualization of this nature. Babai thus usually
employed the formulation “the two natures and their qnome” which are united from the moment of
conception. Both Babai’s most important treatment of the matter, the Book of Union and the
document of 612 clearly express that each nature needs a qnoma in order to exist concretely. Were
one to equate qnoma with hypostasis, one would reach a faulty understanding of the statement; a
translation of “person” is incorrect. Because of this terminology, the East Syriacs were also unable
to comprehend the definition of the Council of Chalcedon, which speaks of two natures in one
person and hypostasis. This finds clear expression in the Christological letter of the future
catholicos Ishoyahb II of Gdala, which was written in 620 and used Babai’s terminology.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
HEALING OF THE BODY OF CHRIST

http://ancientapostolicchurch.blogspot.com/

“In 33 CE St. Peter left Jerusalem and went to Babylon (Assyria/Mesopotamia) where
he wrote his first Epistle: "The chosen Church of Babylon sends you greetings." (1
Peter 5:13) At that time there were more Israelites in Babylon than in Palestine
because 600 years earlier they were exiled there by the Assyrian and Babylonian
kings. St. Peter evangelized Babylon together with four other Apostles: Sts. Thomas,
Jude Thaddeus, Bartholomew and Matthew. Their missionary activities converted
many Israelites and Assyrians to the Christian faith. During the first 300 years of the
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Church in Mesopotamia, Christians grew in great numbers. When they were
persecuted in 339 CE, they dispersed and went to distant lands spreading Christianity
wherever they went.

By the 7th century, Christianity was already well-established in the whole of Asia as
far as Japan, China and Southeast Asia, including the Philippines. However, in 1375,
a Muslim warrior, by the name of Tamerlane, persecuted and killed most of the
Christians in the whole of the Middle East as far as India. Whatever was left of the
clergy were further persecuted by the Roman Catholic Church. Consequently,
missionary activities of this Ancient Church practically ended…..

“This is the unique faith that we profess in the mystery of Christ. The controversies
of the past led to anathemas (excommunications), bearing on persons and on
formulas. The Lord’s Spirit permits us to understand better today that the
divisions brought in this way were due in large part to MISUNDERSTANDINGS.”

In 1997, Pope John Paul II wrote a letter of confession to the Churches of the East:

To my dear Brother Patriarchs:
His Holiness, Mar Dinkha,
His Holiness, Mar Addai II, and to His Beatitude, Mar Raphael Bidawid:

My Dear Brothers in Christ:

On Ash Wednesday of the JUBILEE Year 2000, we will perform the Penitential
Rite for the "Purification of Memory!" In order for the Roman Church to go
forth in the Threshold of Hope, her Children must confess their sins and the
atrocities that were done in the past to our dear Brothers and Sisters and
to humanity, and to resolve not to do it again! … May you be united with us in
prayer and may you forgive us for the atrocities that we have done to
you. May God bless us all.

Given this 12th day of February, the beginning of Lent, Ash Wednesday, in the
Year of the Lord, 1997, on the 19th year of my Pontificate.

Signed.
JOANNES PAULUS II P.P.

THE EVOLUTION OF THE NAME

Today this Church is still based in Babylon, now called Baghdad. At the start, it was named
the Church of the East which was in the Persian Empire, as distinguished from the Church
in the Roman Empire called the Church of the West. In 488 CE the Church of the West
(Roman Church) gave it another name, the Nestorian Church, when it falsely accused the
Church of the East as heretical. In the Peshitta (Aramaic) translation of the Bible this Church
is called the Ancient Apostolic and Catholic Church of the East.

http://www.praytellblog.com/index.php/2016/10/27/milestones-in-papal-ecumenism-part-seven/
http://www.orthodoxchristianity.net/forum/index.php?topic=9572.550;imode

In 1984, Mar Dinkha IV, Catholicos-Patriarch of the Assyrian Church of the East made an official
visit to Rome. This visit saw the beginning of ten years of dialogue between the Church of the East,
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long perceived as Nestorian, and the Roman Catholic Church. Ten years later, on November 11th,
1994 Dinkha again made an official visit. Following the official reception, he and John Paul signed
a groundbreaking Common Declaration on Christ’s natures, stating that the Church of the East and
the Roman Catholic Church share a common faith. This summit also saw the creation of annual
dialogue meetings that in 2001 saw the recognition of their Eucharist, and a shared communion
agreement, due to the small and sparse population of Eastern Christians who are in union with
Rome or are part of the Church of the East. The importance of this shared communion agreement
cannot be overstated. Not only did the Roman Catholic Church and an Eastern Church come to a
shared communion agreement, but, and this was scandalous for some Roman Catholics, the
Anaphora used by the Church of the East, the Anaphora of Addai and Mari, which is one of the
oldest anaphoras used does not have the Institution Narrative. This agreement showed not only an
economy of sacramental sharing, but laid the groundwork for liturgical theology to be interpreted in
the most charitable way possible, and liturgy lived out without capitulation to the larger church for
the promotion of Christian unity.

THE EAST AND THE WEST
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COMMON CHRISTOLOGICAL DECLARATION
BETWEEN

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH
AND THE ASSYRIAN CHURCH OF THE EAST

His Holiness John Paul II, Bishop of Rome and Pope of the Catholic Church, and His Holiness Mar
Dinkha IV, Catholicos-Patriarch of the Assyrian Church of the East, give thanks to God who has
prompted them to this new brotherly meeting.

Both of them consider this meeting as a basic step on the way towards the full communion to be
restored between their Churches. They can indeed, from now on, proclaim together before the
world their common faith in the mystery of the Incarnation.

***
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As heirs and guardians of the faith received from the Apostles as formulated by our common
Fathers in the Nicene Creed, we confess one Lord Jesus Christ, the only Son of God, begotten of
the Father from all eternity who, in the fullness of time, came down from heaven and became man
for our salvation. The Word of God, second Person of the Holy Trinity, became incarnate by the
power of the Holy Spirit in assuming from the holy Virgin Mary a body animated by a rational soul,
with which he was indissolubly united from the moment of his conception.

Therefore our Lord Jesus Christ is true God and true man, perfect in his divinity and perfect in his
humanity, consubstantial with the Father and consubstantial with us in all things but sin. His divinity
and his humanity are united in one person, without confusion or change, without division or
separation. In him has been preserved the difference of the natures of divinity and humanity, with
all their properties, faculties and operations. But far from constituting "one and another", the divinity
and humanity are united in the person of the same and unique Son of God and Lord Jesus Christ,
who is the object of a single adoration.

Christ therefore is not an " ordinary man" whom God adopted in order to reside in him and inspire
him, as in the righteous ones and the prophets. But the same God the Word, begotten of his Father
before all worlds without beginning according to his divinity, was born of a mother without a father in
the last times according to his humanity. The humanity to which the Blessed Virgin Mary gave birth
always was that of the Son of God himself. That is the reason why the Assyrian Church of the East
is praying the Virgin Mary as "the Mother of Christ our God and Saviour". In the light of this same
faith the Catholic tradition addresses the Virgin Mary as "the Mother of God" and also as "the
Mother of Christ". We both recognize the legitimacy and rightness of these expressions of the same
faith and we both respect the preference of each Church in her liturgical life and piety.

This is the unique faith that we profess in the mystery of Christ. The controversies of the past led to
anathemas, bearing on persons and on formulas. The Lord's Spirit permits us to understand better
today that the divisions brought about in this way were due in large part to misunderstandings.

Whatever our Christological divergences have been, we experience ourselves united today in the
confession of the same faith in the Son of God who became man so that we might become children
of God by his grace. We wish from now on to witness together to this faith in the One who is the
Way, the Truth and the Life, proclaiming it in appropriate ways to our contemporaries, so that the
world may believe in the Gospel of salvation.

***

The mystery of the Incarnation which we profess in common is not an abstract and isolated truth. It
refers to the Son of God sent to save us. The economy of salvation, which has its origin in the
mystery of communion of the Holy Trinity — Father, Son and Holy Spirit —, is brought to its
fulfilment through the sharing in this communion, by grace, within the one, holy, catholic and
apostolic Church, which is the People of God, the Body of Christ and the Temple of the Spirit.

Believers become members of this Body through the sacrament of Baptism, through which, by
water and the working of the Holy Spirit, they are born again as new creatures. They are confirmed
by the seal of the Holy Spirit who bestows the sacrament of Anointing. Their communion with God
and among themselves is brought to full realization by the celebration of the unique offering of
Christ in the sacrament of the Eucharist. This communion is restored for the sinful members of the
Church when they are reconciled with God and with one another through the sacrament of
Forgiveness. The sacrament of Ordination to the ministerial priesthood in the apostolic succession
assures the authenticity of the faith, the sacraments and the communion in each local Church.
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Living by this faith and these sacraments, it follows as a consequence that the particular Catholic
churches and the particular Assyrian churches can recognize each other as sister Churches. To be
full and entire, communion presupposes the unanimity concerning the content of the faith, the
sacraments and the constitution of the Church. Since this unanimity for which we aim has not yet
been attained, we cannot unfortunately celebrate together the Eucharist which is the sign of the
ecclesial communion already fully restored.

Nevertheless, the deep spiritual communion in the faith and the mutual trust already existing
between our Churches, entitle us from now on to consider witnessing together to the Gospel
message and cooperating in particular pastoral situations, including especially the areas of
catechesis and the formation of future priests.

In thanking God for having made us rediscover what already unites us in the faith and the
sacraments, we pledge ourselves to do everything possible to dispel the obstacles of the past
which still prevent the attainment of full communion between our Churches, so that we can better
respond to the Lord's call for the unity of his own, a unity which has of course to be expressed
visibly. To overcome these obstacles, we now establish a Mixed Committee for theological dialogue
between the Catholic Church and the Assyrian Church of the East.

Given at Saint Peter's, on 11 November 1994

K. MARDINKHA

IOANNES PAULUS PP. II

H.H. Mar Addai II Catholics patriarch of ancient church of the east of Iraq and the world, August 24th 2009,

met H.H Mar Ignatius Zaka, the patriarch of the Syriac orthodox church at his residence in the monastery of St.

Ephraim in Saidnaya/Syria.



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

102



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

103

APPENDIX I

Hymns and prayers

Eastern Orthodox and Byzantine Catholic

The significance of the Incarnation has been extensively discussed throughout Christian history,
and is the subject of countless hymns and prayers. For instance, the Divine Liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom (c. 400), as used by Eastern Orthodox Christians and Byzantine Catholics, includes
this "Hymn to the Only Begotten Son":

O only begotten Son and Word of God,
Who, being immortal,
Deigned for our salvation
To become incarnate
Of the holy Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary,
And became man without change;
You were also crucified,
O Christ our God,
And by death have trampled Death,
Being one of the Holy Trinity,
Glorified with the Father and the Holy Spirit—
Save us!

Additionally, the Divine Liturgy of Saint James includes this chant of "Let All Mortal Flesh Keep
Silence" in its offertory:

Let all mortal flesh be silent,
and stand with fear and trembling,
and meditate nothing earthly within itself:—
For the King of kings and Lord of lords,
Christ our God, comes forward to be sacrificed,
and to be given for food to the faithful;
and the bands of angels go before Him
with every power and dominion,
the many-eyed cherubim,
and the six-winged seraphim,
covering their faces,
and crying aloud the hymn,
Alleluia, Alleluia, Alleluia.

West Syriac Churches

The West Syriac Churches - Syriac Orthodox, Malankara Orthodox, Syro-Malankara Catholic,
Syriac Catholic and Maronite Catholic - principally celebrating the Holy Qurbono of St. James (c.
AD 60) have a similar ma‛neetho, a poetic hymn, traditionally attributed to St. Severus, the
Patriarch of Antioch (c. 465-538):
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I exalt Thee, Lord and King,
Only-begotten Son and Word
of the heavenly Father,
immortal by nature, Thou came down by grace
for salvation
and life for all human race; was incarnate
of the holy
glorious, pure Virgin
Mary, Mother of God
and became man without any change;
was crucified for us.
O Christ, our God,
Who by Thy death trampled and slaughtered our death,
Who are One of the Holy Trinity,
worshipped and honored with
the Father and the Holy Spirit,
have mercy on us all.
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APPENDIX II

LIST OF HERESIES
IN

THE EARLY CHURCH

Adoptionism. Adoptionism held that Jesus was not really God but merely a man to whom special
graces had been given and who achieved a kind of divine status at his baptism. This idea that
Christ as a man was only the "adopted" son of God proved to be a persistent heresy. It was
condemned by Pope St. Victor 1, who excommunicated Theodotus of Byzantium for Adoptionism.
The same heresy was condemned in 785 and again in 794 by Pope Adrian 1. Revived by Peter
Abelard in the twelfth century, Adoptionism was again condemned by Pope Alexander III in 1177.

Anomeanism. A radical variant of Arianism (see below), Anomeanism held that the Son was
"unlike" (Greek: animoios) the Father.

Apollinarianism. This heretical doctrine of Apollinaris (310-390), bishop of Laodicea in Asia Minor,
held that Christ had a human body but only a sensitive soul-and no rational human mind or human
free will, these having been replaced in Christ by the divine Logos, or Word of God. This theory was
condemned by Roman synods in 377 and 381 and by the ecumenical Council of Constantinople in
the latter year.

Arianism. A major heresy that arose in the fourth century and denied the divinity of Jesus Christ.
First effectively advanced by Arius (256-336), a priest of Alexandria, who denied that there were
three distinct divine Persons in God. For Arius, there was only one Person, the Father. According to
Arian theory, the Son was created ("There was a time when he was not"). Christ was thus a son of
God, not by nature, but only by grace and adoption. This theory logically evacuates the doctrine of
the Incarnation of God in Christ of all meaning: if God did not become man, then the world has not
been redeemed and the faith itself eventually dissolves. Arianism was formally condemned in 325
by the first ecumenical Council of Nicaea, which formulated and promulgated the original version of
the Nicene Creed; but Arianism and Semi-Arianism (see below) nevertheless continued to prevail
in its original form in many areas for more than a century. Arianism was combatted by the great St.
Athanasius of Alexandria (296-373) among others; but the heresy nevertheless persisted,
especially among the barbarians, for several centuries.
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Ebionism: According to this view, Jesus is a mere man, a prophet but the natural son of Joseph
and Mary (no virgin birth). Ebionism denied the true deity of Christ. This view is traced to the
second century.

Docetism: A branch of Gnosticism, this view affirmed a type of dualism (the belief that matter is evil
and spirit is good). Docetists insisted that Jesus only seemed to be human (Gk. Dokeo – “to seem”),
even asserting that Jesus had a “phantom-like body.” Docetism denied the true humanity of Christ.
The apostles encountered this heresy in the first century (1 John 4:1-3).

Donatism. A fourth- and fifth-century African heresy holding that the validity of the sacraments
depends upon the moral character of the minister of the sacraments and that sinners cannot be
true members of the Church or even tolerated by the Church if their sins are publicly known.
Donatism began as a schism when rigorists claimed that a bishop of Carthage, Caecilian (fl. ca.
313), was not a true bishop because he had been ordained by a bishop who had been an apostate
under the Diocletian persecution. The Donatists ordained their own bishops, one of whom was
Donatus, for whom the heresy is named. Donatism was condemned by Pope Miltiades (311-3 14)
and by the (local) Council of Arles in 314, but it nevertheless persisted in North Africa until the
Muslim conquest in the seventh century. The great St. Augustine (354-430) wrote extensively
against Donatism.

Eutychianism: Following Eutyches (ca. A.D. 378-454) this view held that Christ had one mixed or
compound nature. The two natures merged to form a single nature that was neither divine nor
human (a third substance). This position represents an overemphasis upon the unity of the natures.
This heresy was condemned at the Council of Chalcedon (A.D. 451), and at the third Council of
Constantinople (A.D. 680).

Gnosticism. The heretical theory that salvation comes through some special kind of knowledge,
usually knowledge claimed by a special elite group. Gnostic theories existed before Christianity,
and the Gnostics adapted the Gospels to their own views and for their own purposes, even
composing pseudogospels, embodying their particular ideas and doctrines. Gnosticism held matter
to be evil and hostile to the human spirit; it also essentially denied the truths of Christian revelation.
Secular historian Jacob Burckhardt described the Gnostics as "speculative enthusiasts" who
embraced Christianity only as a platform for Platonic and Oriental ideas. Gnosticism as an
organized sect or body of beliefs has long been extinct, but Gnostic ideas persist and surface in
some form in nearly every major heretical version of the Christian faith.

Macedonianism. A heresy named after Macedonius, an Arian bishop of Constantinople (d. ca.
362,) whose followers denied the divinity of the Holy Spirit: the Spirit was declared by them not to
proceed from the Father but to be a creation of the Son. Macedonianism was condemned in 381 by
the ecumenical Council of Constantinople, which added to the Nicene Creed an affirmation of belief
in the divinity of the Holy Spirit and the consubstantiality of the Holy Spirit with the Father and the
Son.

Marcionism. A second-century heresy of Marcion (ff. ca. 140) and his followers, who rejected the
Old Testament and much of the New Testament, except for the Gospel of Luke and ten of the
Letters of St. Paul. The Marcionists claimed to preach a purer gospel after the manner of St. Paul;
for them Christianity was purely a gospel of love to the exclusion of any law. Only virgins, widows,
and celibates were baptized by the Marcionists; married people could not advance beyond the
catechumenate.

Modalism. A form of Trinitarian heresy of the second and third centuries, Modalism held that there



NESTORIUS : UNDERSTANDING INCARNATION

PROF. M. M. NINAN

107

is only one Person in God, who manifests himself in various ways, or modes. Sabellianism (see
below) was a form of Modalism, as was Priscillianism (see below).

Monophysitism. A fifth-century heresy holding that in Christ there is only one nature (Greek: mono,
single; physis, nature), a divine nature. Thus, Monophysitism denies the true human nature of
Christ; this human nature is absorbed into Christ's divine nature, according to Monophysitism. This
heresy arose primarily in reaction to Nestorianism (see below). Monophysitism, though condemned
by Pope St. Leo the Great in his famous Tome Of 449 and by the ecumenical Council of Chalcedon
in 451, persists to this day in parts of the East.

Monothelitism. A heresy that arose in the seventh century as a result of Byzantine imperial efforts
to accommodate the Monophysites (see above). Monothelites accepted the orthodox doctrine of
the two natures, divine and human, in the Person of Jesus Christ but held that these two natures
had only "one will" (Greek: monos, single; thelein, will). This heresy was condemned by the Sixth
General Council of Constantinople in 681.

Montanism. A second-century heretical movement that professed belief in a new "Church of the
Spirit". The Montanists believed they enjoyed the direct inspiration of the Holy Spirit. This claim
meant that their fanatically rigorous views concerning morality superseded the authentic revelation
of Christ that had been handed down in the Church. The heresy of Montanism, which claimed the
great Tertullian (160-220) himself, was condemned by several Eastern synods and, finally, by Pope
Zephyrinus around the year 202.

Nestorianism. A fifth-century heresy claiming that there are two distinct Persons in the Incarnate
Christ, one human and one divine. The Church teaches that Christ was and is a divine person who
took on a human nature. According to Nestorianism, it is unthinkable that God was born, crucified,
and died; nor could Mary really have been the mother of God, but only the mother of a human being
conjoined to God. Nestorianism, which took its name from Nestorius, a bishop of Constantinople (d.
ca. 451), was condemned by the ecumenical Council of Ephesus in 431. Overemphasizing the
humanity of Christ, Nestorianism is the opposite heresy from Monophysitism (see above), which
overemphasized Christ's divinity.

Novatianism. A schism that became a heresy. It originated with Novatian, a Roman priest who
became an antipope, claiming the papacy in 251 in opposition to the true pope, St. Cornelius. The
Novatianists adopted a moral rigorism similar to that of Donatism (see above). Those guilty of grave
sin were excluded from the Church permanently, and absolution was refused to those guilty of the
sins of murder and adultery.

Pelagianism. A heretical doctrine on divine grace taught by Pelagius (355-425), a monk from the
British Isles who first propagated his views in Rome in the time of Pope Anastasius I. Pelagius
argued that the Church's teaching that in order to do good, divine grace in the soul was necessary.
This canceled human free will. Pelagianism included a cluster of other beliefs and essentially
entailed a denial of the Church's doctrine of Original Sin. It was condemned by local councils in
Africa in 416 and 417, and also by Pope St. Innocent I in the latter year. It was condemned again in
418 by his successor, Pope St. Zosimus. Semi-Pelagianism, a related heresy, was condemned by
the local Council of Orange in 529 but has long persisted among those who question Original Sin
and the supremacy of divine grace.

Priscillianism. A fourth-century heresy originating in Spain and combining forms of both Modalism
and Gnosticism (see above). It denied Christ's divinity and real humanity, holding that human souls
were united to bodies in punishment for their sins.
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Sabellianism. A third-century heresy named after a theologian, Sabellius (fl. ca. 215). The
Sabellians believed that there was only one Person in God, with three "modes", or aspects, of
manifesting himself as Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier. It was thus a form of Modalism (see
above). Jesus Christ was merely a temporary manifestation in the flesh of the eternal God. This
heresy was also known by the name of Patripassianism, since it held that it was the Father who
suffered on the cross. It was condemned by Pope St. Callistus I, but as a form of Modalism it has
persisted in history in connection with other heresies.

Semi-Arianism. A modified form of Arianism (see above) that flourished after the Council of
Nicaea had condemned Arianism in 325. The Semi-Arians were often "moderates" who wanted to
forge a "compromise" between those who held to the Church's strict teaching concerning the
divinity of Christ and Christ's consubstantiality with the Father and those tempted by Arianism to
deny many great truths. Sometimes referred to as Arianizers, the Serni-Arians also included those
who wished to substitute homo-i-ousios ("of like substance") or homoios ("similar") for the orthodox
Nicene homo-ousios ("one in being" or "consubstantial") with the Father. There were a number of
differing positions that fell within the general category of Semi-Arianism; their common theme was
an unwillingness to accept that the Nicene term homo-ousios was necessary to the Church's
orthodox doctrine of the Holy Trinity.

Subordinationism. A general name for all the fourth century heresies that admitted only God the
Father as God. See the entries above for Arianism, Anomeanism, Macedonianism, Modalism, and
Semi-Arianism; all of these heresies are forms of Subordinationism.

Valentinianism. A form of the ancient heresy of Gnosticism (see above) based on the teaching of
one Valentinus, who lived in Rome between 136 and 165. The Valentinians claimed that the visible
world had been created by the God of the Old Testament but that only the invisible world was real.
According to them, Christ came to deliver mankind from its bondage to matter and the physical
world; most of mankind, however, wholly engrossed in matter, would nevertheless end in eternal
perdition. The great St. Irenaeus (ca. 125-ca. 202) inveighed against Valentinianism in particular in
his magisterial work Against the Heresies.

from Kenneth D. Whitehead who is a former U.S. Assistant Secretary of Education.
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