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1
SEVERUS'S LIFE

BACKGROUND

In 451 the Council of Chalcedon promulgated a didim of faith which outlawed the extremes of the
theological traditions of Antioch and Alexandrigamely Nestorianism and Eutychianism, and attempted
balance between the christological terminologyadhe Christ was proclaimed ‘in two natures’, asaggul to
the expression ‘from two natures’ favoured by tHex&ndrians. The Council also recognized Toeneof Pope
Leo | of Rome as orthodox, and in harmony withFaghers and with Cyril of Alexandria.

The definition was problematical from the startdnese in the East it was seen as only an interpyetat
of the symbol or creed of Nicaea, whereas for Ploge | it was an absolute definition which allowed n
addition or subtraction. Also critical was the desion of the Council, later known as Canon 28, eithgave to
Constantinople (New Rome) equal privileges with ®&dme in ecclesiastical matters, and decreed Heat t
eastern city should hold second place after Ronmge.aAresult of this canon, the traditional influerafe
Alexandria was shortcircuited. To the bishop of Rotthe canon was also unfavourable, and he wastaeluto
accept it explicitly The issue of the formula ‘wd natures’ and Canon 28, as well as the ratificatf the
Tome(considered by many in the East to be Nestoriaaje to cause unrest and resentment among Chsistian
in both East and West in the century that followa] a lasting division in the churches of the esasRoman
empire. Christians were polarized into ‘dyophysitesd ‘monophysites’. With good reason could thesdalled
The Great SchismPage 4Antioch in the aftermath of the Council. That merdnd lay people also defined
and enforced orthodoxy at this time is clear framhscases as that of Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalém,|lost
the support of the influential monks in his seaj an his return to Jerusalem after the Council feased to
flee in the face of their determined oppositioneTdmount of popular literature written in the centafter
Chalcedon both for and against the Council dematestrthat reaction to the perceived issues wasardgined
to emperors or patriarchs.

In the fifty years after Chalcedon, there were atpé efforts by the imperial government in the East
restore ecclesiastical and political unity. The tfamous example of this was thenotikonof Emperor Zeno
in 482, which emphasized the faith of Nicaea. Althio it was a masterpiece of imperial diplomacy, and
nominally at least brought the eastern sees intonmonion, in the long run it was unsuccessful, bsedor
those opposed to the Council only an outright comtigion of theTomeof Leo and of Chalcedon would
suffice.

This is the background against which we must sttia life and thought of Severus of Antioch.

SOURCES FOR SEVERUS'S LIFE

The sources for the life of Severus, anti-Chalcé&lopatriarch of Antioch from 512-18, are many aaded,
with the result that we have a comprehensive antidimensional picture of the man, his life and timmes. In
the first place, we have nearly 300 of his ownelett written prior to and during his patriarchae,well as
during his long exile. In addition, some of his 1&@&hedral homilies, particularly Homilies XXVII driXXX,
contain autobiographical information. In the Coptiersion of Homily XXVII we find a section in which
Severus narrates his conversion at Tripolis, shgwhat until he went to Beirut to study he wasd stipagan
(Garitte 1966:335—-90). To his friend and fellowestnt Zachariah Scholasticus, later bishop of Mitglen
Lesbos, we owe the first biography of Severus. Gusag in Greek around 515 and surviving in a Syriac
translation, it was a response to a pamphlet deifgutiie patriarct{Vie 7-10, 75) on the grounds that he was
guilty of pagan practices and of being baptized.lafthough it is a contemporary document, it needsart to

be used with caution because some of its detaglsnaconflict with those given by Severus hims&#h(ling
1982:20). A second biography, similarly composedsieek but surviving in a Syriac translation andnso
Coptic fragments, is that of John, abbot of the astery of Beith Aphthonia on the Euphrates, whal dib58.
Another biography is ascribed to one of Severusiscessors as anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of Antioch
Athanasius Gamala or the Camel-Driver (594-63MMhjch has come down to us in Coptic fragments and i
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an Ethiopic version derived from an Arabic modehiaeh in its turn was possibly a translation frompGo.
Dependent on John of Beith Aphthonia is the Sybiagraphy in metrical homiletic form of George, g of
the Arabs, who was born around 640 (George, bisiaope Arabs 1993: XI-XIIl). We have a fifth bioaphy,
written in Syriac by Qyriaqos, the Syrian Orthoduatriarch of Antioch from 793-817, which was disemd

in 1975 and remains unpublished (V66bus 1975-6:24)/-A sixth biography, composed in Arabic by a
certain bishop of Assiut, probably John, in théelinth century, was discovered by Youhanna Nessinsdef

in 2002 in the monastery of St Menas at Marioul. &lthese hagiographical works need to be used wit
varying degrees of caution, and checked wherevesiple against other historical sources.

Given his pivotal role in the ecclesiastical paobtiof his time, Severus features in most of theohtsal
and theological works which were composed eithariabout the period, from the Chalcedonian as asthe
anti-Chalcedonian side. Because these are too oushé¢o list here, we mention only the anti-Chalceao
Church Historyof Zachariah Scholasticus and his continuatorZgzhariah, which contains several of the
patriarch’s letters, and the Chalcedoni@hurch History of Evagrius Scholasticus (d. before 600), which
preserves unique information about him.

BEFORE THE PATRIARCHATE

Severus was born around 456 in Sozopolis (Pistdi@ well-to-do family. Despite the assertions f fiend
and biographer, Zachariah, that his grandfatheq aeblled Severus, was bishop of the city, hachdé&e the
Council of Ephesus in 439, and had been one ofbthleops who condemned Nestorius, it is clear from
Severus’s own words that the family was pay@hus his relatively late baptism should not betaited—as it

is by Zachariah—to an unduly long catechumenateugposedly practised in Pisicdiaéé 11), but to a radical
conversion from paganism to Christianity (Darling82:24). After the death of his father, in 485 Saseand
his two older brothers were sent by their motheAl@xandria to study grammar and rhetoric, bothirLaind
Greek Yie 11), a prerequisite for legal studies. In Alexaa@everus met Zachariah, his future biographet, an
for the next twelve or sBage6 years the fortunes of the two young men weredray intertwined. Because
Zachariah wrote his biography as a defence of Sisv@gainst claims that at the beginning of hiserane had
worshipped demons and idols and given himself twvenagical practicesvfe 9, 75), much of the work deals
with pagan and magical practices in Alexandria Bagtut, where the two fellow-students went on tadsgtlaw.
While the account is partisan, it discloses incidiy details of the students’ timetables, prograssnof
courses, the names and provenance of studentdhhanthies of professors, the liveliness of pagamisthe
two cities at the end of the fifth century, anddemt life at the time (Poggi 1986:59, 62; Blazqué88:415—
36). No doubt one of Zachariah’s aims in droppihg hames of young rich Christian men who went on to
stellar careers in church and state was to addhivéighis claims that Severus was not guilty ofgragm or
magic {ie 10).

Severus is presented consistently as an unbadasder to his fellow students, who as Christiaesew
fighting paganism in both Egypt and Phoenidf@e(44, 65, 91). According to Zachariah, his Christialhow
students in Alexandria persuaded Severus to abatioreading of the great Antiochene orator Libariu
favour of two illustrious Christian CappadociangasB of Caesarea and Gregory Nazian2ée 13). This study
programme was to be continued by both Severus anbafiah when they met up in Beirut in 488, a \adtar
the future patriarch had arrived thekdg46). The Cappadocians in fact were to become mddelSeverus
both personally and ecclesiologically, and he beliethat they would be his judges at the Last Juege?
Zachariah instructed his friend in the Scripturad ¢he Fathers: the two of them pursued their |sgadies
from Monday to Friday, rested on Saturday mornitiggn spent the remainder of the weekend studying
theology Vie 52-3). At the end of his five-year stay in Beir@gverus had composed a legal work and
graduated as master of law (Poggi 1986:65). Hiall#gining remains discernible in his writingsdaaccounts
for his interest in canon law, as evidenced pddityin his letters.

Severus was given formal catechesis by a monk édfeing baptized in the church of the martyr
Leontius at Tripolis Vie 80-2). The choice of this venue was almost cdytamot accidental, although
Zachariah glosses over the motive. Leontius waditeid with the power of converting pagans from demo
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worship to Christianity, and in Homily XXVIIRO 36/4:563), delivered in 513 in the church of Leasitin
Daphne, Severus was to claim that before his baptie was a pagan converted suddenly from his grent
religion (Darling 1982:22-5). That both catechesisl baptism occurred outside the hierarchy of theah in
Beirut may be explained by the fact that the Idaahop was a Chalcedonian (Darling 1982:20), antigps
also by the close nexus in Syrian and Palestiniamasticism between baptism and asceticism (Escolan
1999:41-2). For an ascetic is what Severus becafteg, his indisputably anti-Chalcedonian baptisnespite
the fact that after his graduation he went shoppan@fficial legal robes before his planned rettorPisidia via
Jerusalem, he was won over by meeting some discgiléhe famous first-generation anti-Chalcedorirater
the Iberian, and i. 490 became a monk in Peter's monastery near GAee®2-3). In so doing, he parted
company with his friend and mentor Zachariah, wéounts sheepishly that he could not follow Severics
the monastic life because his father wanted himnelmome a lawyer in Constantinopléd 95). Under Peter’s
charismatic leadership, the area around Gaza latliped an influential group of anti-Chalcedoniamasiics
and intellectuals (Steppa 2002:163-4) that wasetinzolved in the course of both ecclesiastical secular
politics in the late fifth and early sixth centwgidn fact, with his entry into the monastic wodtl Palestine,
Severus had ‘joined the most volatile and influgndubculture’ of late antiquity (Darling 1982:2&)r it was a
breeding-ground of theologians, bishops, and eedtsal administrators for the eastern empire. ey,
Chalcedonian monks in the area were even moreeintiial under the leadership of Sabas, whose life wa
written by Cyril of Scythopolis in the mid-sixth riry.

From the monastery of Peter, Severus graduatetecsalitary life in the desert of Eleutheropolis,
where, however, his health suffered so badly framrigours of asceticism that he was taken by Himtof
the monastery of Romanus and nursed back to hed@iis anti-Chalcedonian establishment was bui#59
near Eleutheropolis, and soon after, accordingtm Rufus (Rufus 1912:58), it housed 600 monks oAdiag
to John of Beith Aphthonia (JBA 229), at this st&pverus used his not inconsiderable family legadyelp
the poor and to found his own monastery in MaiurearrGazd. Zachariah would have us believe that this
establishment was necessary to accommodate theemsiabdisciples who had gathered around Severys. B
500, Severus had received priestly ordination athéinds of Epiphanius, bishop of Magydon in Panaie
98-100)2 Although in reading Zachariah’s biography of Sewepne is given the impression that the anti-
Chalcedonian monks were in the ascendant in Padesti this time, this was far from being the case,
Severus’s encounter a little later with the the@ogand Alexandrian monk Nephalius, a convert framt-
Chalcedonianism, illustrateBage8

A born agitator, Nephalius would have known tha ¢lafest region in which to launch an attack on the
by-now outstanding anti-Chalcedonian monastic leades Palestine. He attacked the future patriandin
responded; then Nephalius delivered a speechdmt vf the church’ in Jerusalendié 103—-4) and, with the aid
of the clergy and monks there, succeeded in exygeflieverus in 508. This is testimony to the dedtihéhe
anti-Chalcedonian cause in the region as a re$uheovigorous propaganda of the great Abbot S#&bsend
1973:265). Severus went to Constantinople with B@iihks (Moeller 1944-5:105) to plead his case with
Emperor Anastasius, and was followed by Nephalng an entourage of Chalcedonian monks from Pakestin
(Vie 103-5). The two monks were to cross swords agaloligdy in the imperial capital, but in the meaném
Severus had won the trust of the emperor and was acting as his theological adviser.

Shortly before this, the militant anti-Chalcedonkzshop of Mabbog, Xenaias (whose name was Hekenas
Philoxenus), had been invited to Constantinopleth®y emperor, perhaps in order to participate iraati
Chalcedonian synod convoked by imperial offérhile Anastasius was sympathetic to the anti-Gitdoian
cause, the patriarch of the capital, Macedoniusg &atrict Chalcedonian in a largely Chalcedoni&y) and
refused to communicate with Philoxenus in any sefslee word (de Halleux 1963:61). Philoxenus heftithe
capital by the time Severus arrived in 508 (de ¢iadl 1963:59), but, despite the differences in thge and
backgroundg,the two men developed a partnership which wasrng-point in the history of incarnational
theology (Moeller 1951:670).

Both Severus and Philoxenus would be content ortly &an outright condemnation of Chalcedon. Yet
the eirenic Anastasius, whose aim was to minimiggugdtion in his realm, was committed to using the
Henotikonas the main tool of his ecclesiastical policy, amtked neither Severus nor Philoxenus would have
rejected the document outright. The patriarchat€somstantinople, Antioch and Jerusalem were ledthynch
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Chalcedonians. Philoxenus campaigned relentlesgynat Patriarch Flavian of Antioch, and perhapso al
against Patriarch Elias of Jerusalem (de Hallel631®). Faced with the insistence of Severus aridXmus,
and with the growing inefficacy of theéenotikonto achieve his aims, Emperor Anastasius apparentiysted
Severus with the task of drawing up a document knaw theType,which gave to thédenotikonan anti-
Chalcedonian interpretation, without, however, heatatizing Leo and the council of 451 explicklyudging
from the embarrassed manner in which &ge 9 Byzantine chroniclers relate the event, it seeha
Severus’s formula was accepted at least temporarilgonditionally by the patriarchs of Constantilepp
Antioch and Jerusalem (de Halleux 1963:69).

It was about this time that the controversial doggl known as the Thrice-Holy or Trishagion came to
play a decisive role in the career of Macedoniusn& forty years before, one of the first generatbmanti-
Chalcedonians, Peter the Fuller, patriarch of Adftjohad introduced into the doxology ‘Holy God, yhol
mighty, holy immortal, have mercy on us’, the wordé o was crucified for us’, in order to reinfort¢be
christological interpretation of the hymn such thia@ second person of the Trinity was said trulyhtwe
become incarnate and to have suffered. The additesseen by anti-Chalcedonians in Syria as ad@stio
Nestorianisn?, but to those who understood the hymn to be adeldess the Trinity, it was deeply shocking
because it implied theopaschite doctrine; thahit, the impassible Godhead had suffered. Whilatitition is
described by Bacht as a liturgical extravagancé11ZB80) and by Moeller as baroque (1951:652-3had
become an anti-Chalcedonian catch-cry. It wasftrisula that was used by the monks who had accoregan
Severus to the capital, and Anastasius acquiestdlei practice until Chalcedonian monks from Palest
objected. In this they were followed by Macedonilkis only served to sharpen the confrontation betw
Severus and the patriarch, who was eventually eé&pby a synod on 7 August 511 and banished (Frend
1972:168, 218). He was replaced by the more moeldiatothy (511-18). The extent to which the usé¢hef
addition ‘who was crucified for us’ could arousdéig®us zeal on both sides can be seen from ths vidnich
the strict Chalcedonian Sleepless Moniskoimetoi) provoked in Constantinople the following year in
objection to the formula. This turbulence ultimgtield Anastasius to appear without his crown indineus and
offer to abdicate (7 November 52)The Trishagion would also figure in the revoltioé Goth Vitalian, as we
shall see.

Philoxenus’s campaign against Flavian of Antioct baffered a setback at the Syrian synod of Antioch
in 509, when the bishop of Mabbog and his monastiigporters constituted a small minority (de Halleux
1963:65). The anti-Chalcedonian militant was alebimpressed at being summoned to an Oriental symod
Sidon in 511, the imperial aim of which was theestablishment of relations between Flavian and Jghn
Nikiu, patriarch of Alexandria, with whom Flaviamdh broken communion in 505/6 when John had repedliat
Chalcedon. Despite the fact that, according tdolagraphers, Severus had left Constantinople (Sdpte511)
to return to hifPagel0 monastery in Maiuma out of a preference fomttumastic life, he was present at Sidon,
a synod which was to be a decisive point in hivatlen to the patriarchate of Antioch. In Sidone tanti-
Chalcedonians were no match for their opponents, when the impossibility of restoring unity betwethe
patriarchates of Antioch and Alexandria became agpathe assembly was disbanded by the impergaités
Eutropiust Notwithstanding, a synod in Laodicea, probably pdeing a small number of Philoxenus’s
supporters who were soon to appear at the consmtrat Severus (de Halleux 1963:74), declared RElavi
deposed, on trumped-up charges. The church hist&vagrius, reporting eyewitness accounts, desribe
ensuing violence between anti-Chalcedonian monks avhived in Antioch from Syria Prima, and the kElxg
Chalcedonian populace of the city, who slaughtetesir opponents and threw their bodies into therriv
Orontes HE 111.32). Such violence flew in the face of Anast&ss eirenic policies. Flavian was forced to leave
his patriarchal throne, and was banished to Petraresent-day Jordan (Honigmann 1951:15). The way
clear for Philoxenus’s party to put forward the rjgathal candidate of their choice—the monk Severus
(November 512).

Meanwhile, the agitation of Severus in the impeci&f and Philoxenus in Syria between 508 and 511
had contributed to the crystallization of a newistotogy known as neo-Chalcedonianism, of whiche®es’s
former harasser, Nephalius, was one of the eamigsbnents. Irc. 508 (Lebon 1909:120-1), Nephalius had
written anApology for the Synod of Chalcedon (CB&5) in which the debate over Christ’s natures thiken
a decidedly linguistic and terminological turn (Bneier 1995:49). From Severus's two addresses to
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Nephalius, which unfortunately do not survive ieithentirety but which we know from Severus himsedre
written in Palestiné? we can reconstruct to a large extent the neo-@Halian position which Nephalius had
come to embracE. In the face of the determination of the two chammpi of the one-nature christology—
champions who had no equivalent on the Chalcedoside—dyophysites were almost forced into some
rapprochement (Moeller 1951:645). Thus characterdidtthe neo-Chalcedonian movement were the at®emp
to reconcile the two contentious formulae ‘from twatures’ and ‘in two natures’, and to show thatilGyf
Alexandria, who for Severus and his party was thehstone of orthodoxy, was in accord with Chalcedb
was precisely at this time th#orilegia were circulating which were intended to prove tGafil, the great
enemy of Nestorius, did not therefore have to hesiclered the enemy of two-nature christology ad, et
could be claimed as a witness in favdRage 11 of Chalcedon (Grillmeier 1995:22). When one luése
florilegia came into Severus’s hands while he was in Consetagle, he felt obliged to refute it in a work
entitled the Philalethes, or ‘Friend of Truth’, by which Cyril was meant. &@HhPhilalethesis a classic
christological work from the anti-Chalcedonian sid@&rillmeier 1995:23). Since #Horilegium is of its very
nature selective, it was Severus’s aim in this worlrove that, by selectively citing Cyril, the &tedonians
had made the great Alexandrian out to be a progooénthe two-nature christology. ‘The historical
development of Cyril was in fact so ambivalent th& works could be an common arsenal for contrary
christologies depending upon what one sought imth@rillmeier 1995:23), and it was precisely this
ambivalence that was to cause Severus from thist mri to take up his pen repeatedly to defend Gyril
understanding of Christ.

From the time before his episcopacy comes alsaiatyaf letters which demonstrate that Severus ahasady
building up the networks which were to stand hingood stead for the next thirty years. He was bjean
good terms with Constantine, bishop of Seleucisauria, an ally of Philoxenu$( 1.1), and with Solon, the
metropolitan of the same citysi( 1.2, 3). He had the ear of a group of patricie®is I{.1), and of secular
officials: John the tribuneSL V.1), Theodore the tribune and notaBL(X.3), Conon the silentiarySL X.4),
Oecumenius the count (Letter 1), and EupraxiusRimacas the imperial chamberlains (Letters LXVII,\\LIK).

In addition we find from this period letters to pople SL X.l, 2), giving evidence of a keen pastoral sense
which we are to encounter again in the letterstemitluring his episcopate and exile.

THE PATRIARCHATE (512-18)

For a long time we have wanted to partake of thiy Ntysteries.
Set our city free from the Council of Chalcedon!
Anathematize now this (council) which has turnesworld
(upside down)!

Anathematize now the council of the distorterstfaf faith)!

The cursed Council of Chalcedon!

The cursed omeof Leo!

Let all the bishops anathematize (it) now!

Who will not do so is a wolf and not a shephErBage12 According to the Syrian anti-Chalcedonian tiadit
these were the acclamations which greeted Sevenes \Wwe ascended the patriarchal throne of Ignatius
Antioch, after having been summoned, as Zachaedlh tis, from his monastery in Maiuma by Emperor
Anastasius\(ie 111). Severus’s election possibly took place ddovember 512 (Malalas 198€&hron. 16),
and it was followed by the ceremony of consecratiothe Great Church on 16 November, at which teelv
bishops, including Philoxenus, assisté@uring the ceremony, Severus delivered the fifsti® 125 Cathedral
Homilies, so-called because they were deliverecthftbe cathedraor episcopal throne in his role as bishop.
This homily survives in Syriac fragments and inomplete Coptic versionPQ 38/2:254-69), from which we
learn that the address was repeated two days aftgswn the sanctuary of the martyr Romanus in Daph
outside Antioch, because on 16 November many pespte prevented by the tumult and the shouting from
hearing its delivery’ This may indicate that not all residents of Antioslere as happy with Severus’s
accession as the acclamations in the Syriac toaditiould have us believe. The title of the hom#ypaeserved
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in the Syriac version reveals that the main top&swhe necessity of confessing ‘Christ out of tvatures, a
single Lord, a single Son, and not two naturesr dfte ineffable union’ RO 38/2:255). In expressions which
would become familiar to his new congregationshitoreaders and to opponents, the new patriarcoutheed
the madness of the new Jews; that is, those whmwdothe Council of Chalcedon, and who divided the
indivisible into two natures—for the word ‘two’ dislves unity and destroys the economy of salvatiR@
38/2:261-2). At the conclusion of the ceremony afsecration, Severus signed a declaration of faitiich
was witnessed by thirteen bishdfs.

While the depositions of Macedonius and Flaviarlsgehe end of the efficacy of théenotikonand
were followed by the exile of Chalcedonian bishapsergy and monks (Theophan€&€ron. AM 6004), in his
new role Severus was far from being uncontestedni$ito the influence of Philoxenus and the suppioitie
latter’s monks, the frontier area between Roman Reibian territory was staunchly anti-Chalcedonigme
situation in and around Constantinople was, howeprblematical, as the proffered abdication of Enop
Anastasius, just one day after Severus’s accedesidhe patriarchate, illustrates. In Palestine dedisalem,
there was vociferous opposition among Chalcedomanks and clergy to Severus’s consecration, pattay
later by Cyril of Scythopolis, who claims that ‘@eizing the patriarchate Severus exhibited greagliyr
towards those not iRagel3communion with him’, that he was arrogant angedebn imperial power, and that
he was a ‘destructive corrupter of sodfsin Syria Secunda, in such cities as Apamea anghapiia, where
Greek influence was strong, there was also oppositis the oral tradition reported by Evagriusifiest(HE
111.34).2° But there was trouble for Severus and his foll@xfeom a perhaps less likely quarter—the moderate
Chalcedonian or neo-Chalcedonian party, from wlemseiliatory ranks Severus’s next theological oppun
John the Grammarian, had just emerged (Lebon 1282)61n Cilicia, the problem which faced Severesvwof
quite a different kind: there the Antiochene thegadal tradition of Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore obpsuestia,
and Nestorius was still strong, and in the cityrafsus the name of Nestorius was still retainetthéendiptychs
and he was venerated as a maftyr.

The Hellenized city whose patriarchal throne Seseascended in 512 would have been largely
recognizable to Libanius and John Chrysostént. was a well-to-do city whose status rivalled Rgm
Alexandria and Constantinople, a fact which waswa@e of some pride for Libanius, but a cause ateon for
John and Severus. Situated on trade routes tootttle, south, east, and west, it was a prosperausecthrough
which many non-Antiochenes passed, including prgron their way to and from the Holy Land. As was|
being the capital of Syria, it was the administrathub for the secular diocese of Oriens, and énréturring
wars between the Roman and Persian empires, trat Etwhich had taken place between 502-5, ithesh a
base for military operations. The imperial familgdhat least one palace there, on the island i®tbates, and
perhaps another in Daphne (Downey 1961:641-6). inbtreasing imperial centralization in the late Roma
empire and the stationing in Antioch of imagister militum per Oriententhe commander-in-chief of the army
on the eastern frontier, and themes Orientiswho was responsible to the emperor for the eastercese,
meant that its citizens could experience perceivegerial oppression first-hand. The fiscal and ficial
reforms of Emperor Anastasius entailed further redimaition to execute them, such that imperialoddfs were
given extensive powers, and the city council wds ile the hands of a few rich families (Liebesclmet
1972:241). This perception was translated into mooee public disturbances during the fourth, fiftidasixth
centuries, the best known of which was that of 38fen an angry mob destroyed the imperial images an
statues in the city. As in other cities in the IRt@man empire, in Antioch public events connectéti gport or
entertainment often gave rise to violence. After @ouncil of Chalcedon in 451, these acts of putlisorder
acquired an additiondagel4 dimension, with manifestations of violence betw@roponents and opponents
of the council. Serious riots had broken out betweiecus factions in 494-5 and at the celebratibthe local
Olympic games in the hippodrome in July and Auda®t, during which churches and public buildings ever
destroyed (Downey 1961:504—7). During his patriatehSeverus was to rail repeatedly in his homédgainst
the Olympic games, indeed against the circus aadigpodrome as well. To some extent, physicathaied
from the polis but nonetheless engaged with it were numbers afastacs who lived in the hills around
Antioch, various manifestations of whose lifestylgsre already well attested to in the homilies ohrd
Chrysostom (Mayer 1998:275-88).



If Antioch was affluent, it was also certainly horh@ many poof® Although the archaeological
evidence from the reigns of Emperors Zeno and Asast (474-518) shows a major growth in the pradnct
of olive oil in the Belus region, east of Antiodddwney 1961:501-2), an industry that was presumabtiie
hands of wealthy Antiochenes, there is little havitience for increased affluence in Antioch itsEliom the
SyriacChronicleof Josua the Stylite (Ch. 44) we know that thees & widespread famine in 500/1 in the area
between Antioch and Nisibis, and in his first year patriarch Severus speaks in his preaching evars
drought around Antioch (Hom. XIXPO 37/1). The Persian War (502-5) would also have daignificant
impact on the city’s finances. Leaving aside thenatous passages in Severus’s homilies where hatexiie
congregations generally to almsgiving—these are nsonplace in the homiletic repertoire—we still find
specific mention of the poor and the sick. Theres Wwarassment of tenant farmers and their famihethe
hinterland of Antioch by owners (Hom. XIX0O 37/1:39, 41); similarly there were cases of richepple
dragging the poorer into court and having themiputons (Hom. CIII;PO 22/2); there were beggars in the
streets and market-place of Antiéttand specifically around the church of St Babyldsr. XXXIII; PO
36/3). Severus’s congregations are urged to givaeyojewellery and superfluous items of clothingthe
poor? It was the custom in Antioch during Lent to giwethe church clothing or pieces of linen which were
distributed by the protodeacon to the sick and peldwever, the patriarch’s congregations wereksen to
part with their possessions, as three differentihiesrtestify2°

The church of Antioch may not have been well-offtla time of Severus’'s accession: there are
numerous passages in his homilies and letters wieemmmplains of financial burdens. The affairshafPage
15 church bring more worry than profit, he says tHXXXVII; PO 36/3), and material worries make him
incapable of teaching (Hom. LIMPO 4/1). At one point, during a homily on the locaantyr Drosis (Hom.
CXIV; PO 26/3:301. 6-11), he reports that his congregdaimre expressed their displeasure at always hearing
the same homily on this feast-day, and at the samee an appeal for them to give money. The effeftthe
flourishing olive industry east of Antioch are rd#tectable in episcopal social welfare programmeke late
fifth and early sixth centuries: it may be that #eclesiastical turmoil in the area following theudcil of
Chalcedon had taken a financial tdllApart from one reference to the construction ofedl which Severus
financed by a loanSL 1.42:120), and the mention of a small gift whi@ gresented to a new monastesy. (
1.35:102-3)—in both places he points to the finahembarrassment of his see—there is no evidentzegdsse
during his patriarchate. The deposed Flavian, wis@werus accuses of corruption and simdsly 1.48:131),
may have had to resort to such measures to ensone degree of solvency for his see.

At the beginning of the sixth century, as there badn since Hellenistic times, there would havenbee
an affluent and influential Jewish community in Bch. Indeed, in the days of John Chrysostom le ldver a
century beforehand, it had made its presence felthe everyday life of the Antiochenes, includirge t
Christians. The cult of the Maccabees, for instamees attractive to Christians, as were the varidewish
festivals. John rails against those of his congregawho ‘Judaize’ or behave like Jews in certain
circumstances or at certain times of the year (Ab®ad Mayer 2000:148-9). However, we have littkedti
evidence for the activities of the Jewish commuditying Severus’s patriarchate. We do know thatlthwes, as
associates of the Blue circus party, were involvetthe riots at the time of the Olympic games if7 58nd that
their opponents, the Greens, attacked and plundbéeedynagogue in the course of the violence ahddki
many people. Adding insult to injury, the Greenacgld a cross on the burnt-out site, which lateaimecthe
martyrial shrine of St Leontius (Downey 1961:505-+8here Severus was to deliver Homily XXXVI. Thene
few factual references to Jews in Severus’s warkss are synonymous with unbelief and with theofedrs
of Chalcedon. One rare example of the concretathviich they posed to the self-identification oftébchene
Christians was their introduction of good-luck aets| which was greeted with displeasure by Sevgtos.
LXXIX; PO 20/2:321).

Possibly because of his own pagan background amdamiliarity Page 16 with paganism and its
adherents in Alexandria and Beirut, we find morearete references to pagan practices in Severuzksw
particularly in his homilies. However, as in theseaof the ‘Jews’, the question of the self-ideaéfion of
Antiochene Christians against their pagan fellotizens is pertinent to our interpretation of theéadalhe
theatre, the circus and the hippodrome are regdrgdélde patriarch on numerous occasions as ‘pagan’this
is commonplace in homiletic literature, and therappation by Christians of aspects of paganismcwhiad
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been traditionally associated with life in thelis can come as no surprise. We know from the chrenitbhn
Malalas, who would have been in Antioch during Ses®&s patriarchate, that several old Roman pagan
festivals—the Brumalia, the Consilia and the Felimuawere still celebrated thef€.Then, when in Homily
LXXII (Text 17 below) the patriarch berates as pagythose who accord angels such a degree of davibidad
they come close to worshipping them, as paganshypmmany gods RO 12/1:72, 73, 83), this is not a
denunciation of paganism per ga¢eDarling 1982:111).

In November 512, Severus assumed responsibilityaf@ee which included Isauria, Cilicia, Syria,
Phoenicia, Arabia and Mesopotamia. Since the a#trnof the Council of Nicaea in 325, it had been no
stranger to religious discord and, even at tim@seligious anarchy. From AD 330, Antioch had bésshby a
series of Arian or Arianizing bishops, some of whamre violent, and during the subsequent schisreezhby
the resistance of the Nicene bishop Meletius, witaioed John Chrysostom to the diaconate, there wer
fewer than four rival bishops (Downey 1961:412-44)the fifty years after the Council of Chalcedare find
similar unrest, beginning with the visit to theyoif the future emperor, Zeno, an anti-Chalcedomiash at that
stage (AD 469magister militum per Orientemin the company of a priest, Peter the Fuller, wheenhave
already met as the instigator of the addition ® Tmishagion hymn. With Zeno’s support, Peter aligtes
Chalcedonian patriarch Martyrius, and with the @idmported and local monks, and especially hisitamtdto
the Trishagion, set about building up anti-Chalecegaoism in the city and its environs. So troubleerevthe
ecclesiastical affairs of the city from this poiataround 488 that Peter was banished on four aepaccasions
(AD 469-70, 470-1, 475-6 and 484-8). One of hisl€&a@nian successors, Stephen, was murdered by anti
Chalcedonians in the church of the local martyridan, or Barlaha, being stabbed with sharp reetus$,hés
body was thrown into the river OrontesBoth Peter’'s successor, Palladius, who died in 498 Severus’s
predecessor, Flavidhagel7 (498-512), were moderate Chalcedonians who toiedake theédenotikonwork,
and for a time there was peace in the see of Amtiddis, however, was cut short by the agitatiohs o
Philoxenus.

Because the religious situation in Antioch was abtarized by its pluralism, it would be odd to thin
that other Christian groupings, in particular Nesiws or Nestorian-sympathizers, were not to badadere on
the accession of Severus, even if their numbers genall. Yet in the case of Nestorians, the pictsre
complicated by the fact that most of Severus’sregfees to ‘Nestorians’ are rhetorically coded tamé&nti-
Chalcedonians’. Thus, in the letter to Bishop Nicimanslated below (Text 19), the two would-beictewho
sailed west from Cilicia to be ordained by ‘Nesans’ were probably transferring to the Chalcedorsate
(pace Frend 1972:226). Severus’s complaint that the mBelagius had introduced a ‘Nestorian’ into the
monastery of the apostle Thomas at Seleucia hage tead similarly $L VII.4; 420-6). The case of Homily
LXIV, delivered on 29 December 514, which is a daration of Theodoret of Cyrrhus, that luminarytbé
Antiochene School and disciple of Nestorius, maydiferent: it was pronounced in a church in thevne
quarter of Antioch, where, in the words of theetitdf the homily, ‘these foxes of the Nestorian Bgrevere
sneaking in’ PO 8/2:313. 6-9). More significant among other Claistgroupings, at least among monastics in
and around Antioch, seems to have been the quretsement of Messalianism, whose adherents beligved
the inborn sinfulness of humanity, which could bradécated by ascetical practices and prayer uner t
guidance of the holy Spirit, rather than by the adstration of baptism. A synod had been held i® 39
Antioch itself to condemn this movement definitivéDowney 1961:417), but it lived on, even expetieg a
reformation at the beginning of the sixth centufgqolan 1999:113-14). Severus addresses one leftteis to
an archimandrite, Simeon, who had decided to outsohis monastic responsibilities and devote hifnsel
continual prayer L VI1.3:371-3). The patriarch also writes to AbbotaM near Tarsus, asking him to
renounce both Chalcedonianism and Messalian&nV(4:286—90). That Manichaeism was an additionetdo
to be reckoned with is demonstrated from the seraitempt which Severus makes in Homily CXXIIl &ute
its tenets point by point (Wallace-Hadrill 1982:832—

Such was the city whose spiritual and temporal eore were to occupy the outsider Severus for the
following six years. While the new patriarch waspidat politicking and lobbying, which his yearscasrt
theological adviser had put beyond doubt, and wiadadPagel8 had some brief administrative experience
running his own monastery in Maiuma, he was fired foremost a monk-theologian, probably unfamigth
directly catechizing laity, and he was a strangethe city of Antioch (Darling 1982:46). Even aatiolg to his
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close colleague Philoxenus, it was only gradudibt Severus rallied people to himsalétter to Abbot Simeon
of Teledal93:3-6).

Among Severus’s first official duties would haveehethe dispatch o$ynodikaor a letter to other
bishops containing the new patriarch’s professibfaith and a list of anathemas. The addressedsiofetter
then replied with their own professions of faithddists of anathemas, if they agreed to enter astmmunion
with him. Severus sent his letters to John of Atela (Letter XLVI; PO 12/1:321) with the aim of re-
establishing communion with Egypt, and to TimotHyConstantinople§L 1.27:88), who, although a moderate
Chalcedonian adhering to théenotikon,apparently subscribed to Severus’s list of anadsefde Halleux
1963:81 n. 38). Epiphanius of Tyre, brother of tleposed Flavian, refused to acceptdimeodika(Letter LI;
PO 12/1:325-6), as presumably did other ChalcedoniBrracts of these letters survive only in an Acab
translation. We have a good example of this pragtichesynodikawhich Patriarch Theodosius of Alexandria
sent on his consecration in 535, and Severus'y tept (Text 28 below°
The monk-patriarch began his reforms.

He sent away the scullions and cooks from the Ip'shpalace, with all the edibles they had prepared.
He overturned the baths which were there, likeGloel-loving kings Hezechiah and Josiah when theyetip
over the statues of Baal. He continued the haedhid had taken as a monk, in sleeping on the eantlo, baths,
in the long service of song, and in a diet of vagkds like the youths of Babylon, and buying rougid
common bread from the marketplace, such as bakstsroarily make for the poét.

Severus also took the usual step of ordering tir®val of the names of heretical bishops from theydhs in
Antioch and its environsSL 1.19:68), although, like Philoxenus, he was meas@nough not to insist on the
removal of the names of all Chalcedonians (de iH&lE963:87).

In April or October 513, together with Philoxentise new patriarch convoked a synod at Antioch to
ratify his election, to ensure anti-Chalcedoniatha@doxy and safeguard the anathemas on Chalcedbbear's
Tome,and to maintain ecclesiastical harméayUntil the work of de Halleux (1963:80-5) this syhwas
thought to have been held in Tyre in 5344l the aims of this meeting were realised, thusking good the
setback which the anti-Chalcedonians had suffer¢ldeasynod of Sidon two years previously. Theuoes of
the opponents of Chalcedon began to turn, partiguddter the deposition of Elias of Jerusalem &pt&@mber
516), the last of the patriarchal triumvirate onighhPhiloxenus and Severus had set their sights.nEmes of
the first-generation Alexandrian anti-Chalcedonjddisscorus and Timothy the Cat (Aelurus), werdémes] to
the diptychs (Frend 1972:228).

There was, however, trouble on another front, whwets eventually to contribute to the demise of the
anti-Chalcedonian party in 518. A substantial nunddeclergy in the eastern empire, led by Alcisbishop of
Nicopolis in Epirus, were in communion with Romegdahis arch-Chalcedonian party looked to Vitalithe
Thracian count, as its champion. Vitalian had sarttsl numbers of barbarian troops and close tigs Rome,
and was a supporter of Macedonius and the godsdflanian. A letter sent to Alcison by the monks of
Palestine towards the end of Anastasius’s reigadhdocuments the events leading up to the deposiof the
patriarchs of Constantinople and Antic®hAt first, Vitalian's demands were confined to thastern empire:
the restoration of the Trishagion doxology withdlé anti-Chalcedonian addition, and the reinstatenoé
Macedonius and Flavian. He marched unsuccessfoliganstantinople three times, in 513, 514 and*31%s
first repulse was commemorated by Severus in HoXXIV, delivered at the end of 513, where the
insurgent’s ‘impious’ name is associated with Jesoh, who ‘plotted rebellion against his mastd?O(
36/3:430-4). Vitalian’s final defeat was seen asaii-Chalcedonian triumph, celebrated by Sevearushymn
On Vitalian the Tyrant and on the Victory of theriShloving AnastasiugPO 7/5:710). Unsuccessful though
the Goth’s initiatives, both ecclesiastical anditaiy, had been, they nonetheless polarized thatdedbout
Chalcedon, on the one hand between East and Welstrathe other within the eastern empire itself.

In reading the letters which survive from Severysgriarchate, one has the impression of an ‘immelgrizusy
administrator attempting to right in a few yearsadders resulting from generations of neglect’ (Bre
1972:225). The patriarch complains that his wortlgmoverwhelming $L 1.23:92), but it is also clear that in
dealing with his administrative load he relied ola@e number of peopl&L VIIL5:379-80). One of these was
his own brother Peter, a priest, wRage20 was one of higpocrisarii or representatives in Constantinople,
having followed Severus there in 5(8.(1.1:11). Peter died, however, during his brothpdsiarchateL XI:
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461; 1.49:134-50). Relying on such infrastructusd Hs pitfalls, as Severus himself wryly commenisthing
is likely to impair the whole administration of g@who preside over a people (not only spirituahiadstration
but also political or any other kind whatever) saam as intercourse with those who are constantlly thiem
and serve them and are entrusted by them withsttimag cannot be entrusted to those witHdut.

Severus’s concerns, as expressed in his lettergeraiidely, from the conduct of episcopal elections
(e.g.SL 1.29:101) to matters as trivial as declaringitllitbe dismissal of a steward of church propertg dre
removal of keys by others while the local bishop tiying SL 1.30:106-7). In matters of process, such as
episcopal ordinations and the administration oflesiastical justice, we encounter a tidy and bussrike
mind, formed by legal training (Poggi 1986:65, 70).

Although Severus states in one of his letters eéortbblewoman Caesaria, translated below (Text 23),
that ‘one should not even offer an ordinary gregtm those who bring another doctrine and do nathehe
orthodox faith’, his position regarding Chalcedariavas somewhat more nuanced. In the same letter, h
acknowledges that those who occupy official posgidike Caesaria herself, may at times be requioebe
present at ceremonies in a Chalcedonian churdk:lé@gitimate for them on those occasions to ligtenhe
readings and prayers, as long as they do not comcaten

Severus felt responsible for the inclusion or &tigkof names from the diptyc5not only in his own
see but also in the churches of his suffragan psifeL 1.13:62). In regulating the ordination of a bishbe,
was involved in a personal way, having the castioig in an election procesSI(1.29:101). If problems arose
concerning the choice of an episcopal candidatejag Severus who referred the matter to the emparor
procedure perhaps facilitated by higocrisarii in the capital. Severus could prohibit a bishamfrperforming
ordinations outside his own district, unless th&hbp’s presence was necessitated by the ‘heredyieolocal
bishop GL 1.1:10). There are various references in therkettethe regular presence in Antioch of a numlber o
bishops who probably assisted Severus in the adtrarPage21 tion of the ecclesiastical couffsOn this
point, however, the evidence in the letters retey to ecclesiastical cases, rather than to sesuliéss being
brought before an episcopal court (thedientia episcopal)s in fact, the presbyter Julian of Tarsus, when
accused of profiteering from church property, staththe ecclesiastical court and dragged his cadbeto
secular courts, a fact which Severus reportedanidgister militum per OrienterfsL 1.40). At least in some
cases brought before the ecclesiastical courtsr8eveas personally involved.

The venality of Julian seems not to have beena@ated case. The letters are riddled with comments
the corruption of the clergy in Severus’s patriateh To be sure, as we have seen, the financée cee were
not robust when he came into office, and he compthithat Flavian, ‘the trafficker in all divine tigs’, had
been prepared to admit men to ordination for payni®h 1.48:131). As we read in the letter to the prefect
Timostratus, translated below (Text 19), Severus alao troubled by requests for ordination from mémo
were interested only in priestly vestments and dpesapported by the church. The problem of clerical
corruption seems indeed to have been endemic (Arenzt224-5).

A large amount of Severus’s time and energy wasctid towards ensuring that those for whom he was
responsible maintained a correct attitude to Claglemns, in particular those Chalcedonian clergy wished
to join the anti-Chalcedonian party. This ‘correxds’ (Greekakribeid) in canonical matters is typical of
Severus and is paralleled, as we shall see, bgrae@ness’ in doctrinal matters. Like Timothy Aels (the
Cat), Peter the Iberian and Philoxenus before I8everus believed that those who renounced Chalcedon
should not be subjected to the humiliation of réhmation or re-baptism, but should rather make #tevr
profession of faith and do penarieEven the former followers of the deposed Flaviaremreated in this
manner, a fact for which some blamed Severus atea tlate $L V.15:353). Severus could defend himself by
citing the actions of the first-generation anti-@eadonian, Timothy the Cat, who had practised tames
policies in order to avoid excessive zeal. In comdneg Timothy Severus writes:

Though these things seem contradictory to manyneeértheless their one purpose was the salvation o
those who had perished, and that those who stoadhtipnight not under the influence of immoderagalz
leave the royal road, and turn away to that whictather on the right sidéPage22

Like the letters written before his patriarchategse dating from 512-18 show the range of networks
which Severus had at his disposal, among them @eunf archimandritéé and groups of monks.Perhaps
because of his own monastic background and hisrexpe of administering his own monastery in Maiuma
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Severus seems to have taken a great interest iadthéistration of those monasteries under hisgliction.
His letters reveal something of the protocol whieldl developed in anti-Chalcedonian monastic estabkents
in Syria, partly evidenced by his exchange withabbot of the monastery of Simeon Stylites, traadid®elow
(Text 20). The archimandrite was in the first img& responsible for the monks; on all matters he wa
approached by the bishop; and the monks were dedtanly through the archimandrite. The bishop, éav,
laid down the law in matters of ordination, althbugyven here the formal consent of the archimanébit¢he
ordination of the monk was required. The receptibheretics into monasteries, the dismissal of nsaarkd the
supervision of the archimandrite also fell withiatparchal jurisdictio? While there is little or no direct
evidence of the administration of monasteries itigah itself or in its immediate vicinity, we haaecharming
story, related by John Rufus soon after Severugession, concerning public asceticism in the aitghe time.
John saw with his own eyes how an ageing man hagpsa tent outside the main door of a disusedcpala
Antioch, and lived there for many years. The mais aa anti-Chalcedonian, and his manner of life o@en
testimony to the spirit of asceticism fostered lky&us(Pler. LXXXVIII-LXXXIX: 140-8).

Both during and after his patriarchate, Severus mwagslved in an epistolary exchange with a certain
Sergius, an anti-Chalcedonian of exaggerated viesds, seems to have been influenced by Apollinadaas.
This correspondence contains three letters frongi@er followed by Severus’s three replies, andlffinan
apologiaby Sergius. The beginning of this exchange, narSelgius’s first letter, can perhaps be datedttr af
the synod of Antioch in 51% and it lasted until after Severus’s exile in 5T®rfance 1988:7). Since the
debate between the patriarch and his opponent awsef Sergius’s misconceptions and concerns ifeahn
christological terms, Severus’s letters are mdee tioctrinal treatises than most of the letterthanother two
collections.

On the basis of his 125 surviving homilies, Sevdras been called one of the greatest orators of the
early church (Olivar 1980:403). In many cases tlaegand date of delivery of these homilies havaedown
to us (Briére 1960:50—62). As well as in the Gi@hatrch inPage23 Antioch?® the patriarch preached in the
martyrial shrines and other churches in the cihe New Church (Hom. LXIV), the church of the Angel
Michael (Hom. LXXIl), the martyria of Babylas (Honxl), the Forty Martyrs (Hom. XVIII), Leontius (Hom
XXVII), Ignatius (Hom. XXXVII), Barlaha (Hom. LXXIl) and Julian (Hom. LXXV)! He also preached
outside the city, in a monastery (Hom. XXX), in &atia (Hom. XXVIII), Chalcis (Hom. LVI and LVII) ash
Cyrrhus (Hom. LVIII, LIX, LX), and in Aigiai (HomCX and CXI). From these homilies, we see a develope
cult of the saints, which could act as an antidotdhe pagan attractions which the city and everctiuntryside
still had to offer. The increasing importance dtet to the Mother of God is reflected in the detitbca of
Homilies XIV (Text 15 below) and LXVII to her undéhis title. Apart from the major feasts in theultgical
cycle, Severus also preached on the feasts ofpbstla Peter, Thecla, Antony of Egypt, Athanasarg] his
heroes Basil of Caesarea and Gregory Nazianzehoddh the number of catechumens in Antioch in tkih s
century could not have been significant, each péars patriarchate, Severus delivered a homiltheam on the
Wednesday of Holy Week (Hom. XXI, XLII, LXX, XC an@€lIX). The absence of any reference, in other
homilies preached in Holy Week and Easter Day, isoftwrther personal involvement with them, however,
seems to suggest that systematic catechesis wasdcaut by other members of his clergy. It is vonbting
that many of Severus’s homilies contain passagaisate uncompromisingly technical in their christptal
development, and that there is a harsher anti-€daltan tone present than that found in his letters

An energetic administrator and a gifted orator,e8es also put his poetic talents at the servicthef
patriarchate of Antioch. John of Beith Aphthonidyonor the rest has only scant information in hisgbaphy
for the years 512-18, relates that, on seeing t@ypeople of Antioch loved both secular and ecattsial
songs, Severus set about composing hymns. In @nyshe wooed them away from the theatre and bathketo
church. These hymns, John informs us, also taughitaheology, contemplation, correct dogma, thattie of
Scripture, good works and suffering (JBA 244-5).t# 365 hymns surviving from the ancient church of
Antioch, 295 are attributed to Severus (Honigma®51120). The patriarch was also a great liturdrsin him
we have a eucharistic liturgy surviving in Syriawa Coptic fragment; a rite for baptism transmdiite Greek,
Syriac and Coptic; and liturgical hymns, such@svionogeneswhich is still sung in Greek and Coptic
churchesPage24 As Severus’s patriarchate continued, it becabweoas that he was unable to influence the
largely pro-Chalcedonian areas of Palestine angsd&m, and that his former champion, Emperor Axsass,
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was too concerned about Vitalian and his barbar@ops to support the patriarch in Antioch (Bac51:287).
Patriarch Timothy of Constantinople died on 5 A@Eil8 and was replaced by John, a Cappadocian, who
formally condemned Chalced8f.For his part, Severus believed that John was rdthere desirous of
adopting a deceitful middle cours&L(VI.1:361). Soon after John’s installation, rumaourculated to the effect
that the new patriarch had anathematized Hgh V1.1:362)—a sign of impending trouble. When theschg
Emperor Anastasius died on 9 July 518 and was sdeckby the Latin-speaking Justin, a comrade cflidi,
the acclamations of the crowds to their patriarcionstantinople did not bode well either for tlagrigarch of
Antioch.

For many years we have wanted to take communion.

You are orthodox; of whom are you afraid?

You are worthy of the Trinity.

The holy Mary is the Theotokos.

You are worthy of the {patriarchal} throne.

The holy Mary is the Theotokos.

Long live the emperor; long live the empress.

Throw out Severus the Manichaean.

Whoever does not say so is a Manichaean.

Dig up the bones of the Manichaeans.

Proclaim the holy synod {of Chalcedon} néw.

The crowd continued, demanding the restorationhefrelics of the late Macedonius to the church, tred
despatch of the decrees of Chalcedon to Rome.

Severus’s days were numbered, but it was abowditallian, intent on avenging the disgrace of hisligeher
Flavian, who sought to undo him. The patriarch wasimoned to Constantinople to be tried or to hase h
tongue cut out—the sources do not agree (Honigmaba:142—-3)—but eventually Irenaeus, tbhenes Orientis

or count of the East, was charged with preventiegefis’'s escape from Antioch. Nonetheless, Severus
managed to get to the port of Seleucia Pieria, &lner took ship for Alexandria on 29 September (Measp
1923:70-1). After 518, no fewer than fifty-five baps were expelled from the patriarchate of Antioch
(Honigmann 1951:87PRage25

EXILE

On his arrival in Egypt, Severus was welcomed hyi&ah Timothy I\?° and went to the monastery of Enaton
outside Alexandria (LiberatuBrev.19), where the deposed bishop of HalicarnasslianJalso sought refuge.
After his flight, Severus was accused by the clefypntioch of the stock crimes of embezzlementysmring
with Jews and sorcery; a further, more origindegdtion was that he had removed gold and sihauss of
doves, representing the holy Spirit, which hungvebihie baptismal fonts and altars in his patriaeefaBoth
Severus and Philoxenus fell foul of accusationgcohoclasm regarding doves, but in Syria thesesbivdre
sacred to the goddess Aphrodite, and their remsivalild rather be seen in the context of stampirigpagan
practices?

In the capital, Emperor Justin, who was sympathetievestern interests, was keen to restore unity
between Pope Hormisdas and the East. On Easter lajarch 519, the emperor solemnly restored the
communion between Old and New Rome which had lapsdétle beginning of the Acacian schism. Justin’s
reign was to be characterized by the restoratiotaflcedon, close ties with the Wesand persecution of
anti-Chalcedonians (Michael the Syrig@hron. 1X.13). The exception to the persecution was Egwgtich
remained immune (Zach. RHE VIIL5), although Severus describes it as unitgdiast Leo’sTomeand
Chalcedon $L V.11:328). The forced exodus of anti-Chalcedoriemops from their sees occurred on a large
scale: the Syriac chronicles record the names fof-tivo banished bishops—and this is an incomplete
catalogue because it does not include, for exarntipgename of Severus (Honigmann 1951:146-8). Marlyeo
exiles looked for a safe haven in Egypt, althoughger followed them wherever they went, as Sevelagers
testify, and a safe passage always had to be gearhii they were summoned to Constantinople. Fopart,
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Philoxenus was exiled to Thrace, to be kept undereslance by a Chalcedonian bishop until his deat523
(de Halleux 1963:93-8).

Severus was to spend the next twenty years in.dkilgas a difficult and dangerous period for him.
Nobody knew where he was living except those wiougint him the necessities of lif8l( V.12:339); he was
forever on the move, sometimes changing his abdaswome news reached hi8lL(/.12:341); and even for
those who did know where he was, access appedravi® been possible only through certain offici@g (
VIII.5:415). Despite the isolation, however, thepbsticated networks which he had established defare
Page26 his patriarchate ensured that he was kept irddrai events and that he could be reached by.|&tter
volume of post could in fact be overwhelming:

During the whole time of summer, and that thoudtave been hiding in corners, | have never ceased
being worried by constant letters from men who aniaus ways ask different questions at differemies, and
beg to have now scriptural expressions, now daitriheories explained to them. Also the lonelinegs
solitude, and the fact that | have not men at hanslerve as scribes when | want it in additionhite other
things hinder me from writing'

The lack of books was also a serious concern foeiss (Letter XXXIV;PO 12/2:276). Yet his years
in exile were to be extremely productive ones rmieof sustained theological writing, both agathst Council
of Chalcedon and its proponents and against em@gbers of his own party

Despite the fact that he was in exile in Egyptréh&as no suggestion that Severus had abandored eit
the duties of his patriarchate or the anti-Chalcgémio cause. He continued to administer his diotrese exile,
while his successor, Paul, nicknamed ‘the Jew’, enlifi@ difficult for anti-Chalcedonians (519-21h 521,
there were widespread expulsions of monastics framasteries in Syria. Most of these seem to hameveual
in desert areas, and it was incumbent on Severgsrttnue to give such groups advice and solaca s
distant exile. This appears to have been done girthe offices of two priest-archimandrites, baéilerd John,
to whom a number of letters is addressed from S&i@exile>® These men, whose whereabouts are uncertain,
seem to have assumed Severus’s responsibilitiehéoanti-Chalcedonian churches in Syria: nor cam gn
your part avoid doing everything in the capacitymof representatives. For, what you do, that mehjustly
reckon to me; for all, both brothers and strangeao#h friends and enemies, know clearly that | vl are one,
as in fact we arg®

With regard to Palestine, it seems that Severusre@esented by a certain Theodore, who may have
been the archimandrite of Severus’s former monasteRomanus near Gaza (Honigmann 1961:152 n.2¢. O
of Severus’s letters is addressed jointly to the 8ehns andPage27 Theodore {Letter XXVII (CXVI);PO
12/2:248-59}. During his patriarchate, Severus had to struggle with low numbers of committed anti-
Chalcedonian clergy; in his exile, his concern nhaste been that there was little opportunity amibreganti-
Chalcedonians of the diaspora to have canonicatlgined priests or bishops. The persecution wagathst
anti-Chalcedonians by the successors of Paul theBephrasius (521-6), who perished in the gredheaake
in Antioch in 526, and more especially Ephrem (5%} would have exacerbated the problem. Only the
ordaining of a rival clergy and hierarchy afte630 was to resolve this situation.

About the time that Severus was returning to Maidnoan Constantinople in 511, a presbyter and
grammarian, John of Caesaréaomposed aApology for the Synod of Chalced@PG 6855), demonstrating
a more structured approach to the topic than thaid in Nephalius’s work of the same name. Like iNgipis,
John was motivated by the neo-Chalcedonian movenreparticular his aim was to reconcile Severud his
party to the Council of Chalcedon, using Cyril las basis for argument. John’s work is mostly loaig, but its
argument can largely be reconstructed from Sevematiuttal of it, provocatively entitleéigainst the Impious
Grammarian, which does not survive comple¥e Perhaps because of his patriarchal workload, Bsiger
treatise was published only in 519, after his déjmws In one of his letters, he explains that teeposition of
his refutation was hindered by his having to chastihtroduction to the work in such a way thabiKed as if it
had been written while he was still patriarch oftidoh (Letter XXXIV; PO 12/2:276), and thus still a legally
recognized citizen of the empire. The enterprise alao made difficult because of the lack of resesir It was
a very difficult task and needed a great storecafds, and it was so to speak difficult for me toreot, because
| am moving from place to place, and | have notrgwbere at hand fitting testimonies and demonstreti
from the Scriptures. For | thought it right to meet only the lamentable babblings of the grammmardat also
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the whole web of impiety contained in what was miedi and done by way of innovation at Chalcedonhiey t
synod which met there, and the impious Tome of LeG®

As previously mentioned, Severus’s exchange oéretvith the exaggerated anti-Chalcedonian Sergius
was not completed until he was in exile. From th&-@halcedonian side, too, there how emerg§age28
another irritating menace for Severus in the shapehis former ally Julian, the deposed bishop of
Halicarnassus. The two had met in Constantinopiengiseverus’s stay there and had acted in coagainst
Patriarch Macedonius (Theod. LeddE, fr. 484). They found themselves together agaithatmonastery of
Enaton in Egypt after Julian’s flight from his s@e518. Julian’s thesis was that, even before #@seinrection
the body of Christ was incorruptédphthartos)and incorruptible, a position that to anti-Chalweidns and
proChalcedonians alike was alarmingly close to tfi&utyches and the docetists. The movement wasfibre
known by its opponents as aphthartodocetism. Frbouta520 to 527, there was a protracted, vehenmht a
voluminous debate between the two exiled bishopsng and after which Severus did not succeed ashing
the embarrassing influence of the Julianists. Th@luence did indeed live on, particularly in Egyand
Armenia.

In 527, after acting for several months as co-regeth his uncle, Justinian became emperor. His &@s to
ensure orthodoxy, and unity between Chalcedoniadsaati-Chalcedonians, and he realized that thpstif
Severus was essential for the latter. His con3twpdora, was openly sympathetic towards anti-@uolalioians
and engineered the appointment of anti-Chalcedsrtiatkey positions. Bg. 530, after more than a decade of
persecution, the anti-Chalcedonian church, pagrtyin Syria, was suffering from a dearth of cletbat even
the energetic Severus and other exiled bishops imeapable or unwilling to make good. When Johella

in the district of Osrohoéne in east Syria beganotdain anti-Chalcedonian clergy, the response was
overwhelming?® A separatist and independent church was borninfarstsubsequently relaxed the persecution,
and in 531 recalled exiled monks (ps.Zach. Ri, X.I). The following year, he granted safe passegsix
anti-Chalcedonian bishops living in the desergnable them to go to Constantinople to negotiatiesiastical
unity with six Chalcedonian bishops. Severus was alvited, but excused himself because of his acka
age. In declining the imperial invitation, he wratéong letter to Justinian, translated below (TZX, in which
he defended himself against accusations of stirdpgsedition by distributing large amounts of morney
Alexandria, and attacked Julian and his teaching.have detailed minutes of parts of these ‘contierss of
532 (Grillmeier 1995:232-40), which were inconclgsilt was in the course of the discussions thatathti-
Chalcedonians appealed in support of their chogioll position to the authority of Dionysius theeApagite
(ACO IV/2:172-3), behind whose name lurked a contenmgo®grian monk whom Severus wBage29 the
first to cite (Text 26). Justinian, who had presideer a session of the talks, responded by pubtisin edict

in the following year Codex Justinianud.1.6), in which he set out a statement of corfatth, without,
however, mentioning either Chalcedon or Treene.In winter 5 34/ in response to repeated invitations from
Justinian which may have been prompted by Theo@&®eerus finally went to Constantinople, accomphbig

a large group of anti-Chalcedonians, and took splesce in one of the imperial palaces (ps.Zach, Hh IX.

15, 19). He probably did not hold out much hopa auccessful outcome, for he supposedly remarkiatebe
leaving Egypt: Don't be deceived. In the lifetimietioese emperors no means of peace will be fountdsdo that

| do not appear to hinder or oppose it, | will goough with heartsearchings. | will return withartything
accomplished?

Soon after Severus’s arrival in the capital, Tinyotf Alexandria died, and Theodora successfully
replaced him with the deacon Theodosius, a membeBeverus’'s party, who was almost immediately
challenged by Gaianas, a follower of JulfarSeverus received and replied to Theodosiggi®dikain the
capital. Patriarch Epiphanius of Constantinopleldieon after Timothy of Alexandria, and was reptblog the
ascetic Chalcedonian, Anthimus, who had been phrthe ‘conversations’ of 532. Here too Theodora
intervened, bringing the influence of Severus tarkmn the new patriarch, who was not long in emhgathe
anti-Chalcedonian position and entering into comimurwith Severus and Theodosius (ps.Zach. Rik,
IX.21). This anti-Chalcedonian ascendency was hotyever, to last long. Theodosius was driven out of
Alexandria by the Julianist faction on 24 May 53%ératus,Brev. 20) and went to Constantinople, where he
lived in exile until his death in 566; Anthimus wdsnounced to Rome by Palestinian and Syrian manks
was forced to withdraw. Severus was left. Not etlem patronage of Theodora could withstand therelga
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between Justinian and Pope Agapetus, an allianeehwitad as its basis the orthodoxy of Chalcedona At
Home Synod in Constantinople in May—June 536, Antld and Severus were condemned. Severus was
accused of being an ‘acephalist’, a Eutychian akthaichaean, of performing uncanonical baptismhafling
unlawful assemblies, and of having been a paganrgfoe 1988:23 n. 33). The decision of the synod wa
ratified in August of the same year by imperialotdihe persons of Anthimus and Severus and théawers
were declared exiled, and the works of Severus emnéd Page30

With the help of Theodora, Severus fled once moregypt (John EphRO 2/3:302), where he lived in
various places in the desert, including Kellia, ttoaf Alexandria (John EphRO 2/3:300), Scetis, and the
mountain of Assiut, where a monastery was nameat &ftm. He died in the town of Xois (Sakha), edst o
Alexandria, on Monday, 8 February 538, just twoslafter John of Tella. His body was transferred &iter
date to the Monastery of Glass at Enaton (Honigni®@%1:154 n. 3). The cult of Severus became wigegpr
in Egyptian monasteries and intellectual centrdsere he was venerated not as a miracle-worker ouhex
greatest theologian of the one-nature christofSgyp. Syria too, he was an object of special devotasithe
religious hymns composed on him by his biograplehn of Beith Aphthonia, and others tesfifyAfter
Severus’s death, Theodosius became the acknowldegeer of the anti-Chalcdeonian party, directinfyjam
Constantinople for the next thirty years. It washarch with a depleted episcopate and clergy, eb@osius,
like Severus, was reluctant to jeopardize possbldesiastical unity by establishing a rival hiergrIn 542,
however, when the Arab leader al-Hareth approadimesdora asking for two anti-Chalcedonian bishapse
consecrated for the critical border areas with iBemsvents took a significant turn. Jacob Baradasas
consecrated for Mesopotamia and Syria, and Theddowrabia and Palestine. Both bishops began ondgi
men to the priesthood and to minor orders; it wag 0. 557 that they progressed to the consecrationsbiolpis
and metropolitans (Grillmeier 2002:197-200). Jasdbhg career (542-78) left its mark on the postefan
church, which came to be called Jacolitage31

2
SEVERUS’S THOUGHT

TRANSMISSION
The condemnation of Severus’s person and worksheyimperial edict of 536 effectively put an endthe
transmission of his works in Greek, with the exgapbf numerous fragments preserved¢atenae(chains of
guotations), in Homily LXXVII, which was transmitleunder the name of Gregory of Nyssa or Hesychius o
Jerusalem, or in the works of his opponents afi®dBath, such as that of the monk Eustathitssiaumber of
the fragments found in theatenaehave been published, most recently by Dorival @d Petit (1999), both
of whom can be consulted for previous literaturtsoAtransmitted fragmentarily in Greek is the w@éntra
Felicissimum(CPG 7032), which survives as well in Syriac fragments.

The chief medium through which we know Severus’skaads the Syriac tradition. The indefatigable
Paul, bishop of Callinicum on the Euphrates, whke ISeverus, was exiled in 518, spent his years in
banishment in Edessa translating many of the wofkSeverus into Syriac. Before 528, he had traedlat
Severus’s voluminous works against Julian of Hafiaasus (Briere 1960:17); he was also responsibléhé
Syriac rendition of the Cathedral Homilies, whidteived a revision by Jacob of Edessa in AD 701s It
possible too that he undertook the translationSeferus’s correspondence with Sergius (Torranc8&:198
and the tractate against John the Grammarian. Sdtect Lettersvere translated into Syriac by the priest
Athanasius of Nisibis in 669 (Brooks 1903: x), whiso translated th&d Nephaliumwhile the hymns and
liturgical works were rendered into Syriac by PaliEdessa (later revised by Jacob of Edessa). ranslator
of thePhilalethesremains unknown to us. The Coptic tradition presgmany fragments in exegeticatenae
{see CPG 7080 (18)}: Severus's first Cathedral HomflyHomilies XIV, XXVII, L, LX, LXXVII and CIII.
However, the Coptic versiodAage32 of the Cathedral Homilies reflects another tradifrom the Syriac. Four
letters {LPG 7071 (9, 12-14)}, and prayer€RG 7078) also survive in Coptic. Two letters have eatown to
us in Arabic PG 7071 (15-16)}, and recently Youhanna Nessim Ydussscovered two manuscripts
containing the Arabic translation of tRdilalethes(Youssef 2001a).
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In some cases the same work is preserved in mam dne tradition. A good example of this is
Severus’s letter to the deacon AnastaSiaG 7071 (12)), which is preserved in Syriac, Cop¥iossef 2001b:
126-36), and Arabic, and partially in Greek. In tBgriac version, we find more biblical and Patdsti
guotations than in the Coptic and Arabic. The Acabiin fact a literal translation from Coptic. Bahe Coptic
and Arabic versions have come down to us througtugical book dedicated to the feast of Zachartilé
priest, the father of John the Baptist, while tlyei& is preserved in the corpus of Severus’s fettéoussef
notes that the Copto-Arabic tradition caters fgeaeral public who attended church, while the $yisaaimed
more at a scholarly audience.

From the Copto-Arabic tradition is derived an Efhe which is relatively unknown and is being
investigated by Witold Witakowski. While it doestreeem that all of Severus’s writings were traeslanto
Ethiopic, those that were apparently became quprilar, because there is a substantial number ntistaipts
containing them. We do not have Ethiopic transtetiof Severus’s major polemical works: before Youtza
Nessim Youssef s discovery of Arabic versions efRhilalethes,this situation was not surprising because it
was assumed that there were no Arabic versionsreiimd Ethiopic literature was simply repeating plattern
of its parent. By searching manuscript catalogWésakowski found six works or groups of works ditried to
Severus: two homilies, one of which is not autheritvo prayers, extracts supposedly from variousksjoand
a homily or treatise by or on Severus. The extrtwas so far have been matched against the Syaddion
betray a non-literal translation technique, andptw a model different from that used by the Sytranslators.

REHABILITATION

While Severus continued to be revered in the ti@wtof the Syrian, Coptic, Arabic and Ethiopic athes, the
sentence of condemnation passed on him in 536 wasraaching and endurindggmnatio memoriaén the
Byzantine and Byzantine-influenced churches as wsllin Page 33 the West. The Chalcedonian monk
Eustathius, writing in the middle of the sixth aamyt called him ‘the double-tongued snake’ and ‘toeible-
headed fox’. Edward Gibbon gave him the title ‘tiiant of Syria’. The French church historian Magseur
Louis Duchesne (1925:99-100) accused him of haaingld and fanatical soul and of continuing a regbde
schism, which it would have been easy for him tdigate if he had wanted. Branded as ‘monophysites’,
Severus and his followers were thus connected thighinfamous Eutyches, who supposedly taught that t
union of the two natures, divinity and humanity,Ghrist results in &ertium quid,consubstantial neither with
God nor with human beings.

Although several of Severus’s works were printedl@basis of Syriac manuscripts in the Vatican by
the orientalist Joseph Assemani in the eighteeatiiucy, it was not until the twentieth century thatst of the
patriarch’s known works surviving in Syriac werebpshed. Perhaps the greatest catalyst for this tvas
Belgian scholar, Joseph Lebon. It was suggestée@lion by Jean-Baptiste Chabot, the editor and latorsof
the massive Syriac chronicle compiled by the Jdegmatriarch Michael the Syrian in the twelfth aewgt that
he should edit and translate the theological wark¢he eleventh-century Syrian ‘monophysite’, Nosraf
Nisibis. Once he had embarked on this project, wewd_ebon realized that Nonnus’s christology waasfifom
heretical, and he felt obliged to return to theistbfogical developments in the period 451-543, iwhibe
figure of Severus of Antioch cannot be sidesteppée. result was his 1909 monograph of some 600spage
historical, literary and theological study of onature christology according to Severus of Antiocabon’s
conclusions were decisive for the rehabilitation S#verus: he found unmistakeable similarities betwe
‘monophysite’ christology and the christology of iCyof Alexandria. ‘The monophysite doctrine of the
incarnation’, he wrote adamantly, ‘even and partarly in the sdentific form which was given to yt Severus,
is nothing other than Cyrillian christology. Severin combat with the grammarians is Cyril explagiand
defending himself after the union of 438ebon 1909: XXI: italics in originalj.Lebon pointed out (1909:
XXI1-XXII) that Cyril could not be called a monophie because he died before the Council of Chalcedod
that this was the only reason that he escapedathe ivhich was subsequently attached to Severushisnd
followers. The christology of the anti-Chalcedorsas thus a verbal monophysitism, where the hypiosta
union in Christ receives an orthodox expressioformulae which stress the unity of the natureyemathan in
the two-nature formula of the definition of Chaloed
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The publication of editions and translations of &eg's works throughout the twentieth century
followed. The availability of his dogmatic, homilgtepistolary and liturgical compositions helpeddund out
the existing portrait from historical sources ahdw him as a significant figure in his various semonastic,
political, theological, episcopal, pastoral andiriiical—during four decades. It is to a consideratof the
works and their contents that we now turn.

SEVERUS’'S THOUGHT

For Severus, as for the anti-Chalcedonians in gén&hen speaking christologically there existyrosiymity
between naturéphysis),hypostasis, and pers@orosopon)He even points out that because of their derinatio
the termsousia (substance)physis, hypostasiandhyparxis(existence) do not différin other wordsphysis,
when used christologically, is not an abstractiaut, refers to the one concrete individual, the inate Word.
Thus Severus considers it an impossibility for €Cadbnians to confess two natures if they do nofessntwo
hypostases and persons as well.

There are three aspects to the process of incamas understood by anti-Chalcedonians: before the
incarnation, the act of incarnation, and the resdilthe incarnation. Before the incarnation, thare two
elements from which is Christ, namely the Word ancertain human being. Whereas the former existed f
eternity, the human being never existed separatilit-had, we would have to speak of two separatires,
hypostases, or persons in Christ (Lebon 1951:46328) The humanity is, however, intellectugiy theoria)
considered as existing, in order for the incarmatmbe thought of as a unignenosisor synthesispf divinity
and humanity. As such, the humanity is, as it warenental construction, and the duality of the resu
disappears with the union.

In the second aspect of the process, the act afrnation, the emphasis in Severus is on the union
effected, and the terms used for this act of urfif@nosis)are a union of natures or a hypostatic union. This
union is a new state of the Logos, who, as Sevsays, ‘is believed immutably and without changéawe
become a child, while he remained that which he aras did not change or convert that which he topléu
The union of the two natures, i.e. of the two hypsss, is seen as a mystery, but a mystery whatdhes its
fulfillment by a process (Lebon 1951:437 with n),4dince, like human beings, the body of the Loigoférst
conceived, then formed and endowed with a soul. péeuliarity of this union, as Severus stipulatgs b
recapitulating Cyril, is thatPage35 the hypostases are in composition and are pevidwout diminution, but
refuse to continue an individual existence so dsetmumbered as two, and to have its own persoresspd
upon each of them, which a conjunction of honounea possibly dd.

Furthermore, the two hypostases united in Chrigélan iconic relationship, each reflecting the othre
a different level of reality (Chesnut 1976:15). liéhhowever, the divinity and humanity are unitegeparably,
Severus strenuously and repeatedly denies thdbtbe of this union demands a confusion or mixtmexis)
(Chesnut 1976:18): indeed, a mixture of the twaures is impossible, because they represent twerdiit
levels, the suprasensual and the perceptiieorder to guard against mixture and confusi@yeBus took over
from Cyril the termsynthesis(composition) and its cognatésta synthesirand synthetos,and used them
systematically to exclude a mixture of natures;asbe seen in his second letter to Sergius.

The most common formula used by the anti-Chalcedmnto express the result of the incarnation is
‘one incarnate nature of God the Wo(diia physis tou Theou Logou sesarkomer@)sidered by them to have
a Patristic pedigree, whereas in fact it deriveanfrthe (ps.)Apollinarian writings through the imtexdiary of
Cyril of Alexandria. Severus, who seems first tovénaxploitedsynthesissystematically as a synonym for
henosis,employs as well the expressions ‘a single comeasdture’(mia physis synthetognd ‘composite
Word’ (Logos synthetogGrillmeier 1995:126-8). ‘One nature of God the/aelates to the Logos; the word
‘incarnate’ introduces the incarnation. Since fav&us the humanity in Christ has no independeattist
(Torrance 1988:89), the ‘one nature’ of Christhattof the Word. Because the formula was origindifgcted
against Nestorianism, its insistence on the unithe individual is natural, as are the concertdédnapts to
dismiss any suggestion of duality. The anti-Chabceahs assert that in Christ there is one natune, o
hypostasis and one person; there is also said tonkewill (thelesis/thelemaand one activityenergeia)
(Chesnut 1976:17). Severus characterizes the umittmrespect to activity as ‘a single activity dfet God-
human’(mia physis theandrike® term adapted from ps.Dionysius the Areopag#é was to play a significant
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part in the monenergist and monothelite controesrsi the following century (see Text 26 beld\ihe union
of the two natures in Christ is understood strigtlythe sense of numerical unity. Thus the fornialaingle
double nature(mia physis diple)which is attested in the works of Fathers befdnal€zdon andPage36 could
have provided a useful modification to the stritierpretation of ‘one nature of God the word inedefy is
rejected out of hand by Severus, on the grounds dftar the Nestorian controversy, ‘double’ waspct Ad
Nephalium1.2:3-5). While their insistence on the strictaimin Christ led the anti-Chalcedonians to reject
expressions such as ‘two natures’ or ‘in two nauoé the Chalcedonian definition as being Nestaria was
equally the case that the Fathers, including Chiall also used dyophysite expressions. Both Philoxand
Severus admit this, but Philoxenus defends therthergrounds that they used the expression ‘tworestto
convey a truth about the incarnation (de Halleu&3t979-80), and Severus points out that the Fatisad the
term correctly, not in the sense that the Chalceshsnuse it. Severus adds, however, that afteadvent of
Nestorius the term is better avoidetd(Nephaliuml.2:1-9). Although in his first Cathedral Homilg kalaims
that the word ‘two’ destroys the econonBB( 38/2:261.33-263:1), in the face of increasing aations from
Chalcedonians that emphasis on the one natureviesahixture and confusion of divinity and humanity
Christ, he followed the example of Cyril and adedtttwo natures ‘in thought' or ‘in contemplation’
(theoria/kat'epinoian)

For his part, Philoxenus admits the expressiomiftavo natures’ as a concession to the dyophydités,
on the understanding that the two natures had me to exist (de Halleux 1963:380 n. 7). Once again,
Severus’s handling of this expression is charastterin that he follows Cyril's interpretation of as being
tantamount to ‘two natures in contemplatigdyo physeis en theorig)l.ebon 1951:525-7), and sets the tone
for his successors. He points out that Nestoriusnséd the formula ‘from two’, which confirms the
composition and establishes one hypostasis andenafuthe Word incarnatéEp. 2 ad Sergiumjorrance
1988:179). Unlike Timothy Aelurus and Philoxenugv&us, returning once again to the arsenal of the
Cyrillian vocabulary, uses the expressions likeofyarty’ or ‘propriety’ (idiotes), ‘physical quality’ (poiotes
physike),and ‘difference in physical qualitytliaphora os en poioteti physike) convey the preservation of the
qualities of the two natures in the union. Thesem$e were for him useful correctives to extreme
monophysitism, that is, to Synousiast or Eutyctpasitions, such as that adopted by Sergius the rgeaian.
Against Sergius, Severus asserts that the divamty the humanity in the Emmanuel are not only cetep}
different, but are distant from each other and s#paas well. But when union is professed fromtthe of
them, the difference, again in the quality of tladunes from which there is the one Christ, is nppsessed, but
by the hypostatid®®age37 union division is driven ougfp. 1 ad Sergiumjorrance 1988:149). Unlike Leo in
his Tome,Severus does not assign these physical qualitiasparticular nature—this would lead to dissolving
the economy. Julian of Halicarnassus, however, ibom the unity of Christ always remained in the
foreground, did not accept as legitimate the teahoigy of ‘property/propriety’ or ‘physical qualitDraguet
1924: n. 61, 62) because their use was tantamaudividing Christ himself into two natures (Grillinee
1995:94-5). For the relation between human andndiproperties, he preferred to use the expression
‘undifferentiated difference(diaphora adiaphoros)The Severan terminology was, however, not adopyeal|
anti-Chalcedonians.

Among the anti-Chalcedonians in general, the emgpluassynthesis and henosis over agagetpheia
(conjunction) leads to an insistence on the facisCh body is his own by birth from the virgin.i# only if the
Theotokos is truly the mother of the one she gavéh lbo that he can be substantial with her, anehth
consubstantial with all humankind. In Severus’sagor

If anyone says that the flesh of the Lord desceriided heaven or passed through the Virgin as thmoug

a channel, and describes it not rather as fromirhaccordance with the law of conception, evenorihfed
without man, he is condemned. Neither the conceptiar the birth from Mary, nor the dealings withniran
beings, nor cross, tomb, resurrection from the daacdension into heaven happen according to appesgraut
all according to truth: for we needed real heallmegause we had really sinred.
Hence Mary’s true maternity is soteriologicallygreat significance. However, we shall see thatSeverus’s
opponent Julian of Halicarnassus the fact that Mmye birth to God necessitates some qualificadiothis
true maternity: the virginal conception and birtragantee the superiority of Christ’s body from thement of
its conception (Grillmeier 1995:109).
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For Severus, as for the anti-Chalcedonians in généne union of the two natures in Christ is
intrinsically redemptive, and thus the preservatbthe human nature in the union is a soteriolaignecessity
In this sense, the incarnation is, according toeBes; a ‘second divine creation’ (Hom. LI?O 4/1:56).
Despite the orthodox language in which such sdtagical principles are enunciated by Severus ainrot
monophysites, it is difficult to escape the impiresghat it was not only Julian of Halicarnassusoviaelieved
that, while Christ was @age38 true human being, he was not an ordinary one.ifterpenetration of the two
natures results in a dominance of the divine natutBe union, and the exchange of properteesnmunicatio
idiomatum) seems one-sided. Time and again Severus, likel, tresses the voluntary nature of the
submission of the Logos to the human condition.

If he sometimes permitted his flesh by dispensatmmndergo the passions proper to it, he did not
preserve its property undiminished: for in manytanses it is seen not to have undergone the thaigsh
manifestly belong to its nature; for it was uniteche Word, the Maker of natute.

This ‘possession’ by the Logos leads to an ambygait only in the sphere of the passions, as
evidenced in Severus’s debate with Julian, but aisthat of activity(energeia),will (thelema/thelesisand
knowledge(gnosis)in Christ. For all that, however, Severus conagiwé the union of natures as continually
dynamic and adaptative (Torrance 2000:185).

3
SEVERUS’S WORKS

AD NEPHALIUM

We have already encountered the ex-anti-Chalcedofiexandrian zealot Nephalius and his harassmént o
Severus in Palestine before 508, when Severus weonstantinople to seek the protection of Emperor
Anastasius. Nephalius, we have seen, followed pigoent there. While in the capital, he wrote aknaalled
Defence of ChalcedofCPG 6825), which is lost to us except for quotationsSeverus’s rebuttal of it.
Compared with his tone in the letters to Sergiud his writing against John and Julian, Ad Nephalium
Severus is polite and generally non-personal: eévien significant that his refutation of Nephalisientitled not
‘against (Greekkata) Nephalius’ but ‘to (Greek pros) Nephalius’ (Grikier 1995:48). As the title of his work
suggests, Nephalius set out to corroborate tha@itdeh of Chalcedon, first by composing a florilagi, which
apparently included Gregory Nazianzen, John ChtgsosProclus and Cyril (Grillmeier 1995:48), andaed

by an attempt to reconcile the expression ‘outvad hatures’ and ‘in two natures’ by speaking ofited
natures’.

Severus’s reply to Nephalius was divided into tvaotg the first of which is almost completely lost
except for fragments in the writings of the patids next opponent, John the grammarian, and tdengrof
Severus’s work itself. From these fragments we remonstruct that Nephalius had argued in favouthef
definition of Chalcedon that some of the Fatheis ised the expression ‘two natures’. Even if wecede this,
runs Severus’s argument, they did not use it irstrese that Nephalius intended: in the face offtreat of the
‘gabbling’ Nestorius, the expression was rejectgiril as a remedy against christological sicknessl even
if, conjecturally, the term were to be found in galier works of Cyril, this would not be convingieither Ad
Nephaliuml.1). After the demise of Nestorius, it was alddage 40 reprehensible to say that Christ was
‘double’ (diplous),even if Gregory Nazianzen used the term, as he tiieeexpression ‘God the Word assumed
the human being’ against Apollinaris, which likearisecame suspicious after Nestorius. While Nepsand
his supporters apparently gave Severus some ledwagonceding that, in the fight against Eutyches,
Chalcedon had employed ‘blunt’ words, the anti-Cadbnian was not prepared to give ground.

The second part of thied Nephaliums addressed to Nephalius and ‘to the same pedpbeassert that
Christ is to be recognized in two natures afteruhien, and add the phrase “which are united andiivaled™
(Ad Nephaliumll.8:26-8). Here, Severus repeatedly uses Cydicsum ‘Leave off dividing the natures after
the union’, taken from the five books against Nes&) and adduces citations from the ‘hereticaledthoret,
Andrew of Samosata, and other Antiochenes to detraaashow close they are to the two-nature chogfpl If
one is serious about not separating the naturegr@e maintains, then there should be talk nowofunited or
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undivided natures after the union, but of one mafdd Nephaliumll.19:4-6). Similarly, to say ‘two natures’
after we have confessed the union removes the hgtgoanion and attacks Cyril's Twelve Chapters atidhis
writings (Ad Nephaliunl1.20:23-6). He highlights what he perceives agiffophysite absurdity of confessing
‘two natures’, which separates them; and then asirig the union and being constrained to say ‘@tera of
the Word incarnate’Ad Nephaliuml1.21:22—-4). Nephalius and his followers are reggbas having said: ‘If
the two natures are gathered into themselves andrated, it is therefore necessary for us to kay this one
Christ is acknowledged to be two naturead (Nephaliumll.35:25—7), which is contrary to the teaching of
Cyril. Towards the end of the second part of hisrkiwdeverus defends himself against the charge of
theopaschitism which his opponent brought agaimst, Italling on the witness of the Fathers: Ignatius
Irenaeus, Alexander of Alexandria, Julius of Ro#anasius, the Cappadocians, John ChrysostontuAtof
Constantinople, Amphilochius, Proclus, TheophildisAtexandria and Cyril himself. He anathematizessih
who speak of a union, only to say that those thiwggh are once and for all united are ‘two unitetb a
union’ (Ad Nephaliuml1.44:27-9). Without mentioning Nephalius by na®eyerus claims that the one who
says there is one hypostasis, but two natureshirsiCafter the union is similar to the one whas#hat same
object ‘one’ and ‘two’, and ‘falls into a contratimn more stupid than all stupidities’. Confessioge
hypostasis of necessity entails also confessing inoarnate nature of the Wordd Nephaliuml.50:13-20).
Page4l

PHILALETHES

We have already seen that during his stay in Catietaple between 508 and 511 Severus came int@acbnt
with an Alexandrian neo-Chalcedonian or neo-Cyrilicompilation, known as thelorilegium Cyrillianum
(FlorCyr), which he felt compelled to refutelohn of Beith Aphthonia alleges that flerCyr was passed on
to Patriarch Macedonius by its authors; Macedoiinen presented it to Emperor Anastasius, who alerte
Severus to its existence (JBA 235-6): this suppatedn of events is, however, to be treated withtioa
(Lebon 1909:125). Thé&lorCyr comprised 250 chapters of quotations from Cynilgd avas intended as a
reading of the Chalcedonian definition in a Cyailisense. For his refutation of it, Severus chhsename
Philalethes(‘Lover of Truth’) because of his aim of estabirglthe authentic ideas of Cyril by completing or
correcting the way in which the compiler(s) had tgdchim. On the basis of Syriac fragments of a warktled
Apology for the Philalethed,ebon (1909:131-7) assumed that Severus had wattellow-up work, but the
publication of the complete Syriac text subseqyed#monstrated that th&pology was part of Severus’s
campaign against Julian (see further below). Avipusly mentioned, Youhanna Nessim Youssef recently
discovered Arabic manuscripts of thi#hilalethes,a work formerly thought not to have survived iratth
linguistic tradition.

The 250 chapters of thelorCyr are more like excerpts. Numbers 1-10 work throtigh Cyrillian
definition, which is broken up into parts for therpose of commentary To each part is then attaahathtion
from Cyril, with the intention of showing that tl@ouncil had not departed from the christologicatition of
the great Alexandrine. The two natures and one $tgs in Christ are central here. Numbers 11-2&0bulk
of theflorilegium, focus on the two contentious issues in the Chalaed definition: the distinguishing of two
natures in Christ, and the correct interpretatibthe theopaschite formula (‘one of the Trinity fenéd in the
flesh’); the citations from Cyril are meant to shthvat the council was in agreement with him.

In his rebuttal, Severus sought to bring down tigeiaent that Cyril was close to two-nature christgl and to
show that he was a pure representative of oneeatunstology The problem for both the compilergs)d
Severus was that Cyril's works were written at eliéint stages in his long career, and against diffierent
christological opponents—Arians, radical Apollirears or Synousiasts, and Nestorius, against whonast
necessary to stress either the one-Regge4?2 or the two-ness in Christ. Thus, for example,dbmpiler(s) did
not attempt to scrutinize the distinction which €kdon made betweehypostasisand physis and to
demonstrate that it was in line with Cyrillian tenomlogy. Nor did the extracts in thdorCyr make it clear that
Cyril had taught a two-ness only in abstract cogrsition(theoria) of the natures after the union. For his part,
Severus cannot afford to deal with some extraam fCyril's earlier works which, in the face of theian
denial of the divinity of Christ and the Synoussasfismissal of the body of Christ, stress the adtéhce
between the divinity and humanity in the union loé two natures. In thBhilalethes,Severus consequently
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pleads for a purification of language with regacdtihe use of expressions, particularly those towdlt
‘mixing’, in earlier Patristic writings, so to exale any idea of a duality in Christ.

AD SERGIUM GRAMMATICUM

While Severus’s exchange with Sergius the grammaisain epistolary form, the letters are more like
christological tractates, and will consequentlydsalt with here as dogmatic/polemical works. Beeaile
entire correspondence between Severus and Seragulseen given a fine English translation and contangn
by Torrance (1988), it was decided not to includadlations fromAd Sergium Grammaticuin the present
volume.

As we have seen, the beginning of this correspareldates from the patriarchate of Severus, and its
end from after his banishment from Antioch in 588ven texts are involved: three letters from Serdiuree
replies from Severus, and apologyby the grammarian. The first of Sergius’s lett@es in fact addressed to
Antoninus, bishop of Aleppo, a correspondent ofe®ey (Honigmann 1951:25-6), who was apparentlycaske
by his fellow-bishop to reply. It was an unequatleange, for Sergius was an amateur theologianngdkie
terminological or conceptual tools necessary folear expression of the one-nature christology lde also an
extreme anti-Chalcedonian, who exaggerated thg ohithe two natures in Christ to a point wherebleéeved
in the unification of proprietyidiotes)as well as of naturghysis)in the union (Torrance 1988:16): he was ‘the
zealot of the unity in Christ’ (Grillmeier 1995:1113n this respect, namely the emphasis on the tetepinity
in Christ, there is a similarity between the gramiara and the patriarch’s later opponent, Julian of
Halicarnassus. Severus'’s replies to Sergius coratenmin the nature of the unity and its constitysants, with
a strong emphasis on the soteriological implicatiohthe union as he conceives it. In the flRege43
of Sergius’s somewhat confused and obscure thobhightyas obliged to clarify his own concept of ‘piiepy’,
basing himself, as always, on the thought of Cyril.

Severus understood Sergius’s declaration of ‘onernpty’ in Christ as ‘one particularity’, to theitent
that the flesh had become consubstantial with thgok by losing its intrinsic difference (Torranc@8®:34).
The grammarian believed that this close union waset on a ‘mixing without mingling’, and that nat t
conceive of the union in this way was to embracstdlé&anism. Severus rejected the idea of ‘mixinthaout
mingling’, and, having recourse to Cyril once agabstituted the worslynthesisyhich removed from Christ
any division, duality or mingling (Grillmeier 199826-8). Particularly in his first letter to Sergi®everus is at
pains to confess the particularity of the two nesufrom which there is the one Christ: differengeni fact
intrinsic to the union, for the Godhead remains @wlhead and the humanity remains the humanityfHsut
two are one. However, in this union the humanitydmees as it were possessed by the divinity, suah while
it is integral, it is no longer independent.

But he made the human soul his own that he migbivsh superior to sin, and he imparted to it the
firmness and unchangeableness of his own natuyeaim a fleecé.

This understanding of the union is crucial to Sagkr soteriology: it is an active process, with Ykerd
as the subject of this activity (Torrance 1988:86).

For there is one who acts, that is the Word of @dcdrnate; and there is one active movement wisich i
activity, but the things which are done are divetsat is (the things) accomplished by activity.

Consequently, only sometimes does the human nahdergo the passions proper to it, because thesgirep
of the constituent natures are not distributed éacis own nature, as Leo argued in fimme? This would
result not in a union but in a kind of partnershipus, although there is@mmunicatio idiomatumt is in a
way one-sided (Torrance 1988:87). Following Cy8ikverus argues that the union of the two naturé&hist
is continually adaptative and voluntary, and tha&t adaptation of the Word incarnate occurs for¢gaemption
of humankind. In other words, the possession ofhtlm@an nature by the Logos is something whichadsva,
intentional, and soteriologicaPage44 (Torrance 1988:104). Although in this process diifferences in the
natures are preserved for soteriological reasamssia@h is removed for soteriological reasons, bat through
mixture or confusion. For Sergius, such argumemtatiould only imply a two-nature christology, anel ¢alls
Severus a Nestorian unless he agrees to a mixtureatares in Christ. However, in hisApology the
grammarian changes his tune, avoiding words implyiixture, and making Severus an adversary of Mesto
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CONTRA IMPIUM GRAMMATICUM

Shortly before 518, John, presbyter and grammasfaGaesarea, composed Hpology for the Council of
Chalcedon.Severus did not have a chance to refute it ustilas in exile in Egypt, and we have seen the
difficulties which he encountered in accessingribeessary books there. JohAjgologyseems to have played
an important role in the synod of neo-Chalcedoninekl at Alexandretta in Syria between 514 and 518
(Richard 1977: VI-VII). It survives in Syriac fragents found in Severus’s rebuttaliontra impium
Grammaticum(CPG 7024), and in Greek fragments cited in other wotkshn also composefeventeen
Chapters against the Acephalai,work against the aphthartodocetists or followdrdulian of Halicarnassus,
and two homilies against the Manichees, and he naadellection of syllogisms of the Fathers agaths&t
ManicheeqCPG 6855—61). He was perhaps also responsible foDitygute between John the orthodox and a
Manichaean(CPG 6862).

Severus’s reply to John contained three partsfitstetwo of which do not survive in their entiretgnd
in it his opponent is cited often, indeed at lengtid vituperatively. The exiled patriarch had blealialectical
opponent in the grammarian, even though the ldttes not seem to have been a professional theo|cgyal
Severus had to deal with the fact that in Amologyfor the council John had said nothing about L&ase,
had not cited explicitly from the conciliar defimih of faith, and only once had cited the Acts lué touncil
(Richard 1977: XII). This posed a problem for SeeiBut because John’s christology was not quiesdme
as that of Chalcedon, Severus seized the oppoyttmpoint out that some of John’s propositionseyan fact,

a direct critique of the council’'s definition ofitla (Richard 1977: XIlI). Like Nephalius, but mordegptly, the
grammarian attempted to mediate between the ‘oc&rmate nature’ christology of Cyril and the twduma
christology of Chalcedon. He did this in two wayse-iorked on the definition of terms or concepts] he
Page 45attempted to reconcile the formulae of Cyril (themdnant figure in the controversy) with the
terminology of Chalcedon.

Both ways riled and embarrassed Severus, andatisvas reflected in the opprobrium of his response
He addressed John as the ‘inheritor of foreign hugnkacking knowledge and having no serfséhe thickest
of all thick grammarians?,as ‘concussed with a huge case of pride and gisiagles out to us to fit his own
judgement, just like from a Delphic tripo’In his first approach, the grammarian, while nenying the
suitability or appropriateness of the tepinysis(nature), had recourse to the terminology of BakiCaesarea
used in discussion of the Trinity, and applied Badsierminology of essencgousia) and hypostasis to
christology Like the neo-Nicenes or followers ofsBaof Caesarea, John distinguished betweasia and
physis,whereas Severus and the anti-Chalcedonians, espineg the old-Nicene, Alexandrian or Athanasian
tradition, understood physis as as what had existed birth, which in the case of Christ could ongfer to the
divinity. Ousia,on the other hand, as used by Basil, refers wefese’ as universal. With Severus directly and
deliberately in his sights, John gave preferencaugaover physis,because then, on the basis of Basil's use of
the term in Trinitarian theology, he could still im@in a duality in Christ. While there was a dtyain theoria
or abstract contemplation with regard to the abstoasia, there was unity with regard to the concrete
hypostasis. Two essencg@aisiai) exist. Severus was forced back into his own defdimes by this clever and
adept attack. He must have recognized that hisaigestant could not only return to the terminglog Basil
and call upon the homoousios of Nicaea, but coukb aiilize Cyril's formulae by providing new
interpretations. He also had to admit that the gnanan was able to use the same weapons as higt antes
to better effect (Grillmeier 1995:56 n. 99).

In his second mode of defence of Chalcedon, Jobd asd combined the two formulae ‘in two natures’
(Chalcedon) and ‘out of two natures’ (Cyril, andsequently Severus). Because of his definitioreohs, as
we have seen, John was able to use Cyril's andr@&sephraseology of the one-nature christologylevkiill
maintaining a duality or doublenegdiplous/diple)in Christ. Expressions of ‘doubleness’ had a retgide
Patristic pedigree, even in Cyril and Athanasiuscimto the displeasure of Severus. It was in thrgest that
John introduced the term ‘enhypostaton’, which nsghat the two abstract essenfmssiai), viewed abstractly
(en theoria) had been united ‘hypostatically’ in the concrete.

As Cyril had done before him, Severus rejectedemepositiond?age46 out of hand, on the grounds
that they smacked of Nestorius, and called Johvoabite and an Ammonite, and a foreigner to theslaiv
Israel’ (see Text 10 below). The former patriarchsvimpervious to his opponent’s reasonable suggetiat
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compromise about Chalcedon was possible on the lohsCyril’'s position at the time of the union withe
Antiochenes in 433, namely not to reject ‘two nafly but to demand the confession of ‘the one meiar
nature of the Logos’, preferring to base himseliGymil's anti-Nestorian letters after 429 (Grillneei1995:70—
1). This abhorrence of Nestorius was continually thotivation for Severus to reject any talk of diyain
Christ, to the point in which the two natures aseusited that the Logos is, as it were, in chapgeticularly
with regard to free decision or will in the mattérhuman activity(energeia)l The development of this idea
was to continue throughout the sixth century anciiminate in the monenergist/monothelite contreyer

While in his rebuttal of John the grammarian Sesersorted to and maintained the literal usage of
Cyril, his opponent attempted in a clever way, anith orthodox Patristic support, to be a reconcéad
mediator of opposite words. What he aimed at wasinetional balance of formulae to ward off both
Apollinarianism and Nestorianism.

WORKS AGAINST JULIAN

We have already encountered Julian, the exiled@milcedonian bishop of Halicarnassus, during tjeusn
which he shared with Severus in the monastery ofaltten in Egypt. Shortly after their arrival there518,
Julian wrote a speedkbout the Confession of Fatttin which he claimed that his doctrines were cooraked
by Severus himself in thehilalethes.The former patriarch of Antioch found this claimrficularly galling, and

a protracted and voluminous exchange between then@n ensued. We have Syriac translations of {btess
which Julian wrote to Severus, and the replieseleeived CPG 7026). The rest of Julian’s works survive only
in Syriac and Greek fragmertsJulian composed &ome,received retorts in SeverusGensura tomi luliani
(CPG 7027) andConfutatio propositionum lulianfCPG 7028), and published a second edition of the work,
Additiones luliani,to which Severus replied i€ontra additiones lulianiCPG 7029). An Apologia tomi
followed, in response to which Severus wrBigversus apologiam luliailCPG 7030). Subsequently, Julian
attacked his opponent’s critique of Afiemein a work entitledContra blasphemias SevekFinally, Severus was
so nettled that he defended his masterpieceRtthlalethes,in the Apologia Philalethe¢CPG 7031). ThePage
47 entire exchange, to judge from the works of 8eyewhich survive practically in their entirety,asv
characterized by invective. It needs to be askey tb doctrines of Julian irritated and alarmed e®es so
much.

In the Philalethes, Severus had found himself constrained to stregsinast the Chalcedonian
compiler(s) of theFlorCyr, the unity in Christ, and to do this he had emptesithe predominance of the
divinity in Christ and the importance of the diviaetivity or power(energeia)in the union. Christ's human
nature was depicted as ‘Vibrating with divine posvéGrillmeier 1995:83—-4). From this it was butraal step
for Julian to transfer divine power to the flesh tbke earthly Christ, and to posit that, even beftre
resurrection, Christ’'s body was distinguished fridmt of human beings by its immunity from corruptio
suffering and deatfaphtharsia, apatheia, athanasialhe former bishop of Halicarnassus could eventpoin
Severus’s Homily LXVII on the Theotokos and virgiary, delivered on 2 February 515, where the piatnar
stated that ‘the whole pure body of Christ had hars in sin and the corruptedness resulting fronRi©
8/2:358. 7-9¥2 Hence, it could be argued that Christ’s body vedeguarded from corruption by virtue of both
the virginal conception and its union with the Legaho was without original sin and corruption. B@verus
this position was tantamount to that of Mani, Etg, and the docetists and had far-reaching slutgical
implications: if Christ is not truly human, theretle can be no salvation for human beings. For &is pulian
argued that to accept human suffering and deafthimst would mean that Christ was a mere humangheind
would be tantamount to the doctrine of Nestoriug] af Paul of Samosata and Photinus before him.aVhi
Julian’s doctrine is somewhat obscured by the mesh of Severus’s rebuttals of it and by the pwsiti
eventually taken by extremists in Julian’s own ypaittis clear that the fundamental point of cori@m between
the two exiled hierarchs was a terminological 6has he had done previously in tRhilalethesand in his
work against John the grammarian, in his altercatvth Julian Severus attempted a purificationasfguage:
thus when Christ is said to be ‘incorruptible’ ieams ‘without sin’; he is ‘corruptible’ when sufileg so-called
‘blameless passiongpathe adiableta)such as hunger, cold and death; and only afterdberrection is he
absolutely incorruptiblé? On the one hand Severus had to safeguard theyre(Christ's body in order not to
be regarded as Nestorian, while on the other handidnted to emphasize the one actiyagpergeia)in the
union, the activity of the Logos which permeated tlumanity. At the samage48 time, he had also to show
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that the divine properties in Christ had, as iteydimits into which the human properties had to Julian’s
focus was on the union from divinity and humanitythe extent that the difference between the tded into
the background. Much to Severus’s derisidhe coined the contrived and overly subtle terndiffarentiated
difference’ or ‘non-different differencgdiaphora adiaphorosjn the properties in Christ, such that he did not
differentiate even in abstract contemplat{tmeoria) between the divinity and the humanity. Althouglv&es
presents him as maintaining that the two essefoeesai) in Christ are the same, it is doubtful whethes tias

in fact the case (Grillmeier 1995:98). Using thstidiction between ‘essence’ and ‘nature’ whichnically, he
had taken over from John the grammarian, Sevenmsrgas home the point that, although there is oh@a&an
Christ, two abstract essences have to be distihgdisntheoria. As Grillmeier (1995:162) has shown, the
debate between Severus and Julian demonstratethéhtirmer saw the union in Christ establishedh botthe
exchange of properties and in the unity of the ggieror activity in Christ, such that the humanivétgt in
Christ in the areas of willing and knowing was ‘edh by the divinity Again, as we have seen in Ses&r
altercation with John the grammarian, this coneegs to be crucial in the development of anti-Chaédcean
christology for the remainder of the sixth centayd well into the seventh century, culminating lre t
monenergist/ monothelite debate.

It is clear that Julian’s influence on the anti-@@edonian community was felt before Severus’s
banishment, for as patriarch he preached betwelnéary 518 and Lent of the same year Homily CXiiX,
the doctrines of one of Julian’s extreme followdBsshop Romanus of Rhosus in Cilicia, an exaggdrate
encratic or asceti® The fact that in this homily the patriarch embark® a detailed denunciation of Romanus
and his workThe Ladderdemonstrates that the attraction of Julian’s doetextended beyond the circle of
academic theologians. Letter XCVIPQ 14/1:194-9) from banishment, to the noblewoman s@iae,
corroborates this: Severus had to deal with hestiue concerning the Julianists’ claim that an mgptible
Christ could not have been circumcised. Severugigkvagainst the shadowy Felicissimus (see belogd) al
testifies to the virulence of the debate againkadism.

Despite Severus’s misrepresentations of Juliantdrohe ofaphtharsia,it seems that the former bishop
of Halicarnassus did not intend to abolish theitgalf the body of Christ, but rather to portrayrShas a new
Adam, with special prerogatives. This new AdBage49 is not subjected to the limitations of humankibat
voluntarily undergoes ‘passions’ such as suffermg death. Julian’s followers were not so carefutheir
formulations, and Severus’s alarm at the rise etated aphthartodocetism was proven to be welugded.
Julianism acquired a firm footing in Egypt, partamly in monastic circles (Maspero 1923:95) andeagr
elsewhere in the Roman empire, notably to Arme@idl(neier 1996:45), causing a serious schism anmanig
Chalcedonians and, like Julian himself, encoungesimong opposition from adherents of both the oakere
and the two-nature christology

CONTRA FELICISSIMUM
Against Felicissimus, Severus directed a work wisghvives only in some Greek and Syriac fragméhts.
was obviously a substantial composition, encompgssit least fifteen booksDfctrina Patrum 21:14).
Felicissimus himself was a follower of Julian, @éssnating his master's ideas in Armenia (Honigmann
1951:127 n. 5), and indeed he suffered as Juliath Jahn the grammarian) did from Severus’s invectiv
The stupid fellow (sc. Felicissimus) having beeahla to prove this, those who devised the last gnurk
volume with him go the rounds to collect proof-gexor him, as it were in a begging bowl, and havene
collected indeed some texts which are quite ir@hvo the point proposed i.e. which say that anlibginning
man was made not mortal but immortal. The lunatigét that nobody quarrels with him on that pdtht.
Elsewhere Felicissimus is mentioned by Severukérsame breath as Julf#rand the former patriarch
says of him: ‘for it is good to reply to you, besauyou are closé’ He is also named in the biography of
Severus ascribed to Athanasius, but without furtiegails.

HOMILIES
The 125 so-called Cathedral Homilies that Severlwered during the six years of his patriarch&®2(18)
circulated as a collection during his lifetime @@ 1960:63) and were quickly translated in twoasaie
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enterprises, first by Paul of Callincum in 528, aubsequently by Jacob of Edessa in the secondbhéiie
seventh centurage50 (Graffin 1978a: 243-55). Of Paul's version weéhanly three of the original four
tomes, and there are other lacunae; this meansHobatilies I-XXX and LX—LXXIlI are missing. The
meticulous revision by the polymath Jacob, whichs veampleted in 701, is more or less complete. The
numbering of the homilies is ancient.

The schema of Severus’s surviving preaching agtitiite annual inventory beginning on the anniversdimis
consecration as patriarch in November 512, lodesthis:

* November 512—November 513: thirty-three homilies;

* November 513-November 514: twenty-six homilies;

* November 514—November 515: nineteen homilies;

* November 515-November 516: nineteen homilies;

* November 516—November 517: fourteen homilies;

* November 517—some time after April 518: thirtéemilies (cut short by his banishment).

This collection was influential during his lifetimand today constitutes a valuable resource forsthdy of
early Christian homiletics, because many of theséstcan be dated and topographically located (Gagm
1990). Unfortunately, the negative opinion of AntBaumstark (1897:36—7) regarding Severus’s effasta
homilist (‘tiring’, ‘inconclusive’, with ‘no synthsis’ and ‘no clear objective’, ‘always going off arew
tangents’) was not conducive to a study of thispasr particularly since subsequently it took madsthe
twentieth century to edit the homilies and furnisem with French translations. However, more rdgddom
Alexandre Olivar (1980:403), as we have alreadedpoivas able to claim that Severus was one of riatest
orators of the early churéh.The homilies, like the letters and the liturgiearks of the patriarch of Antioch,
provide a useful foil to the dogmatic/polemical w&®rand a complement to the portrait of Severugassor.
Despite his low opinion of Severus’s homileticallitibs, Baumstark (1897:36) provided a useful gion of
the corpus into four parts: principal feast-daysthe liturgical cycle; saints’ days; exegetical hices on
Sundays; and occasional or annual events or celiemdks we shall see, Severus’s hymns can alsoduped
in much the same way. The first group of homiliedevoted to such feasts as the Nativity, Epiphémsy,
beginning of Lent, Easter, Ascension and Pentedonstrporated here are six homilies (one delivezadh
year) to the catechumens of Anticéhln the second group are homilies on saints, mgrtiyathers of the
church and the Theotokos (see Text 15 below), herktis a close similarity to the subject-mattethefPage
51 hymns. Martyrs local to Antioch, such as Thetgmatius, Barlaha, Drosis and Babylas, as wellhase
beloved of his congregations, such as Severus’spatnon Leontius of Tripolis, Basil and Gregory,témy or
the Forty Martyrs of Sebaste in Armenia (Text 1&g, are commemorated. In his visitation to outfyiareas,
the patriarch also preached on Sts Sergius anchBadn Chalcis, and Thalleiaios in Aigiai in CibciThe third
group comprises mostly exegetical works, extraaisnfwhich also found their way into many catenad an
hence survive in Greek, Syriac and Coptic fragméeftsBriere 1960:66—7). As is the case with thenhg of
Severus, the most intriguing homilies are thosthéfourth group, which form a miscellany dealinghwsuch
diverse subjects as the theatre, horse-racinghenddtions of the emperor (see for example Texieldw).
The homilies were delivered in various locationst only in Antioch and its suburb Daphne but also i
outlying towns. In Antioch itself, Severus preacliedexample in the Great Churéhthe Church of the Angel
Michael (Hom. LXXII), and the shrines of Babylasdi. Xl), Ignatius (Hom. XXXVII), Barlaha (Hom.
LXXII), and Julian (LXXV). Homily XXX was deliverd in a monastery, Homily XXVIII in Seleucia Pieria,
Homilies LVI and LVII in Chalcis, Homilies LVIII, IX and LX in Cyrrhus, and Homilies CX and CXI in
Aigiai in Cilicia. Many of the homilies, Severudltes, he took the trouble to prepare beforeh@rajt Homily
CXIl, for example, was delivered in Aigiai in respgento a question put to him by one of the congregdPO
25/4:789- 2). On another occasion, a congregatioAntioch requested that he preach a homily, whicly
had heard, he had delivered in Cyrrhus two mondhisee. Severus obliged, but had to adapt his nadter the
feast being celebrated, namely the Massacre dhtiexents, and to add a section at the end to rimekisomily
fit into its new milieu in Antioct

Although as a preacher, too, Severus loses no apptyto hammer home uncompromisingly the one-
nature christology (Grillmeier 1995:131 n. 341) hiomilies are a rich source for details of evepfife in a

27



late antique city, and for the development of Gtuand ‘popular’ theology. Demons, angels and hes€teal
or imagined) abound, and there is increasing inapoet attached to the Theotokos (see Text 15 béfowge
have vivid pictures of liturgical practice at thme, for example, in Homily XXVII, delivered on Tséay, 18
June 513 on the martyr Leontius, whom Severus te@dvith his conversion from paganism to Christiani
(PO 36/4:558-73). Leontius’s relics resided in his tyraum in Daphne outside Antioch in a building whic
had formerly been a synagogue and which st®adje52 at the top of the road from Antioch to Daphnee T
programme for the faithful on this occasion is @t by their patriarch as follows: they are to gdhe shrine,
remember the martyr’'s achievements and sufferiagsint themselves with the holy oil from the ureréy go
and eat and drink in moderation, avoiding the dgpteasures of Daphne, and return home. Almsgiisnglso
prescribed in favour of the many beggars who Imedtreets around the martyrium and bar the wayhfuse
who refuse to give them money On the eve of Lestgiteast some of his remains had processed or,aand
were féted by the people, who threw objects ofhihgj, loaves of bread, and jewellery onto the viehiand
held up small children to touch the reliquary (Al2002:714).

In the course of his preaching, Severus uses étimygzeratives and literal and figurative exegesis.
Although, as we have seen, most of his homiliesewsepared beforehand, they still contain evideoice
audience reaction, of the dynamic which existedvbenh the patriarch and his various congregatiams,cé a
preacher who had a keen sense of his teaching role.

LETTERS

Like his homilies, Severus’s letter€RG 7070-71) have for the most part come down to usanty Syriac
translations and in several grodp<riginally they were divided into three classdmse before episcopacy
(before 512); those during his patriarchate (512-H3d those during his banishment (518-38). These
contained respectively four, ten and nine books,thbere were additional letters outside these gsotjopw
prolific Severus was as a letter-writer can be demm Brooks’s calculation that the total numbethef letters
must have exceeded 3759 (Brooks 1903: ix-x). Gftibtial fewer than 300 have survived.

There are two main groups of letters, in the fo$twhich we have 123 translated by the priest
Athanasius of Nisibis in 669, the so-call8dlect LettersThese deal solely with ecclesiastical affairs aral
not in chronological order. However, at the begngnof each letter its place in the original coliectis stated.

In the second main group we have 117 letters, @diyeBrooks on the basis of twenty-eight Syriac osanipts
(PO 12/2 and 14/1). In only twenty-six of these do faed any indication of where the letter originally
belonged, and once again the rationale behindrttering of the collection is not clear.

In addition there is a Letter to John the Soldeno¢ck 1978),Page53 and another six letters survive in
the Church History of Zachariah Scholasticus, one of which, Severide$enceto Emperor Justinian, is
translated below (Text 28). The Synodical LetteichiSeverus composed on 26 July 535 on the accessio
Theodosius to the patriarchate of Alexandria is@reed in an anti-Chalcedonian dossier (see TekiekSv),
and at least four letters are preserved in a Cagaticslation, and two in Arabic. Numerous fragmesusvive,
mostly in Greek, Syriac and Coptic, and we knowth& existence of other letters which are so fadiied
(Brock 1975:17-24).

In following the biography of Severus (see Chapfeend?2 above), the importance of his letters has
already been noted. Despite the somewhat haphazantier in which about only one-fifteenth of thens ha
come down to us, the surviving letters show theewmhge of his addressees and the topics he destusth
them, and they highlight their author as a pastar @ministrator, rather than as a polemicist gnaatician.
To be sure, in the letters too we find polemic loa topic of the one-nature christology, but itaamced by the
other concerns manifested by Severus. We knowhisagpistolary networks were already in place leetus
patriarchate, and that during that time he usedldtiers to lobby for the anti-Chalcedonian causeaa
complement to his lobbying in person in the impesapital. The letters dating from his patriarchegeeal his
concerns with endemic corruption amongst his cleegd with canonical matters like the administrataf
monasteries, the re-admisission of lapsed anti¢@danians, or the admission of Chalcedonians to
communion, matters of dispute in which his legaining served him well. His epistolary interactwith high
officials like the magister officium(SL 1.21), the chamberlain MisaeSI 1.17; XI. 1), and the general
(stratelates)Hypatius (1.40) are testimony to the civic resplifises which the bishops of late antiquity had
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increasingly to assume. But pastoral care is idenge as well. The same Misael, who wrote to thiegpeh
about becoming an ascetic, is advised by Sevethsrreo retain his place in the imperial adminisoma (SL XI.

1); the reader Stephen, who lived among Chalcedsnis given advice about recycling one of Severus’
homilies for liturgical useL VIII. 1: Text 21); while Andrew, a reader and ngtas counselled about visiting
the grave of a relative in a Chalcedonian shrilel{.9). After his exile in 518, Severus’s letterscame both

a lifeline to the outside world and an essentiaanseof continuing the administration and pastoaaé ©f the
anti-Chalcedonian church in Syria and elsewhereyTieveal the personal dangers and difficultiesctvtiie
encountered during banishment in Egypt, and asdinee time the sophisticat®ége54 networks which he had
with exiled bishops such as Proclus, bishop of Gei® in Cappadocia ISL1.56), Sergius, bishop of Cyrrhus,
and Marion, bishop of Sura in Syri@l(V.15).

HYMNSAND LITURGICAL COMPOSITIONS

According to the biography of Severus by John aftBAphthonia (244-5), the people of Antioch lowvszhgs,
either those of the theatre or those of the chuFbleir patriarch consequently set about composymgns for
them, in order to save them from the perditionhaf theatre and to encourage them to attend ch8arhe of
these hymns, explains John, taught theology, cquitdian and doctrine; others expounded on Scripiyoed
works and natural disasters. In fact, in @etoechusof Syria, a hymn-book in which the works are agexah
according to the eight tones to which they weregsi@®5 of the 365 hymns are attributed to Severas.
collection was made for liturgical purposes, and Wwanslated into Syriac by Paul of Edessa betvéd&nand
629- In 675 it was revised by Jacob of Edessa.

Like Severus’s homilies, his hymns can be roughiyded into four categories: those sung on major
feasts in the liturgical cycle; those sung on saidays; those devoted to Scripture; and those camonating
special occasions or recurring celebrations. Infiis¢ group we find hymns on the Nativity, EpiplyarLent,
Palm Sunday, the Passion, the Resurrection, miteBest, the Ascension and Pentecost. The secongh ggo
dominated by hymns on the martyrs, including Ses/srpatron Leontius, Romanus, Babylas, Sergius and
Bacchus, the Maccabees, the Forty of Sebaste, rokecla and Ignatius. However, Basil of Caesareh
Gregory Nazianzen also feature, as does the Thestdidthough scriptural quotations and allusionsnate
the entire collection, hymns on scriptural themessreot numerous, and are mostly confined to Oldahesnt
figures such as Job or to miracles in the New hestd. The fourth group is a fascinating miscellahgaling
with emperors, the rebel Vitalian, the theatre, Begsian wars, the Huns, drought, earthquakes @nd In
addition, various individuals are commemorated,hsas Peter, Severus’s deceasgdcellusor associate
administrator, and there are series of everydaynimg, evening and funeral hymns.

Some of the hymns are dated, 256 being sung omptéi@ber 513 after earthquakes and 255 on 15 Jabdary
after droughtbreaking rain. On 22 November 517, Hyb81 was sung at a synaxis in the church of the
Theotokos. In two cases there are links to Severusiilies. We have seen how, in 514, the patriaechied
Page55 out a prolonged visitation to towns and monasten the hinterland of Antioch, returning to prean

the feast of John the Baptist on Tuesday 14 Oct@em. LXI). His return is commemorated in Hymn 271
which recalls the monks he visited during his absesind contrasts their devotion to the religiotes with his
own ‘Vain profitless labours’ as patriarcR@ 6/2:719-20). The second case concerns Hymn 19@hwias
sung in 517 as Severus entered the town of Aigi&ilicia to meet the general Hypatius, who washanway

to Persia PO 6/2:661-2). It was at this same time that thetimgipatriarch delivered two homilies in Aigiali,
Homilies CX (20 May) and CXI.

Severus’s talents and output as a hymnographer ezenplemented by his liturgical works. In Syriac
there survives an anaphora or eucharistic praye(7073), as well as liturgical orders or rit€PG 7074-7),
mostly concerning baptism. In addition, at leasirfiiturgical prayers attributed to him surviveQoptic, three
of which have already received an English transia(CPG 7078)%2
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Part Il
TEXTS

4
DOGMATIC AND POLEMICAL WORKS

In the following text, which is the opening of teecond part oAd NephaliumSeverus argues that the Council
of Chalcedon, by confessing the ‘in two natureghfola, then adding either ‘one hypostasis’ or ‘Whare
united and not divided’, introduced an absurdityril& dictum ‘Leave off dividing the natures aftdre union’

is cited repeatedly to support Severus’s argumienbe noted is that apparently the future patriacAntioch
had theactaof the Council at his disposal.

Text

1
Ad Nephalium, Or. 1

Translated fronCSC064:10-21
Of the same man again, a second discourse to Nieghab the same people who assert that Chrisb ibd
recognized in two natures after the union, and #uel phrase ‘which are united and not divideNow we
ourselves, according to the saving and truly dietsgement of the three hundred and eightdssiieve (p. 11)
and confess that the only-begotten Son of God, iwlemual in essence to the Father through whosempallv
things existed, came down at the end of days andnbe incarnate and was made man—that is, he wasduni
to flesh which had a soul possessed of reasonmeligence by means of a free and hypostatic ufriom the
holy Spirit and from the ever-virgin Mary, Mothef God; and that his nature was one, even when tbedW
had become incarnate, just as the God-inspiredandrmystagogues of the church have instructednasyve
know him as simple, and not compound, in that wiiehs understood to be God, and composite invithath
he is understood to be man. For since we believethibe Emmanuel, even the same God the Word iatarn
out of two natures which possess integrity (I meanof Page60 divinity and out of humanity), we know one
Son, one Christ, one Lord. We do not affirm thatihi&known in two natures, as the Synod of Chalcedon
declared as dogma, putting the expression ‘indilysonto its declaration as a kind of apology

For that very synod bears witness that it is netshme thing to say that after the union he isdbitvo
natures’ as it is to say that he is ‘in two natyresen if the word ‘united’ be added. For theta state as
follows:

The excellent and illustrious leaders have declabedscorus was alleging: ‘I accept the phrase of
two natures;the phrasen two naturesl do not accept’. Moreover, the holy archbishom Iceeclared that the
two natures which are in Christ, himself the ondydregotten Son and our Saviour, are united without
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confusion and without change. To whom, now, are gtbached? To the holy Leo, or to Dioscorus? Thede
bishops shouted: ‘Like Leo thus we believe! Thosm\are at variance (p. 12) are Eutychians! Leorhade
affirmation in orthodox mannef’

See how they dubbed the phrase ‘out of two nataré&retical expression, whereas they determired th
phrase ‘two natures united’ to be of orthodox cbima by this means making provision for him todescribed
after the union as being ‘of two natures’. Buthéy had thought that the former and latter phrasesmeant
the same thing, it would have been proper for therstate plainly that Dioscorus was disputatious] @as
being contentious for no reason about words whanth possessed the same force and meaning. But #aky h
known correctly that the phrase ‘out of two natumeas the cause of (the formula) ‘he is one through
composition’, and they were duly careful lest ibshl be stated ‘one nature of the Word incarnagher, they
accepted the phrase ‘in two (natures)’ and alomggithe expression ‘united’ (that is to say, withdivision)
subtly and according to their own understandingheit regard for what would follow.

For the phrase ‘out of two natures’ in fact derttest they are two, and demonstrates that he hinself
one through composition, and that those thingbuthich he was compounded as the same Lord dideade
to exist because they were joined together witlmomtfusion; and that same one continues firm andhaken
after the sublime union. That formula, however, chhis expressed as ‘two (natures) after the unoone of
those things which have no substance: for if twsipted, they would not be united, since uniorha which
erases duality And | shall try to make this plaioni Page61 what will be brought to bear later on, namelg:th
| maintain that the hypostatic union does not adrhdivision into two.

Pay attention, then, to what that loathsome Thesidgays by way of contradiction against the second
anathemd,when he indeed affirms two natures and confe$ssm s united, but (p. 13) denies the hypostatic
union, about which the Synod of Chalcedon was sileat. For he states as follows: THEODORET: ‘Nawsi
fitting to believe the Lord as manifesting two rrasiwhen he says to the JevWBestroy this temple, and in
three days | raise it updn 2:19)”. Now if a mixing had taken place, th&@od would not have remained as God,
and the temple would not have been known as thele(for the principle of mixture requires suchhang),
and our Lord would have said to the Jeli@gstroy this temple, and in three days | raiseifii’ superfluously.
For it would have been appropriate for him to s&estroy me, and in three days | rise up”, if indekere had
been some mixing and confusion. But now he marsifdst temple as destroyed, and God as the onagaisi
up. Therefore the hypostatic union which they probto us instead of mixture is, as | suppose, rfupes;
but it is enough that one should speak of a unibichvboth demonstrates the properties of the nsitansl
teaches (us) to worship one Chrisind again, by way of contradiction in respect loé tenth anathema, he
states as follows: THEODORET: ‘But what was fromne geed of David, what was mortal, what was liable t
suffering, what was afraid of death was assumedhiby even though this nature afterwards destroyed t
power of death because of its union with God whsuaeed it; and what walked in perfect uprightness said
to John,'Allow it now, for so it befits us to fulfill all prightness”(Matt 3:15), this (is what) received the title of
the high priesthoodccording to the order of MelchizedeiPs 110:4 etc?)

While this man, therefore, acknowledges two natares also speaks of union, let us consider that the
holy Cyril says by way of defence of his own teattathema: CYRIL: ‘How, then, do you assert that Ward
who is from God was united (p. 14) to what was fitbi@ seed of David, if you have ascribed priesthomag to
the one who is from the seed of David? For if theon is truly a union, there are not two entitiésaly, but
Christ is known as one and sole, out of the twdufes). Therefore it is clear that they hypocriticaleclare
that they acknowledge the union, since they arbngito delude the minds of those who are more Biput
themselves regard the conjunction (of the two rsfuas external and in appearance, a conjunctiachwie
ourselves copy when we are shown as being partakéis divine nature through the Spifittage62

But perhaps you will say: Theodoret, because ha ‘8&ho is of the seed of David”, rightly bore the
blame, since it was as if he were speaking of &ywiipersongprosopa)’ Yet in fact he spoke rather of ‘what
is of the seed of David’; and afterwards the holyilchimself (in those discourses which were conguzbbefore
the latter) also finds fault with him because af tBrm ‘nature’, when he states as follows: CYRNow this
careful Theodoret, being an accurate imitator @it tnan’s abomination, was not ashamed to say that he
assumed human nature, and showed this nature @emgtiean that of ordinary high priests.’
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But this moaning Theodoret also states in his camphbout the same anathema: THEODORET: ‘Now
for the experiencing of these sufferings of ours mature was assumed on our behalf; and it washeotase
that he assumed this nature for the sake of ouasiah.® How this man is reproved by his own words, in that
both above and below he describes without fear twiees of the seed of David’ as both pergprosopon)and
nature in what he says himself: ‘Who is the one vehperfect in labours of virtue?’And again: ‘Who is the
one who has lived in virtue?’ And again: The nature which was from us was asdusneour behalf*? Thus
Leo, too, in hisTomenow says in fact: ‘Let him examine which nature 1p) was pierced with the nails and
hung on the wood® and now: ‘For nevertheless in our Lord Jesus €linisre is, rather, one person of God
and man®* For what man of those who reason, when he heatstthre is one person of God and man in our
Lord Jesus Christ, would not at once think coneggrihat expression that it conveys to us the sefaeunion
of persons, and not an hypostatic union out of tealities, | mean out of divinity and out of humgfi For if
he had thought that he would show to us one anddhee reality, then he would have needed to say: ‘F
because our Lord Jesus Christ is one out of pedigatity and perfect humanity, the same is God arah at
the same time’. For what he has stated: ‘In oudLtesus Christ there is one person of God and rehoivs
first that there is one entity, God who is set gpand then another entity, man; and that thenae tttie of
‘Christ’ binds the two of them together—as Nestsralso asserted: ‘For this reason also God the \Word
named Christ, because he possesses perpetual ctiofjuto the Christ® For in another place the same man
also states that the title ‘Christ’ is indicativiet@wo natures, as also are ‘Lord’ and ‘Son’, andh# latter and of
the former individually, such that there are twori€ts, and two Lords, and two Sons, and again vévieh of
the two you wish together by means of the conjamctiAnd he states as follows: NESTORIUS: Therefore
when the divindPage63

Scripture is about to speak either of the birthGhirist from the blessed virgin, or of his death, it
nowhere seems to put “God”, but “Christ”, or “Soot, “Lord”, since those three expressions are mtilie of
the two (p. 16) natures, now of this, now of thmaiy of the one, now of the othéf.’

But you can say that the Synod of Chalcedon undedsthe union as hypostatic, for it says in its
definition that there is to be acknowledged ‘ond Hre same Christ and Son and Lord and only-beagottevo
natures without confusion, without change, witheaparation, and without division; the differencetio¢
natures being in no way taken away on account efutlion, but rather the distinctive characteristieach
being preserved from two natures concurring togetite one persofprosopon)and one hypostasi’.But it
is plain to all those who are even moderately eacand learned in the dogmas of orthodoxy thtin the
nature of a contradiction to say concerning the ©hest that on the one hand there are two natigson the
other one hypostasis. For the person who speaksnef hypostasis’ necessarily affirms one naturavah.
{There follow two citations, allegedly from Athanas, but in fact from the ps.Apollinarian writinggp. 17)
See how he (sc. Athanasius) has affirmed him asgbane Christ, one persgprosopon)and one nature and
one hypostasis. Furthermore, with the same woralshbly Cyril comes forward. For he says, in theosel
treatise against the blasphemies of Nestorius: CYREave off from dividing the natures after theion.:®
But immediately a malicious hearer disputes thid says: ‘Look, he forbids us to divide the natuaéisr the
union, and | declare that they are united! But therson shall hear from us: ‘We do not pay attentd your
disputations; but we shall enquire of the sourcehef statement what he defines as the meaninghef (t
instruction) that we should “not divide the nattiteBlow in the same discourse he had stated earlibus
everything shall be spoken of as if referring te gerson: for one nature is perceived as existiteg the
union, that of the Word himself incarnaté Now according to you, he ought to have said: #ertwo natures
are perceived as united after the union.” But hmaskif knows that the union demonstrated to me @tere
incarnate, that of the Word himself; and the faet the also calls that same Christ ‘hypostasistare observe
without any trouble. For he wrote as follows in thed chapter of his anathemas: CYRIL: ‘If anyahieides
the hypostases in Christ after the union, joiningm together merely by a conjunction in dignity 18) or
authority or might and not rather by a conjunctidra union according to nature, let him be anath&firages4

But yet again those who attack these things whaletbeen stated are calumniators, and asserhdtat t
union according to hypostasis allows us to speakvofhypostases, that is, two natures, after thenurBut |
do not need many words to deal with this, sindeallgyive testimony from the enemies themselvaheceffect
that this conjunction of hypostases, which is d#dcthrough a natural union, brings about one maiar
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hypostasis in the composition of the Son himsedf. Andrew? says, in his complaint against this anathema:
ANDREW: ‘Again, let us remind him of these wordslo$, since they show him speaking of two hypostase
(in those matters which he discusses in the fiokimée®): “So then, that Word which is from the Father was
not sanctified with us according to his own nat@een if one were to suppose that he alone washalso of
the holy virgin, was anointed, and sanctified; aedause of this also assumed the title Chfstfow, then, as

if disregarding these words of his, does he gatther natures) into one hypostasis by confusingntiteres,
when he calls the divine union “naturaf®’

Look: he evidently complains of the anathema asetbimg which introduces one hypostasis. How,
then, do you presume to call the gathering togeth#dre hypostases according to a natural union tatures’,
that is, two hypostases united, when you do natgdee as a result of the union one entity in contmre Now
that this is indeed the case, hear along withek@mony of the enemies the voice of Cyril himsafwell. For
he states in that letter to Nestorius, in whiclals® cites the anathema: CYRIL: Therefore let usilas to one
person all the Gospel expressions, to one hypsstdshe Word (p. 19) incarnate. For the Lord JeShsst is
one according to the Scripturés.’

Thus it is clear that those who were at Chalceddren they promoted the dogma that Christ is in two
natures, threw in for us the term ‘one hypostasidéad to deception. For if there is one hypostakiere is, in
short, also one nature, as has been demonstratece bEor the God-inspired voice of the Fathersardie
affirmed neither two natures nor two hypostasedtierone Son, regardless of whether anyone shawlthat
the natures were either united or separated. Fodatk of definition of both terms is understangabhd
challenging because it is generic, according teres authorities as well as general opinions.Heaurhore, on
account of irreverent mouths especially is added #hat phrase ‘but one nature of God the Wordrirata’.
Nor may they assert that by saying ‘incarnate’ statdished that other nature separately: for that-Bspired
man who had Christ speaking within him did not utia expression so base and pervePsge65 but had
stated clearly that there were not two naturesddilj but two united. {A citation from Gregory theowter-
worker follows.} (p. 20) Why, then, do you frightéhose who are more simple when you say: ‘Seehtig
Cyril in sending letters to Nestorius states thatrhatures which were gathered together into theeunion were
different from one anothef® and thence you bring forth those matters whicheont of your own heart when
you assert: ‘So, then, if the natures are gathergether into a union, is it necessary for us tagpof them as
two natures united® For that man deserves to be believed rather tban gpinion or your soothsaying, as
though he were explaining himself, and saying: ‘Nmve Christ and Son and Lord is understood fromiwe
(natures), not as if the difference, but rather gaparation of the natures were taken away on ataiuhe
union.?® With understanding indeed let us add this: forrtaaires from which comes the one Christ are in fac
different, inasmuch as divinity and humanity are the same. But we do not make their differencawse of
duality, in that they are gathered together inouhion; for from them Emmanuel is composed. Fertéacher
cries aloud: ‘Cease from dividing the natures after union!®® However, this command that we should not
divide the natures does not mean that we shouldraffas you yourselves affirm) that the two natuaes
united; but it means this—that we should affirm am@arnate nature, as he himself (Cyril) says.Hedeclares
as follows (just as he also asserts above whemays):SSo just as everything is spoken of the osresgn—for
one nature is recognized as existing after therymamely that of the Word (p. 21) incarnafeThus these
words ‘after the union’ were said not with referero distinction. It is not the case, as certaiopgbe supposed
as a result of this, that before the union thereeww@o natures of Christ; for these words are tloeds of a
drunken mind, and mere twaddle.

For indeed before the union and the incarnatioa, Word was simple and incorporeal; but when,
according to the Scripture, it pleased him to beedhash, that is, to be united to flesh which pesed a
rational soul; then, from that conception, God ¥erd was incarnate and yielded himself for our sakeur
composition in a manner inconceivable and inexjsessnd as he himself alone knew. For we do nbtipe
the human nature separately, in the manner ofdbksh Nestorians, and then make God the Word dwwetl
afterwards. For this would constitute an indwelliagd not incarnation; with the consequence that Would
not be incarnate and made man, but rather therédwmmifound a man inspired by God, a Christ. Fdead
when we examine things altogether, R@ge66 know that the divinity is one thing and the huitaanother,
and that they are greatly distant from one anotBat.when we consider the divine union, that is&y, the
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incarnation as conceivable for us, we see thabbtwo, divinity and humanity which are perfect,cemposed
Emmanuel in a union which is indivisible. And the&swhat was meant by the holy Cyril: ‘Leave off rfto
dividing the natures after the union’, that iseafive have affirmed the union.

TEXTS 2 AND 3

The following two texts set the scene for Severastgiment against the selective use which the deni) of
the Florilegium Cyrillianummade of the writings of Cyril of Alexandria in @dto prove that Cyril was close
to a two-nature christology and that the definitedrChalcedon could be read in a Cyrillian sense.

Text 2

Philalethes,from prologue and ch. 1

Translated fronCSC068:158-63
(p- 15 8) So then, since investigation of thesepfeebas been undertaken earlier, and all the teggabf their
evil cunning has been disclosed, | now proceedeoréfutation of this accusation, persuading myrdreaof
this one thing: that they have in mind those thimpsch we have just now rehearsed before, inasrasdhey
openly state (p. 159) of what kind of opinion is tompiler of this book or, rather, of this netwoflperdition.
He has made a compilation out of some treatis¢leoholy Cyril, entirely changing them in the prsséo fit
his own doctrine, imagining that they support mguitous teaching; while others of them he hagulyl
mutilated—all those which perfectly demonstrate itineaning of what has been said, and which were table
reprove his cunning.

Now we must at present begin the account by findiaudt, and rightly so, with the definition of thes
who were assembled at Chalcedon, and who defingatiinmed that our one Lord Jesus Christ is reczagh
in two natures as follows: FROM THE DEFINITIOBHAPTER 1 ‘One and the same Jesus Christ our Lord,
the only-begotten, is recognized in two naturesheut confusion, without change, without separatisihout
division.”®* After quoting this chapter, the wicked defenderewfl doctrines (as a support for his own, as he
supposes) cites a statement of St Cyril from tist Retter to Succensus, which goes as followswNdhen we
contemplatePage67 the manner of the incarnation, as | have sa@see that the two natures are gathered
together with one another in a union which is inglble, without confusion, without change. For flesh is
flesh and not divinity, even though it has becoheftesh of God. And in the same way also the Wei@od
and not flesh, even though he has made the flestowah according to divine dispensatiéhAfter he has
guoted these words and has removed those whichr octhe middle, he cites the text as follows, whalitting
out other parts from the same (p. 160) discoubse Say that there are two natures, but one ChistSon and
Lord, of the Word of God who was incarnate and wasle man® Now the things in the middle which have
been left out are those very things which perfeddynonstrate Cyril’s teaching. He states that édih@ union
of the two natures there is but one nature of tleedNvho is incarnate, such that he is ‘out of tvadunes’ and
not ‘in two natures’, as those who were at Chalcedefined Emmanuel to be. CYRIL: ‘When, therefore,
contemplate this, we do not in any way detract fitben concurrence of one nature with the other, when
affirm that the union has come about “out of twounas”. And after the union we do not separatenteires
one from another; neither do we divide into twossbim who is one and indivisible; but we affirm d&en in
the same way as the Fathers asserted: one nattlre W ord incarnate. So then, in so far as it appr to see
with the mind and the eyes of the soul alone tharmerain which the only-begotten was made fleshatfiem
two natures which were united; or, in accordandh what is known from certain writings, we decl#nat the
two natures have been united but there is one Cdmig Son and Lord, that Word of God who was inatan
and was made man. And if it seems good, let us askexample our own composition through which wee ar
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constituted as human beings. For we are compossdubfand body, and we discern two natures—thetloate
(p. 161) of the body, the other that of the soul4+dme human being from the two of them in uniondAhe
fact that we are composed out of two natures doesnake us consider that single individual as twanan
beings, but as one man by the composition of sndll@dy, as | have described. But if we take awhg (
doctrine) that the one unique Christ is out of twatures, and different natures to boot, althougisvathout
division after the union, those who fight againdhodoxy would say: “If he is entirely one natuhew did he
become man, and make the flesh his owf?” *

Behold, it is plainly shown that St Cyril was afffing that from the union of the two natures thexme
about one nature of the Word not, however, of ieeainate Word, but of the Word incarnate. ARdge68
he added that we see only with the eyes of the tbeumanner in which the only-begotten was made. M&n
see two natures which have been united; but, aftiehave accepted the union with our mind, we affirob
two, but one nature incarnate. For the fact thatceefess ‘out of two natures’ elicits the notion ‘ohe
composition’. Therefore we find fault with those avare joined to Chalcedon, because they have egjghe
formula ‘out of two natures’, and have not acknalgled that Christ is one nature of God the Wordrimaiz;
and because their amazing defenders, in adducma@riuments of St Cyril, everywhere mutilate bdtis t
formula ‘out of two natures’ and the one natureradéd of the incarnate Word as has been statechat has
just now been quoted. For in like fashion they afsdilate something they adduce as not stated &g tuncil
of Chalcedon, namely this—the statement that GedWord was hypostatically united to flesh which was
possessed of reason.

(p. 162) Now let none of those who are simple bkidixl because those who were gathered at
Chalcedon acknowledged one and the same Chrissamgdnor let him suppose for this reason that théyot
divide him. For it was the custom of those who wafected by these opinions of Nestorius on the lwenred to
affirm hypocritically the Son as one and the sargerdason of the equality of the title of sonship abr
fellowship, and on the other to confess two natafesr the union. Now observe what Andrew says lathe
wrote by way of complaint against the tenth anatheimSt Cyril: ‘For the sonship after the uniongsiin their
two natures, since they are not separated one drwther. For there was no separation after thenumoo the
union is enduring, for ever. But in fact even ie gufferings of the flesh the Godhead was not wlistahile it
itself continued without suffering; and those tlanghich were proper to the Godhead were accomplishe
through the agency of the flesh. For that reasoncardess one and the same Son, the natures remainin
without confusion; and we do not affirm that heie thing and another (God forbid!), but one amdstame®
While up to this juncture he has spoken deceitfully has also said at the start that the sonslapasin two
natures’, and has demonstrated his point of viensupposes that the common property of sonshigisiiion
of the two natures; then, from that point on withdanger, he has introduced its sequel as he se@pb$o
be—once the two natures are set in place, he adkdges one and the same Christ, like one who thats
perhaps when he spoke these things obscurely,utdlwve been supposed by people BPege69 he was in
truth affirming one Son! But he reveals the falseho what comes after it, for immediately (p. 1@8gr what
has been quoted he adduces (the following): ANDRBWere is none who does not confess our Lord Jasus
our high priest and apostléHeb 3:1) according to the Scriptures, without then who was born of woman
being separated from the Word who is from the Fathsuch a way that he who was of the seed of dDaxs
united, without confusion and incomprehensibly arskparably, to the Word who is from the Fatf@iThus
he who is of the seed of David is other, apart frétme Word who is from God the Father, and notshme.
And how has he all of a sudden changed for us #teres into persons, namely the Word who is from th
Father, and the one who is of the seed of David®?réhson is near at hand, namely, that they atedjrior ‘in
two natures the sonship is one’. Therefore it isabge of the single title of sonship that the uregists; and
not because God the Word was united hypostatitaliige flesh which possessed a rational soul. Brdu had
recognized as one and the same the one who wasatgghérom the Father in respect of the Godhead! tlag
one in the flesh as from the seed of David, you ldvdwave recognized him as Christ, the Word who was
incarnate for our sake, and you would not have #a&d he was united to himself. For that is madness
Likewise, no-one thinks it sensible to say thatrgvedividual human being is united to himself! &etl there
are things out of which a man exists which areathtbgether, and the union of these things peyféotms a
single individual. But after he has once been cetepy formed as a single being, it is no longersg#a to say
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that he is united to himself. So it is evident ttitse who were gathered at Chalcedon declaretyyaimd as it
were with trickery, and in appearance only, thalytiwere affirming that the Christ and Son is uniqud the
same, since they affirm two natures after the uniorview of the fact that they define one Christtwo
natures.

Text 3
Philalethes,prologue to florilegium

Translated fron€CSC068:183-5
(p. 183) Thus far the chapters of the inspiredrattees of Cyril which this robber of the sanctuaag quoted at
the beginning of his book, as a defence of those are joined to Chalcedon. Now we move on from, ttas
those remaining items which he has also quotedrdero first writing a preceding title for each itemhich
makes known th&age70 wicked intention of his doctrine. His treatiseset out in the preceding title in this
fashion: TITLE WHICH PRECEDESDifferent arguments of Cyril, archbishop of Alexaadin which it is
possible to find the difference of the two natuees] in which God the Word is preached by him asge
impassible and immortal, the temple, however, asgogassible and mortal.

THE REFUTATION OF THIS. If you had the aim of magia defence of the Synod of Chalcedon, (p.
184) the title which precedes ought to have beemdicator of this kind: that St Cyril affirmed twaatures
after the union when he defined one Lord JesussChritwo natures. For it is not because he ackedgéd
differences in the natures from which Emmanueltexisat from then on (according to your opinion)dnedes
into two natures that which is one, so that theplenfas you allege) is separately acknowledgedasahwhile
God the Word is apart from it and separately imalpthe one being mortal and the other immortad] toe
one being passible and the other impassible. Butihinely inspired Doctors of the church did noink like
this. Rather, they recognized the same as impassaindl the same as passible. For even though the Wor
according to his nature was impassible, nonethdiesexperienced suffering, because he had as msaow
passible body to which he was hypostatically uni®d then, do not take the difference of the nato of
which Christ is one as a division. For it is onsghto say two in this sense, as referring to diwmisbut it is
another to recognize the difference of those thgsof which he as one is assembled.
Of St Cyril, from the defence of the third anatheagainst the objections of Theodoret: ‘Far indeednfall
blame is the one who acknowledges perhaps thdletste according to its own nature apart from theréMoho
shone forth from the Father is one thing; and @ndther hand that the only-begotten, by reasonisobiwn
particular nature, is another thing. But that heusth recognize these things does not mean thaivided the
natures (p. 185) after the unio.’

TEXTS 4 AND 5

In the following two extracts we see Severus’s métim thePhilalethes:he cites each chapter of therCyr

before proceeding to a defence of Cyril's wordsplider to stress the one incarnate nature of Ci8&sterus’s
proof-texts from Cyril come in the main from theeihlndrian’s later writings, rather than from hisliea
works, where two-nature terminology was used ag#mesArians and Synousiasiage71

Text 4
Philalethes, florilegium ch. 8

Translated fronCSC068:197-202

(p- 197) The opponent’s eighth chapter. Of the s@w, from the letter to John, archbishop of A, of
which this is the beginning:et the heavens rejoice and let the earth ef@dt 95:11). ‘So then we confess our
Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God, only-begotten, pei®od and perfect man, of rational soul and bedy was
begotten of the Father before the ages as touttngjvinity, and at the end of days the same forsake and
for our salvation begotten of the virgin Mary aadbing his humanity, consubstantial with the Fatheespect
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of divinity: for there was a union of the two natsr Therefore we confess one Christ, one Son, oné. L
According to this doctrine of union without confasj we confess the holy virgin to be Mother of Goelgcause
God the Word was incarnate and made man; and finainconception he was united to the temple which wa
assumed from her. Now as concerns the evangehdahpostolic expressions about the Lord: we knaat tine
theologians make some of them of general purporéf@sring to one persofprosopon),but make distinction
among others as referring to the two natures; hoset which are proper to God they assign to Chrdsvinity,
while those proper to low estate they assign tchtimanity. When we encountered holy expressiorsthiese
and thus found as well that we were of the sameal+ior there is one Lord, one faith, and one bapt{&ph
4:5)-we gave thanks to God the Saviour of us @jgicing one with another, that the churches amasgnd
among you rightly understand the faith which iscadong to the inspired Scriptures and the traditidrthe
holy Fathers®

DEFENCE OF THIS: When (p. 198) the holy synod waseabled in Ephesus the metropolis, and
demanded of Nestorius recantation of his uncleastrides, and he was summoned three times and did no
obey; he persisted in his presumption, and poutgdasphemous utterances against those who wetdae
him, and at the same time, moreover, he did notaieshis unbridled tongue. At that point the besssneeting
of all these bishops—when they set out his poissranctrines in public, and demonstrated to everybeg
Jewish character, and tested as it were in a deuhib discourses which he had delivered in theahto those
under his authority, and had shown up their abotimnahrough the rational fire of investigation agsed a just
sentence against his atheistic language, and disthithe rogue from the honour of pastoral superi@ece.
But thePage72 bishops of the East, since they had voluntafigtained from this holy synod (because they
were contending on behalf of Nestorius’s uncleattritte and shared communion with all) were notrig ay
willing to consent to the degradation of this ed@mon. And as to the expression ‘Mother of God'nynaf
them either did not at all desire to say it of bwdy virgin or, when they were compelled to sayaidded that
she must also be called ‘mother of man’ in accocdawith this vacuous terminology of Nestorius dnyglway
of these vicious doctrines, proceed towards a tuafi sons and Christs. And when Theodosius (whers®
was that of a God-fearing man) at that time advesed wrote to them to come back into communion wamty
with the other bishops, they said: ‘On the contravg accept that we should consent to the degi@uati
Nestorius, and that we should cherish communioh wie bishops, only if all the writings of holy Qybe
destroyed along with the doctrine (p. 199) comnwthem all, because along with these treatise® tveuld
be destroyed as well the refutation of Nestoriusislean teachingd® Now when the holy Cyril did not even
admit his ears to this demand, and they stepped doam their unequal and irrational conflict, semglito
Alexandria Paul bishop of Emesa (this city whichobgs to Lebanon of Phoenicia) bearing a documént o
reconciliation in which all the bishops of the Easfter they had put far away the empty terminolagy
Nestorius, they confessed with mighty voice theyhaigin to be Mother of God, and one Son and Ghtise
same who was begotten of the Father in respeavimiity, and the same begotten of Mary the virgirréspect
of the flesh. So when the holy Cyril came upon ¢hetmtements as it were in a net, he readily madeewith
them and wisely took charge of the net for himsElir he also demanded of them that they consetitieto
degradation of Nestorius, and that they declar¢hanaa the vanity of the unclean terminology In \wWréings
of St Cyril himself, | declare, there is confirmatiof this. Now when they had thus acknowledgeddhhings,
he accepted from then on as being without dangesetiphrases which featured in bungling fashiorhen t
document of reconciliation, as if they were wordlslaldren who prattle, so that by way of prattliailpng with
them he might elevate them to purer modes of ezmes

So that we do not devise these things out of our mind, we demonstrate them from the writings of St
Cyril themselves. {Two citations from Cyril’s lettéo Acacius of Melitene follow.}
(p. 201) So then, after the holy Cyril’'s reporttttf@e union has taken away the separation into amd, has
perfected one nature of God the Word incarnate lwklmows only those things from whicRage73 there
exists the one and sole Christ without confusiod aathout dividing into a duality those things whitave
been united into one, how do you, dissolving thhicv is one, affirm two natures after the union? Bgain,
perhaps, you declare: ‘Why then do you mention stegements which are quoted in the document of
reconciliation of the Easterners?’ These are thegthwhich (I mean): ‘Regarding the evangelical apdstolic
statements which relate to the Lord, we know thad-@spired men treat some of them as common nglati
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one person, but distinguish others of them asingldb the two natures: those which are properdod they
ascribe to the divinity of Christ, but those whifer to lowliness they refer to the humani.You have
uttered gross statements, which are typical of lge@po are sick. Do not hide from concern for (ydugaling.
For as regards the distinguishing of the evangeboa apostolic statements, it is not acceptabée these
should be divided in this way between the two reguas one might allot some of them to the diviatine
alone, others of them only to the human nature. $ute there is one nature of the Word incarnate, w
recognize a variety of statements, of which soneepaoper (p. 202) for God, others are spoken imseuf the
humanity, and others at the same time indicatalitiiaity together with the humanity. Because he @asl by
nature, and because he, truly the same, becaméomas, it was necessary that we should have reeaarthe
two (kinds of) statements, as St Cyril himself samere declare$: But do not let him for this reason be
divided into two natures. For all the statementsyloatever sort they be, refer to a single indialluWod the
Word who was incarnate for us: for the nature, tighe Word himself who was incarnate, is affirmeesdone
after the union. So then, let no-one understandlistenguishing of the (evangelical and apostodigtements
as a division, but as an enquiry which merely detishes the difference of the expressions, astlaésblessed
Basil has stated in the discou®a Faith or On the Trinity,as follows: ‘For the abasement (of Christ) to your
weakness did not involve any deficiency in the glof the mighty one. But first perceive how it lief(zod;
then accept according to the economy the wordsriedeto (his) low estaté? {Another citation from Cyril's
letter to Acacius of Melitene follows.}

Textb
Philalethes,florilegium ch. 12

Translated fronCSC068:221-3

The twelfth chapter of the opponent. Of the sameilCyom the letter to Eulogiusapocrisarius of
Constantinople. This is the beginning offage74

‘Some people complain of the statement which thstdfaers have made’. ‘Now because all the Easterner
suppose that we orthodox agree with the evil deetriof Apollinaris, and are of the opinion thatréhevas no
mixture or confusion—for expressions like thesetheeones they use, as if God the Word had chaimgedhe
nature of flesh, and the flesh had been conventathe nature of the divinity—we had not allowéern to
divide into two the one Son (God forbid it!), butlp to confess that it was without confusion andhaut
mixture; rather, that the flesh was from the flggh,222) as that which was assumed from the woraaah that
the Word as that which was begotten from the Fatleex the Word: but there ane Christ and Son and Lord
(Jn 1:14), according to John’s statemeHt.’

DEFENCE IN RESPECT OF THIS: What are you doing, yellow in all things rash and unclean?
Why in the manner of an impudent dog are you aitackhe words of the saint, and in vain tearinghatigs
which have been fittingly expressed? For it is @fodor us here again by way of refutation of your
abomination to quote the statements which predeeletiapter, statements which you have wilfully mated.
For it is plainly demonstrated from there thathaltgh the flesh which was assumed from the womanots
mixed with the Word, nonetheless he exists as om®fatwo, and his nature is one, as he who isMoed was
incarnate.

OF ST CYRIL, FROM THE LETTER TO EULOGIUS—the matewrhich are cited before the chapter
which the opponent has left out: ‘Some people campdf the statement which the Easterners have raade
say: “Why, when they have designated two naturess dhe Alexandrian agree with it and praise it@sEhwho
hold the opinions of Nestorius say that he, toamfishe same view, and do violence to things ofahihey
have no accurate knowledge”. Now to these compiaime must say this: it is not necessary to talgatfland
abstain from everything which the heretics say, thay acknowledge many things, some of which we als
acknowledge. For example, when the Arians affirat tihhe Father is the creator of all things and [evlly
should it follow from this that we should take fiigfrom confessions of this kind? And so in theeca$
Nestorius, even when he asserts two natures iB2p) acknowledging the difference between the flast
God the Word. For the nature of the Word is onaghand that of the flesh another. However, he dms
confess along with us the union as well. For ugitimese things to one another we confess one CbnistSon
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the same one Lord, and therefore a single natutkeoSon incarnate, as is also the dadage75 in respect of
human beings in general. For they exist out okeddht natures—I mean from the body and the soulv hiath

reason and intuition acknowledge this differenad; &fter we have united them, from that point ordsawe

produce a single nature, that of “human being”.réfage, the fact that we acknowledge the differeoicéhe

natures does not mean that we separate into tworga€hrist*

See, with these statements he plainly tells thexfaht that we acknowledge the difference of thenes
from which the one Christ is made does not mean dissolves the union; and that Nestorius does not
acknowledge the union like us, inasmuch as he doescknowledge a single nature, that of God thedVo
incarnate. How, then, when you have taken awathafie things, do you imagine to bring to the disicusthe
rest of these materials which you have torn awafolbge? And because of what St Cyril said, (nhamtdg) the
natures out of which the one Christ exists weré@ut confusion, are you leading the simple astmathat we
confess two natures after the union and acknowleddenger that from the union a single nature feased,
that of God the Word incarnate?

TEXTS 6-11

The following extracts fromContra impium Grammaticunillustrate the theological intent of John the
grammarian and the anger and embarrassment wiscthefti opponent roused in Severus. Text 6 shows Joh
arguing in favour of reconciling Chalcedon and Cgnd of adding the one-nature formula to Chalceton
language. In Text 7 we see the grammarian clexgving preference to the terousiaover physis,following
Basil of Caesarea’s Trinitarian language in orddod able to maintain a duality in Christ. Seveasuat pains in
Text 8 to stress the hypostatic union of the twtures, following Cyril in distinguishing the two tuaes in
Christ after the union only ‘in contemplatiofitheoria) or intellectually In Text 9 the former patriarckfdnds
the one-nature christology from the charge of mhi@ng mixture and confusion in the union of Chsigtvo
natures, and refuses to admit any talk of ‘twoeafthe union, which, he argues, equates to theoNast
position. Texts 10 and 11 are a reply to the gramrana attempt to use Cyril's phraseology of the-gmature
christology while still maintaining a duality or dblenesgdiplous/ diple)in Christ.Page76

Text 6
Contra impium Grammaticum, Or. 111.12

Translated fronCSC045:218-28

(p. 218)Concerning the fact that the wicked one seems nradict himself when he says that he will not,
along with the Easterners, describe the abasema&nClrist) as a conjunction (of natures), and when
declares that they have been in darkness, not aggde confess the one nature of the Word incarnAtel
concerning the fact that by means of his uncleaniigology he displays St Cyril as wavering, blamuwgas if
we had brought this about; and concerning the fhat, as he wrongly and impudently expounds thiewtbich

is in the letter to Eulogius, he makes up a caseifgerstanding the difference of the substanaheiatures
from which exists the one Christ as referring tiasion into two.

For behold! You are being dislocated in all direcs, like those who are cast into the deep sea.wAmah you
decided that St Cyril had not condescended to th&tefners, you wrote that the same Easterners diad n
submitted so as to affirm the one nature of GodwWed incarnate, and therefore ‘they had been mrazss’
when the wise Cyril said he had written to Eulogib®w it is right that we should quote your drunken
stupidities; for it is right for me to gather toget things cited here and there and which stumbér and
contend with one another and represent the samegstinnany times turned over and over, and whicmaver
able to stand. (p. 219) GRAMMARIAN: ‘But perhapse® will say: see, as regards the definition, hd dzat
“they were in darkness”. But if it had been rightaffirm Christ in two natures, he would not haaelghat they
were in darkness. Now it is more necessary to gagainst people of this kind than to receive thamd it is

to be observed from the things which they cite liogy constantly cut to pieces the meaning of tiregthsaid,
and hunt out little tit-bits which are far removiedm the intention of the people who said them. li@does not
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say that they had been in darkness with regardedact that they acknowledge two natures: forauld have
been folly, and folly in no small measure, for hHionpraise and then disparage the same thing. Bistuse the
Easterners, while noisily stating that there are tvatures in Christ, would not agree to speak & wature
incarnate, but were for a long time contradicting denying the formula, since for them it was urglespicion

to such an extent that the blessed Cyril, who vedertling and explaining the formula, was suffeiimgiense
weariness because of this, as he points out iegbend letter to Succensus—because of this, wheav¢heir
contention,Page 77he said that they were in darkness: not becauskeaf confession as it was stated, but
because of their ignorance of the fact that theykhaffirm one nature of the Word incarnate. Noawhakes it
known that this formula was straightforwardly paoied by him, and indicates that it was of the sbonee, in

the very same sentences which he utters, as folffmw$ shall repeat them): “But from that time oands there
was one Son, and one nature of him as of the Wudrmate. The Easterners acknowledged these things,
although they were briefly in darkness as regangésformula™® Those men, he declares, acknowledged our
views and came to the same mind, even though thrtheyuse of other terminology they were in darkreasd

did not recognize that our formula (p. 220) wasagreement with them in the same patrticulars. Thezefie
was not refusing to speak of two natures, but sbtigit he should acknowledge one nature incarmateesh
which was animated with a rational soul. So yourgelves are in darkness even now, while the Easteare
enlightened and confess with equity and integritthformulae

So then, in these matters you acknowledge alony wsitthat the Easterners were then in darkness sin
they were not agreeing to admit that there is atare of God the Word incarnate. For that reasimegeshey
had composed a statement which was deprived ofitfiaition, the wise Cyril accepted it. How, thelid he
not humble himself when he did this, so as to shioevway to those who were in darkness, or rathrer, i
accordance with your expression, to heal those wi@ blind? How did he not appear like a huckstad a
pliant one to boot, when he accepted their staténvhith was bereft of this principal formula? Fauyhave
also written in this wicked pamphlet these thir@RAMMARIAN: ‘For in this letter the blessed Cyrilnastles
only against those who do not accept the affirnrmatane nature of God the Word incarnate”, but wioegpt
only the formula “in two natures”, which is a tokeha bad confession of faith if it is absent frome other
confessional formula, as has been shotfiAND AGAIN: ‘Oh! the impudence of the opponents!rFibwe
were affirming two natures and were never acknogitegl the other confessional formula that therens o
nature of the Word incarnate, there would be aomdsr their accusations® AND FURTHER: ‘For this
reason blessed Cyril was accepting also those Winmawo natures for Emmanuel, since he was shugitine
heresy of Apollinaris, and was furthermore acknalglag that he should affirm one nature of God @il)2he
Word incarnate on account of the excommunicatioNestorius. For when the two of them are acknowdelgg
it is a sign of orthodox doctrine; but whétage 78 the one confessional formula is thrust aside, dtil
supposition of heresy enters ffi.’

So then, as you have said, there is an indicationaminess (see above) in the Easterners’ lettaghwh
was distant from that confession which acknowledpes there is one nature of God the Word incarreatd
which was defiled by ‘the supposition of an evitdsy’, as you have said. Why, then, did he acdeptihsane
letter? And if it was insane, how will you not baught out again as contradicting yourself — you white and
declare: ‘the wise Cyril recognized their formulas his own? For call to mind these fair words:
GRAMMARIAN: ‘So that great and God-inspired manaiegd in writing and recognized those things as his
own, so that he marvelled and uttered praise, aga with this statement so worthy of hearifiget the
heavens rejoice and the earth leap for j@s 95: Iy° Truly did he rejoice in this word, and did not knbow
he might employ that rejoicing.

And how might he rejoice by the betrayal of thehifaas you have described it, and by huckstering of
words? For we ourselves should blame him and tamgccusation through your words. For how wasait ltie
accepted the Easterners’ document in which (ashgwe alleged) there is an indication of insanitgduse
acknowledgement of one nature of the Word incarmsatdbsent from it, and since it therefore offeas evil
suspicion of heresy’ (as you wish to call it), ndynie excommunication of Nestorius on whose actdas
you have said) he was acknowledging that thereomasnature of the Word incarnate? (p. 222) So tivéy,
do you introduce him as rejoicing, when he showdehbeen feeling ashamed? Thus in due course yaur o
words are turned back upon your stupid head: fortaeepronounce against you these things of your,own
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which run as follows: GRAMMARIAN: ‘You try to shows a father of orthodox teachings who is in fact
changeable, different at different times, and om® westroys his own building. For who is there vaots so
entirely impiously that, in order to gratify otheeople, or rather to injure them as well, he dfagsself as well
into the pit and remové&sfaith from the faith? Who out of those people wimlerstand things aright arrives at
such a pitch of haughtiness as to separate hifitegifGod, so as to be at one with human beirgs?’

Do you understand how senseless you are, and in& ldicrous emptiness of mind the silliness of
your lamentable and ignorant words plunges? Asyfmu, now, receive dishonour because of this—and
absolutely rightly so! But Cyril, wise in spirit drin no way pliant, who neither took a bribe noldstine faith
for the sake of human friendship, but who was awakysician and teacher who was gRabe79 about the
Easterners’ confession, in that they acknowledgesl and the same Son, Christ Jesus, and the hgiy s
Mother of God without having added ‘mother of mars-Theodoret, who was sick with the same things as
Nestorius, was anxious to say (along with those whpe in communion with him) in the complaints hete
about the Twelve Chapters, and slanderously affigetthiem a defect—(this Cyril) was glad about thinsegs
and rejoiced because they declared ‘for the unamecabout of two nature¥' and not ‘through equality of
title’ nor ‘through equality of honour’ nor ‘of ongerson and one (p. 223) sonship’. But since thieyvad for
an intermediate position in respect of confessioth® union, they provided a place for drawing todgaa true
and hypostatic union by interjecting those thindscl he written to them, (the phrase) ‘out of twatures’,
and clearly and openly proclaiming and declaringR@O_: ‘For the Lord Jesus Christ is one, even thotigere
be recognized the distinction of the natures outvbfch we affirm that the inexpressible union haer
effected.® For from now on, the nature of the Son incarnatéraade man is fully perfected as being one, such
that only by means of fine contemplation and dditon in thought, and as it were by refined imaggs of the
mind, may we observe that there has been a unitwamhatures; yet after recognition of the uniosifathe
distinction of the two natures which is (perceivéy) thought has already been removed and dissothed,
distinction of those natures which have been brotagether into one is not confused—because theg haen
established in composition and not in the individpperty of their subsistence. Let us believe &y
accept one who is out of two natures, both GodSmdand Christ and Lord; and let there remain alitjuthat
which, after the confession of the true unionngeled a thought of those things which are coveraethrkness
and which affirm that the same entity is both whiged not united. {This argument is supported lxytation
from Cyril’s letter to Eulogius.}

(p. 224) To whom of those people who are mightdynéd for intelligence, or who are impudent, are
these things not known or made plain? The thingEhvhare joined together are recognized as one tanty
another only in respect of difference of essenod; the things which concur into one entity areat#ht in
kind, and not of the same substance, and theyngeltcsubsist separately, nor are they in theirgarepbstance
to be spoken of as one thing and another; for tegrgts one Christ out of the two of them. For tbacher
plainly stated as much, repressing the differeniselvwas whole and entire, and establishing it ddgfarence
in respect of substancBage80

CYRIL: ‘The body is not consubstantial with the Wpbut if it is not consubstantial, there is always
one nature and another out of which the one any Ghtist is recognized® In the same way, too, | have
introduced him in the notes above as saying tlde:then the diversity in these things makes clearstonly
the distinction between the nature of the Word @nednature of the humanity; for the one Christeisognized
from the two of them>

So when those who were assembled at Chalcedon iatpdidhe definition ‘one Christ from two
natures’ which alone forbids division of any sevhere then, O grammarian, does presumption praviplace
for you (p. 225) to introduce talk of ‘one thingic ‘another thing’, so as to affirm two naturesathe union,
and to devise a pretext for distinction in substasc that you may divide into two him who is cotséd as
one from two, and cast him into a duality of sond &hrists? For (the view) that those things outvbich
Christ exists are ‘one thing’ and ‘another thingé Wwave heard that even Gregory the Theologian wmte
Cledonius®® But if we dissolve the formula ‘from which’ by dadng two natures after the inexpressible union,
we import natures which subsist separately andt;ajbeen no longer are found ‘one thing’ and ‘anottieng’
from which exist one nature and hypostasis of the ®ho was incarnate and made man, but one beithg an
another being, God and man, who are separate asigelgypostases.
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For in the same way the wise Cyril rises up eveairsg Diodore, who devised a pretext for total
difference and complete separation in regard talihersity of the natures which were assembled ame, out
of which Emmanuel exist (as we also have noted eébgV¥Vwo citations from Cyril's work against Diodoof
Tarsus follow.] (p. 226) How then is it, O most vateed man, that alongside diversity of attributes grag in
a difference of substance—and this on the groumalsthose things different in kind which concurnetd one
in a manner beyond all expression are separatagédson of natural quality, so as to perfect onereaand
hypostasis incarnate of the Word out of two (nalreand affirm two natures after the union, and evrit
concerning the holy Cyril exactly as if what yourevevriting were sound, but without knowing what yane
saying? GRAMMARIAN: ‘Nor did he refuse to affrmehwo natures; for the one is of the Word, andaotiner
of the flesh:® For this man is entirely removed from refusal peak of two natures, as he indeed says: a union
not of two things only, but of many which differ mature from one another is referred to as a ‘awtjan’; and
those who say what | have said, and the Eastermederstand that the union of tRage81 two natures came
about in this way. For when what is composite [zasated by the mind alone, it yields to the un@eding the
two things out of which it is put together as obat when the union has been acknowledged, we ngelton
separate the things which have been united, nevedspeak of them as two; otherwise we fall intdkdass by
defining the same thing as both united and sephiatéypostasis. This is what happened to the Easte
who were covered in darkness in respect of the déamand on the one hand acknowledged a union of two
natures (p. 227) while on the other they left ¥@e@d in obscurity For this is the darkness offtienula which
he dissipated when he wrote to them. CYRIL: ‘Foe thord Jesus Christ is one, even though there be
recognized a difference of the natures out of whighaffirm that the inexpressible union was mafévow
that phrase ‘out of two’ is characteristic of thgpbstatic union; and the final end of this is thee cmature of
God the Word incarnate.

But if, as the grammarian says, Cyril had wisheal the should acknowledge two natures after the
incomprehensible union which were united and npasged, he ought to have said: ‘But, once theruhis
been acknowledged, no longer are those things waiehunited separated from one another, but already
constitute one Son; and his two natures are uaibeldnot separated.” But now he did not say this—enawnd in
no way at all did he say it; but when separatido iwo has already ceased, as it were, after ttkoreng of
the union, he declared: CYRIL: ‘But when the unitas been acknowledged, no longer are the thingshwhi
were united separated from one another, but tsesready one Son and one nature of him as of thel \Who
was incarnate®

And as | have many times asserted, nowhere aaallaoyone show that St Cyril wrote: ‘so then after
the union we declare that there are two naturedinibut everywhere he says that the two are mezeg by
thought alone and by theoretical distinction; ahdt tthose things which were joined together aréndisin
substance; but after the reckoning of the unior wature was perfectly formed and it subsisted, ahdhe
Word incarnate, yes, rather, one Christ and SonLandi out of two, divinity and humanity.

But the grammarian, who thinks he is crafty andidift (p. 228) to refute, twists to his own imp®u
use those very matters which have been assertedctlgr and produces a statement as it were out of
topsiturviness and declares: GRAMMARIAN: ‘But pepsathey will say: Behold, as regards the formukyth
were in darkness. But if it had been correct taakpef Christ in two natures, he would rfeage82 have said
that they were in darknes¥.’Now then, you wicked man, who knows nothing elsalabut how to act
impiously and to be openly without sense and topieve that the Easterners affirmed that Chris¢c®gnized
‘in two natures’ as the Synod of Chalcedon defingdt you cannot prove it, since this alone did theglare:

‘the union was of two natures’, as a result of whice teacher said that the one Christ was peddoden two
(natures)—and not, as the Synod which was at Ciafcagreed, one Christ recognized ‘in two natures’.

Text 7
Contra impium Grammaticum, Or. 11.17

Translated fron€CSCO58:151-6

For you exalt the duality of the natures, whichidi#s the one Christ into two, to the level of ‘Saloges’

according to the common signification of that teang you affirm that those have been united in bigsis,
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that is, ‘hypostatically’, to use your own expressagain. Explain to us, then, how these ‘substirekemean
what is common property of the divinity and what@nmon property of the humanity—are ‘hypostaticall
united and are compounded to one another and afectsl as one hypostasis: for thus you have dastlar
above when you produce a definition. GRAMMARIAN:H&refore when the Fathers put “nature” on its own
without adding “of God the Word”, then they undarst “substance® And furthermore, in the statements
which precede these matters—indeed, straightaw#y twe introductory words of this astonishing pafeph
you said things like these: GRAMMARIAN: ‘So, theoe¢, when St Cyril says “nature” on its own without
adding “of God the Word”, he is pointing to the aoen property of the divinity®® Therefore when we follow
your eleven definitions, we understand these espyes of yours, and are not voluntarily silent. Bdten you
assert (p. 152) without definition and without aaddition that those two natures of yours were higimslly
united, we understand what is the common propertth® substances, as you ordered. Again, we ask You
Intelligence: how is what is common property of theinity (which is recognized in the Trinity) cormpnded
with what is common to, and the whole substancehefhumanity? For composition is the union whigkes
place in the assumption of the humanity, and whghalso designated as incarnation. For you wrote:
GRAMMARIAN: ‘When we affirm “two natures hypostatity united”, they keep silent of their own will @én
erase from our confession this (expression) “urfitlgubstatically”.®> Page83

Behold, with open ears we have heard these (statsjingf yours, and we accepted ‘natures’ when they
were mentioned without definition as referring sabstances’ and what is signified as common, ghdhe holy
Trinity as concerns the Godhead, and the wholelyanfihuman beings as regards the humanity And ameu
caught up in your snares, entrapped in those thivigsh were written by us in the letter to Marontirese
words: SEVERUS: ‘For they shall not advance to thedness, so as to declare that they are usintpimes
“natures” instead of generic signification—I meagngication of substance. For if, as is acknowledg
henceforward, the holy Trinity is one nature, dmelwhole of humanity is of one nature, then (to sayething
which is more than ridiculous) the holy Trinity Wide found to have assumed as human nature theevdfol
humanity, that is to say, the whole human race!tBetholy Scriptures teach us otherwise. They téla@hGod
the Word was incarnate and assumed human natwelya®ne out of three hypostases, since “the Waoad w
made flesh, and dwelt among us” (Jn 1:P4)Since you read these things, my good man, howitithat you
did not guard against ridicule, (p. 153) but gotornsay that the hypostatic union is out of two samhses
according to common and generic signification? Aht alone remained—that you should change the
wickedness of your senseless opinion so as td fas it were) in the form of an objection, andttydissolve it
by means of the most deceitful ideas which you ihadrrectly built up, and again rely in totteringanmer on
things which had been dissolved. So then, thisablbje, and the clever dissolving of the objectiaought
about by your subtle erudition, shall be set foGRAMMARIAN: ‘But if you affirm that the Christ haswvo
substances, it is also necessary to affirm thatFdteer and the Spirit and (as we may say in shiet)holy
Trinity himself assumed the flesh of the whole afrfanity, that is, of the human race. Such are Hjections
of the people who oppose us. For they supposeltbaubstance of the divinity exists divisibly, ahdt some
of it is seen in the Father, some of it in the Somd some of it in the holy Spirit, such that earigle element
is recognized from the hypostases in part, butimall those things which are the property of thanity But
we have not reached such ungodliness as to supipaisthere is division or partition in the divinebstance;
but we affirm that each designated hypostasis gessewithout diminution all the marks of the dityr
goodness, operation, and all those things whichoénencreated nature. For likewise we affirm thenity
consubstantial, such that the same substance agmieed perfectly in three persons. For indeedRather
possesses the perfect substance of divinity,Ragke84 also the Son and the holy Spirit in the samenaan
hence the Father is perfect God and the Son ieg@e&od and the holy Spirit is perfect God. Thecfaimner of
the truth, Paul, is the defender of these (p. 18#n he statesfor in him dwells all the fullness of the divinity
bodily” (Col 2:9). For he does not say that the Father mearnate, but that the whole divinity in three
hypostases was without diminution in the Fathetthm Son, in the holy Spirit, since he is in eadk of the
hypostases completely according to the word ofSawiour which he uttered: “all things which are Hather’s
are mine”, that is, all the marks which belongte substance of the Father belong also to God tel Véven
when he was incarnate, not as if the Father isSthe or as if the Son is the Father, for thesestisignify that
there is a relationship of the one to the otherh®wm, then, shall we not affirm that the substamictne divinity
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was in Christ without diminution, when we asse#dtthe is perfect God? And how, when we confessdsm
perfect man, shall we not acknowledge that the vsabstance of humanity was in him? For he dicaestime
part of if’, as Apollinaris claims—flesh without a rationaluse-but the whole substance, which is flesh
ensouled with a rational soul and with understagrdiar this is properly called “substance” wherpérfectly
exists in general in each and every human beingekoh of them is distinguished from one anotherhyo
substance, but by those characteristics which rargccord with them, by size and by colour and, gahe
speaking, by the individual characteristics of pas marks®2®

So then, in regard to these things we state aswell the holy Trinity is neither subjected to the
limitations of nature, nor confined by the preferes of our mind, because what it is in terms ok#auice is not
known; and it is above all things and above akliigence, and is not apprehended even by the motd our
mind; but it surpasses in a manner incomprehengbéey intellectual imagining, and it overflows alels
concealed. (p. 155) For in the second theologitstodirse, Gregory, who has the name of Theologian,
declares: GREGORY: ‘For one kind of limitation i@ comprehensibility®® For this reason, the thoughts
most refined in accuracy and considered and praf@levate i above substance and above nature. For this
Theologian himself declares, in fact in the disseWn the Unity of MonksThe best of those things which
exist and the most elevated is God, unless oneewih elevate him above substance and to placénviiim
every existent thing out of which other things comée.” And in the discourse in which is written the words
‘to those who had voyaged from Egypt’ he wroteretognize two different principles in the thingattlexist:
authority, and slavery, things amoRg@ge85 us which neither arbitrary rule has torn asumdgrpoverty has
put asunder; but they are things which naturd, pfeases one so to call it, has defined: for whéitst is also
above nature’

So then the Trinity, which is before all things amdre perfect than all things, is above substamcke a
above nature, and is not subject to these desaysatBut, as the teacher states in the aforemetidiscourse
On Theology,because ‘our mind toils to depart from corporddhds and to be joined to incorporeal
simplicities, as long as in its weakness it obseithéngs which are beyond its strendthgf necessity we dare
through the thoughts and poor pretexts that beséb uiraw near to divine significations, that frémence we
may receive obscure intimations of understandinglisthough they be.

Hence even about the holy Trinity, which is incoetmnsible and which no-one (p. 156) may approach,
we have used the word ‘nature’ and ‘substance’ ‘agdostasis’ and all these terms which are simdad
approximate in sense; and we accepted the wordstanbe’, which is indicative of generic significati
concerning the holy Trinity; and we affirmed thiagé tone substance is three hypostases of the Fatbeof the
Son and of the holy Spirit, that is, of the one Gear the Father is God, and the Son is God, amdhadty Spirit
is God, just as one might say that Peter and RallDahn are one humanity For human beings existligqgun
species and in substance, but are distinguishekebyndividual signs of hypostases. Therefore ewewy of the
hypostases which are under species and substamteurater common signification (for this ‘common
signification’ is the defining substance of manypbgtases) share in those things which appear igeheral
species equally. For example, Peter shares in wlammon property of humanity and of substancachvis
rationality, mortality, receptivity of mind, and iéity to learn; in the same way also Paul and Jalistjnct with
individual characteristics and not mixed up onehvaihother, are also sharers of this substance vigicgld in
common, since they are rational and mortal andpteae of mind and capable of learning. For neither
rationality and mortality and receptivity of minddh ability to learn are established for each onehef
hypostases which subsist distinctly and separabelyause substance too is patient of divisiontHerdivision
of substance is what may be one of diverse substantcof hypostases, whether irrational or immaotahot
receptive of mind or not capable of learning; tosidrawn from the substance and generic clagsssaparates
what is common to hypostases of the same class ivbdeas not possess similarity in every respeagje86

Text 8
Contra impium Grammaticum, Or. 11.22

Translated fronCSC0O58:184—-8
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(p- 184)How the formula ‘Christ is acknowledged and affidraut of two natures or hypostases’ allows both
the contemplation of the difference of those thimgsh without deficiency are brought together intee to be
observed in their composition by thought alone;,after the reckoning of the union, avoids any dyavhich

is introduced by the wicked, be it duality of sabses, or of persons, or of natures, or of hyp@stas

Now when we affirm that he exists out of two nasucg hypostases, separating as it were by thodghta
those things from which he exists or is assembleddture, we mean this: (p. 185) for it is notfagst of all
there existed a duality of hypostases which was tpthered together into one hypostasis, for thiboth
ignorant and impossible. For how can those thingschv subsist individually and separately, and exist
duality, be combined into one hypostasis? Now tiwvhich subsists as one entity as a result of being
compounded without change from things differingrireach other in kind and in substance—such asligyrea
of the sort that a human being represents, of aodlbody—exists indeed in one hypostasis, but bgnsef
reason alone allows those who make distinctionsetoeive that he is assembled out of two naturegdewhe
does not subsist in two natures or hypostasesit Fomnot possible to see each entity as it subsrsits own
particular subsistence, but only what arises ouhefcomposition of the individual entities, whishperfectly
formed as one hypostasis.

Now once again Cyril, wise in spirit, at the sanmeetilluminates and confirms the matter for usgcsin
he demonstrates that, when by subtle contemplatiome we distinguish those things out of which &xtbe
one and sole Christ, we affirm that there was amhtoming together of two natures or hypostasaswhen
with distinction and division (perceived) as by tmmplation we accept that union, we no longer @ffitwo’
after the reckoning of the union, because theyatsubsist separately and in their particular sibscies, but
out of the two exists one nature and hypostasiteeiVord who is incarnate. {This is substantiatgcitations
from Cyril’s letters to Succensus and from hisdetb Acacius of Melitene.}

(p. 187) Is it not known to everyone who hearsehtegs that the person is indeed one, that is,aomwl
sole is the Lord and God Jesus Christ, and oneeisiature and hypostasis incarnate of the one Himbe is
the Word? And if one considers those thingsage87 of which Christ exists or is naturally composeb-s
possible in this matter also through acute contatigel alone and as is lawful to see with the eygbe@mind
and by means of reason—he will perceive and gdbieedifference of the entities which have beenrabsed
together. He sees the natural essence of the ttwmesaand hypostases; and when, at the same tenis, h
enlightened by the power of the union and findg thase particular subsistencies do not even subsis
composition, but perfectly form one hypostasis ané nature of the Word incarnate, he cannot aftiat
those things which are seen by contemplation apdariviaypostasis.

For the reckoning of the union turns aside andra@st the power of the separaten€ssych that the
two may no longer be two, but one entity in an pressible manner is perfectly formed in composittmough
the two of them. And the natures, indeed the hysest, out of which he is assembled appear no febs a
without change in the union; but it is not possitileecognize either one of them as a person bedaey do
not subsist separately either in the particulasityheir subsistence or in duality; but there existe hypostasis
out of the two of them, and one person, and coresgtyuone nature of him who is the Word incarnate.

Behold, we have plainly demonstrated how, when \akarthe statement ‘out of two natures’, we do not
understand these natures as substances according general significatidn (p. 188) that they hold together
many hypostases—in such a way that it be foundyrdoty to your wicked humbug, that the holy Trimityas
incarnate of the whole of humanity and of the whHalenan race; but one hypostasis of God the Wordwhy
contemplation alone may be separated, and one tagie®f flesh rationally ensouled and assemblexh fthe
virgin Mother of God, are to be acknowledged withalteration in composition, and that they indeechained
what they were, but not in the particularity ofditf) subsistence, as we have declared on manyioosasnd
they subsisted in the duality of their natures, lta concurrence into one entity they formed pfeone
nature and hypostasis of the Word incarnate angerson.

Text9
Contra impium Grammaticum, Or. 111.14

Translated fronCSC045:241-52
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(p. 241) But it is plain that those peopfeby keeping silent about proper opinions, erronBoascribed to
these formulae the effect Bage88 mixture and confusion, and the folly of thedfethe two natures before the
union; since they understood what was said to Mestdy St Cyril—'Leave off from separating the uiags
after the union’%’ and again elsewhere: ‘But after the union, whesasaion into two has already as it were
been taken away, we believe there to be one natuthe Son, as of one, but of one made man and
incarnate®®—as if (these things referred) to an arrangemesbine temporal sense. Now that matter is not, as
the noise and invective of godless persons wouwe litato be associated with the time before tloaination,

as if, before the Word of God had been united 42) 2o flesh ensouled with a rational soul, thead heen two
natures and hypostases of Christ; for the veryiteslogy demonstrates this as being the height dfegsness
and folly Rather, it is said as if having regard foe understanding of one who diligently searctesthe
difference of the natures out of which the one §thekists, who actually pictures to himself in @nplation
and thought these two things which concur into oniout after the reckoning of the union, it is rmmder
possible to speak of two, because out of two tieeome hypostasis and nature of the Word incaraiaemade
man.

Now St Cyril's voice, loud and clear, shows moreaely than the sun that the matter is so—the voice
which proclaims these things just adduced as haangerly been declared in the letter to Acacibg, bishop
of Melitene: CYRIL: ‘And so as it were in thought® take hold of these things out of which exisesdhe and
only Son and Lord Jesus Christ, and indeed betieaethe two natures are united; but after the yras if the
distinction into two has already been removed, ekele the nature of the Son to be one as of ouepie
incarnate and made mafi.AND AGAIN: ‘So when the manner of the incarnatisndiligently investigated,
the human understanding sees, in short, two thoiged one to the other inexpressibly and withaurifasion
in the union; however, when they have been unitedpes not in any way separate them, but beliares
unshakeably accepts that there is one God andr&b@larist and Lord who exists out of the t&0.’

These things, moreover, we have already statey ifulthe preceding paragraphs. But the people who
were gathered in Chalcedon determined to redudelliothe lawful expression of the holy Fatherstttane
Christ is to be acknowledged as one nature andstgpis out of two, out of divinity and out of huritgh (p.
243) and ‘one nature of God the Word incarnated added to it this piece of fiction that ‘there wewo
natures before the union and the incarnation’, l&keavise that there was confusion and mixture; ing they
Page90 is neither divine nature nor human nature, shahthrough comingling and confusion each natare i
fact falls away from its own substance, and congbjetrosses over into another. Now if they asdaat the
natures are neither co-mingled nor confused, themessarily there is not one nature, but they ameetbto
allow that there are two natures of Christ, imgasesand passible, and the dogma affirming Chrisbe&o
consubstantial to the Trinity in respect of diwnstands firm2*

Now the Chalcedonians, and the people who bragtah@mucause as advocates of the impassibility of
the Godhead, have asserted these matters in a¢weeing with these same words, as follows: (p) Z4¥E
SYNOD OF CHALCEDON: ‘Now those who introduce confusand co-mingling, and foolishly imagine that
there is one nature of the flesh and of the diyjratso falsely affirm that the divine nature oé thnly-begotten
is passible through confusiof?.But they would better have preserved the unchangeess and impassibility
of the Godhead, and we should have known that hlaeyasserted these things against people who @&infits
one substance the elements out of which the Géxists, if they themselves had acknowledged treattls one
nature of God the Word incarnate, and had not etligleast aside this, namely, that the one Chsistfiirmed
‘out of two natures’.

But it escapes no-one’s attention that they hawen lepared for battle against these formulae. For
Nestorius lays bare the whole form of the hypoc¢rayd shows that their entire fight is against ¢hado
acknowledge one nature of God the Word incarnate. ik the work which has the titldgainst the
Theopaschites or Cyrilliangn the form of a dialogue, he wrote these thindgsciv we have already cited in
matters examined earlier: NESTORIUS: The theopésdeclares: “And how shall we be accused of jgnin
together the duality of the two natures, we wharafthat Christ is one nature of God incarnate?& dthodox
says: “Do you imagine that this very thing of whigbu are accused constitutes a defence of thedlhjiog are
accused of? For you have acknowledged the postiopted by yourselves, that Christ is one natutebthe
incorporeal and a body and a single-natured hypsstaf the divine enfleshment. Now this represemts
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confusion of the two natures, since these naturesstipped of the hypostases which they indivijual
possessed when they are mingled one with anotA&tdreover, just as his mad fiction demands, hethices
above the theopaschite, who says these followinggsh Therefore the nature of the flesh is passdrid
mutable and recently created; but nonethelesssib isharacteristic of the divinity that bd&age91 subsist in
one (p. 246) and the same natdfd=or St Cyril, in the fifth book against the blaspties of Nestorius, adduces
that wicked man as writing these things: ‘In thiage | would wish to learn from the heretics, whwnaingle
the nature of the divinity and the humanity intee@ubstance, who is the one handed over to the Bgte
traitor. For if a mixture of both natures has beéfected, both at once would have been detaineithdyews,
both God the Word and the nature of the humafiity’

See how they construct a complete misrepresentafimomingling and confusion against those who
affirm one nature of God the Word incarnate, aatdérously assert that one nature, namely the ypestasis
out of two without confusion, is one substancejfabe substances of the divinity and the humaoiy of
which comes Emmanuel had been confused and co-einigto the same entity Moreover, the godless
Theodoret as well proceeded along the same pattesi®rius, and wrote to the Nestorians of Congtapte
after St Cyril had received the Easterners intoroomon. [Four citations from Theodoret follow.]

(p. 248) Is there any need for divination and gwesk about those matters, which are plainly dedare
For when these man-worshippers began the battlmsigat Cyril (or rather, against this truth), thesre
keeping quiet about the formula ‘out of t¥dand were tearing away the word ‘incarnate’, andHiy means
were introducing the slander of change and confusith acknowledgement of the one nature. For luBtibe
man who wrote these complaints declared in the Jav€hapters that the poison of such a charge wealiay
And who, among those who follow godly conduct, Ehat shrink from the daring falsehood of such espa?
For where, in these Twelve Chapters, does thereedorward any suspicion of change or confusion tume
of substances? Furthermore, where, in the individwitings of this man, is it not plainly excludediet even
excepting the third letter to Nestorius, in whitke twise Father wrote the Twelve Chapters relatnthose
matters? But in truth the godless slanderer, whihaigse (Chapters) stripped the phrase ‘one naftogi this
statement which is publicly proclaimed as ‘out wfotnot consubstantial with one another, which were
inexpressibly gathered together into one’ and piowdd ‘incarnate’, openly and insolently displayeid
deceitful impiety in his filthy discourse, and badklike a dog at these things: THEODORET: Then Isthe
dispenser of life one who is mortal? How then doesvho was handed over to death revivify the déaat?
you will say, he rose up, before other men. Thso aklates to change! Thus he endured a sePage 92
change: on the one hand, he became a dead mamé&og God; and then he became God once more frem th
dead!®™® AND AFTER OTHER THINGS: ‘And they discover somewneefuge in the face of the teachings of
the truth: for we believe, they declare, in oneuraincarnate?{Citations from the Antiochenes Alexander of
Mabbug and Andrew of Samosata follow.}

(p. 251) These slanders against St Cyril—who usedcknowledge Emmanuel as out of two natures
and who used to proclaim one nature of God the WWardrnate—Nestorius and supporters of Judaismoénd
his filthy opinions had devised: ‘change; confusibe made the very Word of God passible; in fachd@s two
natures before the union; but he makes one nafteethe union by co-mingling, and mixes and coefuthe
natures.” The Synod of Chalcedon as well addecdetiregectives to the same words when it openly exfu®
accept that Christ should be truly declared as Gutvo natures’; and in no way upheld writing ‘onature of
God the Word incarnate’ in its definition. In fadt,shares in the slander with those people, inatimas it
openly wrote down their objections in the mattetsaolv were published by it; but it estranged it$sdim the
perfect confession of St Cyril which set aside theuity of their objections. And when it refuse@ tflormula
‘out of two natures’, and when it tore aw#gnd also when it made mention of St Cyril's lettérslid so for
the purpose of deceiving and seducing the simplepatter indeed of amazing cunning, and something
especially fitting for censure by the wise.

Text 10
Contra impium Grammaticum, Or. 111.23

Translated fronCSCO50:20-5
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(p. 20) But the grammarian—a Moabite and an Amnegraind a foreigner to the laws of Israel, for whom
indeed it is not lawful to enter into the assemdiiyhe Lord, into the revelation of the teachergohhaccords
with the virtues and into the sincere observance&hvis opposed to heresy, which preserves thetsairi
harmony which is one and the same as the doctfitteeachurch—declares internal war, and throughdheiss
ignorance he foolishly presumes to find fault wiltings which are in the sermons that | wrote to iNdips, as
follows: OF THE PATRIARCH FROM WHAT (WAS WRITTEN) ® NEPHALIUS: ‘Again, after the
sentencing of Nestorius, he is under an indictntiegit he affirmed that Christ was two-fold, sincedeelared:
NESTORIUS: “I distinguish two-fold natures withibage93 Christ: on the one hand two-fold in respect of
nature; on the other single in respect of authdfiflow because of this Cyril, in his letter to Neststialso
seems to be saying: CYRIL: “Now as regards the esgions concerning our Saviour which are in thep€los
we distinguish (in them) neither two substancestnar persons: for the one and sole Christ is nai-fiold,
even if being recognized out of two elements he as®mbled as a unity without division, in exattly same
way as a human being is recognized (as being)awlilbody, and is not particularly two-fold, but ang of
the two of them* And again in those writings which are againsthtesphemies of Nestorius, he says in the
second volume: CYRIL: “For it is not the case tthet Word who is from God, in assuming flesh, wemtif as

a man like us, and for this reason he is dubbed-fold’.”®> And Gregory of Nazianzus, in the sermon
concerning the Nativity of Christ, seems not imgndpto have treated of the Word himself when helated:
GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS: “Now he was sent, but as anmi@r he was two-fold®®When he said a little
earlier on: “Now when (p. 21) God went forth withetassumption of human flesh, the things which were
contrary (to one another) became one out of twb.”

Concerning these matters the grammarian is justea®urselves have stated, in that the disease of
Nestorius preceded him—for none of the Fathersohtite divinely inspired Doctors declared Chrisbtwo-
fold—since he is crazed with the folly of wickedaemnd ignorance in the same manner as the Greekswho
mentioned in the holy Gospels, who was shatteriregns and fetters, and was running about amontpthbs
(cf. Mk 5:2ff.), running in vain and daring to affi Christ as two-fold and the Fathers as witnes$d¢hese
things. But it is easy to say to that man: ‘My gdetlow, if you were attentive, you would plainlgaognize
that this very thing about which you toil and sweavtain is present with you, already written by BEer when
we publicly adduced Gregory, we brought forwardwitm all the teachers who hold these same opinighe
acknowledge Christ out of two natures, and theeséatitle him twofold without blame, and not like$orius,
in the same way that they also acknowledge a mamnasperson out of two elements and one nature and
substance; for without any censure they entitle iso as two-fold. The two-foldness which is apghie to
him is perceptible through contemplation, as Gredomself acknowledged in the homi@yn Baptismwhen
he writes these things: GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS: “®®, since we are two-fold, | mean (consisting) of
soul and body, and the one nature is indeed ifeisédnd the othePage94 visible, the cleansing also is two-
fold, | mean by the water and the Spirit, the ossugedly received visibly and corporeally, and thieer
incorporeally and invisibly happening at the saimet” ‘%2

So also the holy John, bishop of Constantinopléhénsermon which has the titBoncerning the Veiled
Character(p. 22)of the Old Testamentyhose opening expression is: The ploughman tejlyices’, declared:
JOHN OF CONSTANTINOPLE: ‘For this human life is tvfold, since it is compounded of two substances,
the one from what is perceived by the senses, tther intellectual—I refer to the soul and to thelype-and it
has affinities both with heaven and earth: for be bne hand, through the incorporeal substancesdt h
communion with the hosts that are on high; andhendther, through what is perceived by the serisés,
joined to the things which are on earth, sincedfiem certain, genuine conjunction of the two Er@arders®
AND AFTER A FEW MATTERS: Therefore out of two suastes has God established 8.’

So then, my fine fellow, show that the Synod whigds in Chalcedon defined the one Christ to be out
of two natures, so that like those holy Fathersmag learn that ‘two-foldness’ had been acknowledged
affirmed without censure only as it were by cont&tipn of the difference of substance of thosedhiwhich
have been joined into one. But if it refused to adimat Christ be spoken of as ‘out of two naturesid
preferred to define him ‘in two natures’ neithepamted nor divided, it is clear to all that theyr(od) knows
and understands him as ‘two-fold’, like Nestoriugo said in the treatise which is entitl8tatement of the
Faith as follows: ‘So then, in the two natures we awt Son and judge of us all, at once the samdylgiand
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invisible: visible, that is, insofar as when hewmssd our visible substance, he consented thabitldroe his
continually without separation; but invisible inspect of the divine substance in which no humangat all
sees him, nor can see him, in accordance withatieg of the divine Apostle (cf. 1 Tim 6:16f* And St Cyril
quotes him in the first volume against his blaspiesti?* to the effect that he writes these things as well23)
NESTORIUS: ‘We preserve the one-ness of the sorishipe divine and human natur@ AND AGAIN, IN
THE SECOND BOOK® The Son is two-fold, not in rank, but by natut&.’

So then why, O grammarian, do you suppose thatwillescape agreeing with Nestorius’s opinion,
inasmuch as you affirm that you acknowledge Chnigivo substances? For behold! he himself alsoy¢as
yourself observe) expounded the phrase ‘in tworeatlas ‘in two substances’. But if you take refugehe
generic signification by whicPage95 we understand ‘substance’ as a compendium of/ mgpostases, then
by the vanity of your reasoning you will be impmsal in such folly and wickedness as to declare tat
substance of the holy Trinity was incarnate ingbhbstance and in the whaenusof humanity, a matter which
reason by much testing has proved. And these saipihGregory the Theologian and the holy John whiate
been quoted will teach you concerning the compmsitif our humanity as regards one hypostasis congul
out of two elements, namely, these substances fowhh this one entity comes together: not so mtach
indicate generic things (because composition oighigeneric does not occur), as to indicate thglessoul and
the single body out of which one living thing sudis] and it possesses affinity with those thinggchviare in
any respect whatever of similgenusand similar substance. For he said: JOHN OF CONSIMAOPLE: This
living creature man is two-fold, since he is compaed out of two substancég® For they used to employ the
generic term ‘substance’ for the signification gbaticular; and whenever the Fathers are accustamspeak
of one particular hypostasis they speak of one tanbs; and this matter we have demonstrated above i
extended discourse. (p. 24) Now we have said ttheisgs without restraint, to show that those whiarafthat
Christ subsists in two natures or substances datgignm as two-fold, like Nestorius does, but nie those
orthodox teachers who were before him, who ackndgéd him ‘out of two natures’ as the Son who was
incarnate without change and perfectly made macause after St Cyril's refusal we always and inrgwveay
abstain from speaking of Christ as ‘two-fold’, jueg he also in the same way rejected the termuoatipn’
which had been properly employed by the Fathersthab he might restrain absolutely the violence of
Nestorius’s way of thinking. For he rejected itganeral, and also wrote about it in similar fashtaod without
any restraint: CYRIL: ‘For it is not because of flaet that, when he took flesh, the Word who isrfrGod the
Father went forth as man, that he should be ferrégson designated also as two-f&4.’

But the valiant grammarian, who crawls over divimerds with unwashed feet as if he were doing
something difficult in order to find them, publichyrings forth the arguments of Gelasius, who watdp of
Caesarea, which designate Christ for us as ‘twa-fdlow, then: was this not because the same Galasills
Christ ‘a God-inspired man’, when he wrote as folidn the treatise against the Arians? GELASIUSusTthat
God-inspired man, whom it befitted to endure thenpd death voluntarily for the benefit of mankinoipth
received (on the one hand) the crown of victory {cfPet 5:4), as the wordage96 of Scripture says, the
splendour of authority; and (on the other handpeaia magnificence which had not been his befod:Hah
Shall we make into a matter under dispute the ggémefusal of the wise Cyril, who decreed that &hshould
in no way be styled ‘a God-inspired man’? And skl wait for you, a godless yet ingenious investigato
enlighten us in (p. 25) what sense Gelasius omtigehand, and then Nestorius on the other, desidr@rist
as ‘God-inspired’; and how Cyril did not fall intdanger so as to become one dishonouring his faliyer,
waging internal warfare and strife against the heaavho preceded him? But every God-fearing petaams
away his face from you as from an unclean and $&ssenan, and shuts his ears to the words of yombhg,
and grasps as a norm the refusal of the renowneativdych he proclaims universally and plainly imetfifth of
his apostolic chapters: CYRIL: ‘If anyone shouldato say that Christ was a God-inspired man, andather
that he is truly God as one Son, and that by naimasmuch as the Word was made flesh and partbblood
and flesh in the same manner as ourselves, lebbianathemat®

We therefore hold fast to the refusals of St Casilto some sacred anchor, and designate Chribeneit
as ‘God-inspired man’, nor as ‘two-fold’, nor asyimng else of this kind. For also the holy andraenical
synod which was in Ephesus, truly permitting thiedh which had formerly been declared by the teagland
seeing that these concurred with the same sertbatast St Cyril, accepted the precise rejectionthese same
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words, so that the wholeness and piety of docmight be preserved; and that through the introdaotif such
words there should in no way be introduced by f@eg of those things which the people of Nestosdigttion
believe. Therefore, also those things which welgavr against the wicked Nestorius it both ratifeatt signed
and crowned with the crowns of orthodoxy, in sushaay that the spirits of the apostolic teachers wiere
before it rejoiced and, at the same time, gave thesiree.
Text 11
Contra impium Grammaticum, Or. 111.37

Translated fron€CSC050:233-6

(p- 233) Again, when Gregory the Theologian in dicourseConcerning the Epiphamyrote about God and
our Saviour Christ as follows: GREGORY OF NAZIANZUSlow he was sent, but as man: for he was two-
fold, inasmuch as he was weary and hungry andyrarsd he struggled and wept in accordance withh#ist

of Page97 the body the stupid grammarian, inheritor of foreign humplagking knowledge and having no
sense, after falsifying the statements of the telqctited them as follows: THE ALTERATION OF THIS
SENTENCE OF GREGORY ABOVE, WHICH THE HERETICS CHARG AS FOLLOWS: ‘Now he was
sent, but as man: for there was in him a two-fature. Thus from then onwards he was weary andrigiangl

he struggled and wept, (p. 234) in accordance thighhabit of the human body* Who, then, will ever call
these people Christians, and not children of thel,deho invented the first falsehood? Widal not stand in
the truth, according to the Saviour’s saying in the Gospet:"vhen he speaks falsehoodiie declareshe
speaks of his owr(Jn 8:44),and not from the mouth of the Lord#er indeed this saying also we may adapt
from prophetic discourse. For if the sacred wrisirog the holy Fathers assist them, why do theychtta them
things which they did not say, and write along wiklem expressions which are pleasing to themselves?
Furthermore, let Isaiah the prophet declare to tenhe shoots (forth words) skilfully (saying): ™Mohands
are involved in sins, and your lips have uttered and your mouth schemes iniquity’ (Is 59:3). Bay ought

to be in awe of this homily of St Grego®n the Epiphanywhich is renowned among all people and preserved
among all people without falsification; and indegbdy ought not shamelessly to stretch out agairestefiled
hand which is even ready to invent anything at #le, now: we ourselves have shown at length inensat
examined earlier how the Fathers spoke of Christvasfold’, as one about whom there is ‘two-folcisg
namely contemplation and reason: who, while hetgxs God eternally, at length was incarnate fawitisout
change, inasmuch as it is also affirmed that he sea$ from the Father—this, indeed, since as Gofllball
things. And therefore we quoted the most eminemtstgtic teacher Athanasius, who declared as fotlows
ATHANASIUS: ‘So then, this is the sense and desijrthe divine Scripture, as we have said on many
occasions: in it there is a two-fold significatioancerning our Saviour. He was God, and is the Sod,is the
Word and Wisdom and effulgence (p. 235) of the &athnd at length for our sake he was incarnatenvinee
assumed flesh from Mary the virgin Mother of G&H.'Since Gregory the Theologian himself also thought
things which were in accord with these mattersjéeared as follows: GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS: ‘He was
indeed sent, but as man: for he was two-f&tdwhen he forbade the foul Arians to ascribe the itignand
condescension of his being sent to an earlier afigrcarnation and to an existence of the Word vghoefore

the ages, as if he were a creature andPage98 the creator. For then, when he was incarnatenasdmade
man, Gregory says that that corresponded to thettiat he was sent by the Father, when he accepsd
according to the habit of the body he should beghyiand be thirsty, and things of this kind. Fonmway did

he acknowledge Christ as two-fold after the ineggitde union, as if he subsisted in two natureschvis what

the argument of these wicked men maintained. Fgrbelaims him as one out of two in this same hgdih

the Epiphanywhen he states as follows: (WORDS) OF GREGORY wiN&od was born by assuming one of
two things which are contrary to one another, flasd spirit: of these, he deified the one, while tther was
deified. O new mingling! O glorious blending! Thewedo who exists comes into being; and the creator is
created***

Therefore since Emmanuel from then on exists ammhéout of two natures without confusion, and is
one hypostasis and nature, that is, the Word wholtgrnate and made man, the same was acting inediv
fashion and in human fashion; the same was speasdngas befitting God and man, and was using tiib-fo
words and actions. Therefore, in this regard, goptation about him is two-fold: but Gregory did raivide
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Emmanuel on the basis of the different sort of woaidd actions into a duality of natures and forfter &p.

236) the union in such a way that the one shouldmlb speak things relating to the deity, while thieer

should do and speak things relating to the humawitych is nothing other than a duality of Chriatsd Sons.
And we have plainly shown in those things (he wrédeTheodoret complaining about the fourth chapiets

blasphemy: CYRIL: ‘But | say that it is better afadl more learned rather to apply the human exprassiot to
another person who is acknowledged as Son sepagatdlby himself—to the form of a servant, as ithisir

custom to assert—but rather to ascribe them ta@dnéitions of his humanity. For it was necessangceshe is
God and man at the same time, that he should behaaecord with both principles® {The citation from
Gregory is repeated.}

TEXTS 12 AND 13

The following two texts from thédversus apologiam Juliardeal respectively with the claim of Julian of
Halicarnassus that Christ was impassible (Text 429l with his coinage of the term ‘non-differenffetience’
(diaphora adiaphoros}o avoid differentiating even in abstract conteatiph (theoria) between the divinity
and the humanity in Christ (Text 13jPage99

Text 12
Adversus apologiam Juliani,ch. 3

Translated fron€CSC0301:183-8
(p. 183)The statements of Julian, which lead to godlessamdsproclaim uncleanness, to the effect that the
body of our Saviour was not passible in sufferiragg] which deny that he existed in a state of pdggj on
the grounds that he suffered neither on accouhidwn sins, nor against his will—since no man agnihose
whose religion is orthodox would say these thingggciv have been slanderously manufactured to inttedu
error—and the refutation which was set up agaihsnt by the holy Fathers.

Why, then, O most shameless of men, by darkeniegrtith do you imagine that you disturb religion,
and write as follows? [JULIAN]: ‘So then, we acknledge that in truth the Lord suffered voluntarilydadied
in the flesh which is his own and ours and is cbstantial with ours; while we do not acknowledgat tih was
by natural necessity that he humbled himself te $tate. For Peter say€hrist suffered for us in flesh{1 Pet
4:1). But he who suffers for us is himself not gaib¢d to suffering; for he would not be settingeosifree, if he
himself were in subjectiort® And further: [JULIAN]: ‘As to this saying‘Christ suffered for us in flesh’—
the person who hears these woimisus should not consider that he suffered on behalfi®bwn self. Now if,
by compulsion of nature, he had been subjectedffersngs and death, he would by every means haugld
his own freedom, and not that of the others witlomthe was experiencing dang&?.

Now what do you know from us, who (as the teaclad)srightly acknowledge that Christ, in a body
suffering like ours, voluntarily endured the tradlinnocent sufferings—you, who have blasphemodsiglared
in the manner of your own folly that he suffered atied inasmuch as he was subjected to the delstacar
from his own sins, and not rather on behalf of thenan race (p. 184) did he himself offer the se&ifind
offering to God, even to the Father, as Paul séfsMeb 5:1; 9:14). Now when, by means of argursevttich
appear to have the sense of introducing your urygadttrine, you seek to affirm as in a fable thad&nd
Christ our Saviour suffered in impassible and ima@ioflesh, by such means you slander religion drel t
approved teachers who have taught it. Then youhsdywhoever affirms (as the venerable Proclusma$i) that
he voluntarily endured the sufferings which weténg as to nature, is affirming that he sufferdchecessity
for himself, and not on our behalf; but that whenwas condemned to death on behalf of his ownh@nsas
nailed to the cross, which he ascended in ordaeailcour sinPagel00 along with him and to tear up the bond
which existed by reason of our sin (cf. Col 2:1d)d also to abolish the authority of the prince vilodds
power, as Paul proclaims (cf. Heb 2:14; Eph 2:8)] hy this means that he might be exalted belowdxad/
up to the height those of us who were below (ch BE8-9)—and to ratify his word which he utteredenthe
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voluntarily approached the crostow the ruler of this world is being cast ofn 12:31);and 1, if | be lifted
up from the earth, draw all men to myggih 12:32).

Now do not deceive yourself, and do not supposewhan you go out from the place of struggle you
will unbind those toils from which you cannot fldeor see! You have heard those things on whoseuatco
Proclus has evidently enrolled you in the compahthe Manichees, since you do not acknowledge hieat
suffered in flesh like us with natural and innocenfferings; but with sufferings voluntary and freem all
blame, Emmanuel redeemed the whole human racéarhidy in flesh, that is to say, our flesh. Nowstir by
means of the expression ‘incorruptibility’ you hawencealed the impious doctrine, and you have ewritt
[JULIAN]: ‘Incorruptibility was constantly presenwith the passible body of our Lord, even when he wa
suffering voluntarily on behalf of others® Then, afterwards, | mean after mRgfutation,you renounced even
the very word ‘passible’, and in th&dditionsyou wrote without shame: ‘We do not affirm him (@s 185)
consubstantial with us in respect of passibilityt in respect of identity of substance; insofahass impassible
and incorruptible, he is consubstantial with useispect of identity of substance® And in thisDefencewhich
recently arrived, where you took hold of a pretaxtl acted as accuser of the Manichees and of titesfas of
Eutyches’s party while disseminating these viewgafrs with loud noise, by means of which you siggpthat
you are concealing the impiety of your teaching, ywbate: ‘For the multiplication of the loaves sytibes
through this kind of provisioning nothing other thidne power of impassibility in the sufferings betLord’s
body’:1%° and further: ‘On account of the natural incorrbiiiiy which belonged to the first-born as a resflt
the union which was with God the Word*

Who, then, is there who on reading this does redrty determine that you are opposed to the Fathers
and to the Spirit who spoke in them and instruthean, those Fathers who affirmed that the Word peataker
in the flesh with natural and innocent sufferingsd who handed on the tradition that he was pasgibflesh,
until the time came when it was proper for him tdfexr, he who voluntarily on our behalf applied lsiif to
sufferings and who accepted that Rage 101 should undergo their trials? And hear what A#sus, who
imitated the Apostles in word and deed, wrote im tthird treatise of the writin@oncerning the Holy Trinity
against the Ariang[Citations from Athanasius follow.}

(p.- 186) Do you have understanding ears, so agdo, land is your sense of hearing utterly deaf? For
look, as the preacher of the truth (sc. Athanadias) said: ‘Just as we affirm that the body is sisalso the
sufferings of the body were affirmed as being hismpeven if they had not been possessed by hisit}ivit?
And he has granted us to reckon and to acknowleggaly that, as Christ is one without division, iee
impassible and passible: in his divinity, (p. 18ich is impassible and not susceptible of anyesuff,
sufferings are predicated of him; but in the fleshjch is passible, he the same truly sufferedughothe fact
that he was made man. For he declared: ‘As forotiee to whom there happened the business of hig bein
condemned, of his being scourged, and of his béhnigty, and crucifixion and death and those other
weaknesses of the body, to him belong both upragsmnd grace®

Therefore, by means of the body, which naturallyepts the weakness of sufferings, there came about
for us the uprightness and grace of God the Word whs incarnate, who displayed the great extertiof
power in the weakness which he accepted of hiswwlition. And when he rose from among the deadyas
fitting for God, and when he put death to death,rese with the one who suffered for our sake armd @nd
rose.

Observe, now, if you will, how the one who saidsiehings acknowledged as one and the same
Emmanuel who divinely and sublimely performed mégent deeds. Through the trials of his sufferinigs,
displayed his flesh as passible, when he addeck thiadements also: [ATHANASIUS]: ‘For it was grashte
them to see how it was the same one who both peeidrthe wonderful deeds, and it was the same ome wh
also displayed a passible body, by allowing thasthauld weep and be hungry, and that in him thieoailsl be
seen those things which are proper to the bodytR@ugh things like these he is acknowledged irt, tha
although as God he is impassible, he assumed padlebh; through the mighty deeds, however, hevgldo
himself as the Word of God who now was made mé&n’.

Now indeed the truly wise Cyril also, who was figlgt against the madness of Nestorius who used to
divide Christ into two natures after the divine anexpressible union, when he was combatting tmeptaints
of the impious Arius in th®efence of the Eleventh Chaptquoted these same words which he recognized as
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being completelyPage 102 accuraté® Since he followed the footsteps of the apostaiching and of the
other Fathers, the Doctors, he too acknowledgedsChs the same, passible and impassible, noteirséime
way as you do when you act wickedly in your madnéss he acknowledged Christ (p. 188) as impassible
inasmuch as he is God before the ages, and passisimuch as he voluntarily became man for our.daée
no-one at any time among the Doctors of religiodaled the flesh to be impassible in sufferingsuoh a way

as to indicate that Christ suffered in appearance.

Text 13
Adversus apologiam Julianich. 19

Translated fron€CSC0301:279-85

(p. 279)Refutation of the unlearned and spurious accusatibith most boorishly alleges that | divide the one
Christ into two particularities, because | affirrne body as passible and mortal while the Word ofl &o
impassible and immortal; and that | acknowledgedtiterence of thesethings inasmuch as it is sjgecifthem

or as in respect of natural signification, whicheperves for what is without division those thingsaf which
the union without confusion arises, and revealswiwked folly which Julian speaks of as ‘a diffezenvhich is
not different’.

But since you are so miserable and defiled withsite of the Manichaean heresy, and in every respec
deny the truth of the redemptive sufferings andilded the only-begotten Word who was incarnate auth
change, you declare that | need your help; andithgtee with the views of Nestorius; and thatvidiz Christ
into two natures both in their own operations arapprties. It will be good, then, for us to laudtyau, and to
add words from the inspired Scripture, and to shgt not the hunchback boast, as if he were of ghyri
stature!’ (3 Kgs 21:11). For since you are bent towardsgiteeind, bowed down under heretical burdens and
hunchbacked, how do you bring help to those whodstgright? For since you write these things ()28
make me turn aside to these many old women’s mgdtlof yours, you address the other false accusers
this: [JULIAN]: ‘For the false accusers, attemptitg introduce the abominable and polluted teachioigs
Nestorius, and seeking by every means to set ugiaivby making judgement about the duality of the
properties, set corruptibility and passibility amdortality against incorruptibility and impassibylitand
immortality; and they lead him who is one into t@brists and two Sons, since they falsify the inespible
and incomprehensible uniotf® Page103

Now (in reply) to these things we shall say, inrshone simple, true word: show us that we have
written somewhere that Christ exists in two natumes in two properties. But you cannot say so.ifr@avery
place each person discovers that Our Lowlinesshanstizes those who divide the one Christ in aidatpbn
of natures and of their operations and their prioggerbut Our Lowliness, like the wise Cyril, ackviedges
that Christ exists out of two natures, out of dityirand out of humanity, and recognizes their dédfece and
their character as it were in natural quality. Noatural quality consists in the fact that the essenf those
things which are assembled into the union withautfgsion and without division is not the same. Ho
divinity is of one essence, and the humanity oftla@g out of which the Word who is before the agesame
indivisible and was called Emmanuel. And the gyahheres in the nature which constitutes the dbffiee of
the essence; and the difference of the qualityessprts the inequality of tlgenusof the divinity and thgenus
of the humanity. But this does not divide the orfevias inexpressibly come into being through therufof
the two) with one another. For it is certain thati€t is one out of two (natures), consubstantidh whe Father
in respect of the divinity, and the same consulbistiawith us in respect of the humanity; and fastreason he
is not divided into a duality of natures. For heowis God for everlasting at the end of days becamae,
without changing what he was (p. 281) in what heab®e, and without having altered what he becanoetimg
essence of the divinity.

But because you have lost your senses, you havtemri'Let us say concerning Christ that the
difference is not different’, since you are drunkypur mind, and you confuse the divinity and thenanity out
which exists the one Christ—one person, one hypisst@ne incarnate nature which is of God the Word
himself. For if you call the difference itself aom-difference’, then Christ would be proclaimed yasrr vapid
talk prefers) as consubstantial with us in respédivinity, and consubstantial with the Fatherr@spect of
humanity; that is to say that these (the divinitg &he humanity), according to your opinion, woalter and be
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changed continually, the one into the other; ardflésh for its part would change into the essericee Word
itself, while the Word would be changed into theesxe of the flesh itself. Thus we laugh at yowahee of
your ‘non-different difference’.

How, then, do you consent to write against those wtnfuse the natures, when you yourself do not
know what you are saying, but fall into their owihas you lead the blind astray (since yBagel04 are blind
in your sense because of your reasoning) as thie dfaie holy Gospel says (cf. Matt 15:14)? Inddi, one
who is covered over with a veil, you also accusartiof the very ideas in which you yourself are Hakt! For
whereabouts has the truly wise Cyril spoken of wddferent difference’, or any other of the Godired
Fathers, or Gregory or Diodore or Timothy, if (asuyallege) it is these men you are following, thesen
whose names you also defile with your impure mauitiie you alter their teachings and terminology? e
wise Cyril—of whom Dioscorus and Timothy are pupieno in the things they have written have quoted
testimonies from him as if they came from holy Bume—in theSecond Epistle to Succensusote these
things: {CYRIL}: ‘For although affirmation is madby us of the one only-begotten Son of God who was
incarnate and made man, it does not involve fa& thason a matter of confusion, as they suppos23@);
furthermore, the nature of the Word did not chaimgnat of the flesh, nor did not that nature of fresh at all
alter in itself. But each nature, while remainirigtee same time and being apprehended in the gualiiich
corresponds to its nature (according to the accotiith has just now been given by us), the ine>qioés and
incomprehensible union has demonstrated to us asnature of the Son but, as | have said, of the Son
incarnate 24

Now consider, you foolish man and full of all igaace, how when he said that he acknowledged one
nature of God the Word incarnate, he stated thamgthality which corresponds to the nature of each the
divinity and the humanity) was not disregarded by ks being not divided, but as enduring and atstree
time being recognized. Now what out of the two ¢be divinity and the humanity) endures and atdame
time is recognized is in no way divided, sincesitcombined in a natural union: it is one withouémtion out
of two elements, and is not divided into two. Ao fact that soul-enfleshed flesh animates thé flasd in the
same way the Word animates the Word without undeggalteration, does not introduce duality eith&thz
Word in respect of the flesh, nor of the fleshespect of the Word. For the one nature and hypestassod
the Word which is without alteration was incarnatbjch does not accept division into God the Ward man,
but displays God and man the same without dividioat, is to say, God who is incarnate. {This isgaped by
two citations from Cyril’'s work against Diodore.}

(p- 283) Now then, tell me: are you saying thas thise teacher preaches the opinions of Photirfus, o
Paul, and of Nestorius because he does not spetile ohon-different difference’, and does not ca#uhe
things out of which the one Christ exists; butrai§ that theirPage 105 proper character be recognized
according to nature, to the effect that there isatural difference of those things which lead te tmion,
namely a natural difference of divinity and humg®ifor he is the same, invisible and visible, insgae and
passible, subject to time and before the agesdiuby natural change or alteration such that thimitly leaves
behind what it is in its invisible essence, notuibo up) in time and without coming into existenaed such
that the ensouled body endowed with mind which hgsostatically united to him abandons its existeimce
visible essence and in subjection to time and fatis tangibility, according to your ‘non-differedifference’.
For while the divinity and the humanity out of whi€hrist existed subsisted in essence, the ineidlBcame
visible, and the impalpable became palpable, aadntipassible became passible, by union with the ddch
was visible and passible and palpable.

Now this teacher, who is a minister of the holy rBpwrote in the third homily, that is, in the
Commentary{p. 284) when he explain§:or we have not a high priest who cannot suffethvaiur weaknesses’
(Heb 4:15), as follows: {CYRIL}: ‘But you will sayin what sense does the one who knew no sufferiffgr®
In respect of this very question | myself address py bringing as witness apostolic words. For Raid:“O
the depth of the riches and of the wisdom of Gduhse& judgements no man has searched out and wlayse w
cannot be sought out. For who has known the mintthei_ord?” (Rom 11:33-4). For because his suffering
was salvation for the world, he humbled himselfwNoe was and is impassible as God; but he becasshb fl
according to the divine dispensation, that is, eame man—not by change of nature, nor by undeggoin
transformation, nor by leaving off being God, batther by making as his own flesh taken from the halgin
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through a union according to the divine dispensatio order that, when he reckoned as his own tifiersng
through which he was able to suffer, he might bidegth to an end by the resurrection from amongléasl,
and take away sin from the world. For the most iAael, when he was considering something simildhit
wrote: “For since by man came death, by man also camerekarrection of the dead.{1 Cor 15:21). For
because it was right that the suffering which Begéirist should bring corruption to an end—for iverd who
is from God the Father is life and giver of lifeh@se flesh which died and overcame the bonds d@hdeas his
own—he arose, as | have said, while leading hunaaumre to what it was from the beginning. For he baen
fashioned for incorruptibility and life28 {This is supported by a citation from Cyril&cholia}

(p. 285) If it pleases you, fasten on these worlw/all like a rabidPage106 dog, and accuse him because he
has set passibility against impassibility, andfdsiwere making of him who is one two Christs &nd Sons,
and alleging that impassibility is characteristichts sublime nature. For you imagine that those wib not
preach the fantasy of your own stupidity divide dingne dispensation itself.

5
HOMILIES

Homily XIII (Text 14), which Severus delivered iaté January 513, celebrates Emperor Anastasiuslgiab
of the levy known as thehrysargyronor collatio lustralisin 498. While piety may have been a motive in the
removal of a tax which was felt to be oppressikie,reform needs to be seen as part of Anastagsiuerhiaul of
currency and taxation policies (Whitby 2000:185147). The homily itself, which does not surviveiia
entirety, presents the emperor, and by associdtierEmpress Ariadne, as aremplumof compassion and
munificence some fifteen years after the event,iaralgood illustration of the esteem in which Saseheld
the eirenic Anastasius (Allen 2002:714-15). Theraa indication in which church the homily was mtead.
Homily XXIV, delivered on Ascension day, 16 May 518@8so commemorates the emperor's munificence,
manifested in his gift of a purple garment to therch of Antioch. Homily XIV (Text 15) was delivaten the
church of the Theotokos in Antioch (Downey 1961668 2 or 3 February 513 on the feast of the Hyptgpa
several days after Homily XIIl. It survives in a moextended Coptic version, presently being ediigd
Youhanna Nessim Youssef, and in some Greek fragmdieére Severus presents his mariology (Allen
1996:168-70), in which Mary is given her pedigrégh& outset: she was praised by prophets, apcsties
martyrs; indeed, she herself is prophet, apostieraartyr. She is superior even to the apostlesusecahe is
the origin of the proclamation of the Gospel, ahd bas put a stop to the heresy of the Manichedanikts,
Eutychians, Apollinarians and Nestorians. In tharse of his exposition, Severus gives a classiersiant of
one-nature christology (8 17) and the place whi@drymccupies within it, a place which is always aualnate
to that of the pre-existent Logos. Mary still, haweg basks in reflected christological glory, beswnnected
with the refutation of many heresié¢zagel08

Among Severus’s Cathedral Homilies are two on #est of the Forty Martyrs of Sebaste in Armenia,
whose cult was one of the most popular in lateqaitf and the Byzantine period. Ephrem Graecusijl B&s
Caesared,and Gregory of Nyssa—and on the Latin side Gauaerntf Brescia—also preached on the Forty
Basil’'s homily is referred to by Severus (Text 21dw) as a classic on the topic. Homily XVIII (Tek8) was
delivered on Saturday, 9 March 513, and Homily Xkl Saturday, 8 March 514, after the homily from the
previous year had been read out again, as the egaijpn had requested when it was first deliveiie(e
1960:54). Although, as we know froBL 1.42, there was a chapel of the Forty Martyrs midch, it is more
likely that both homilies were delivered in the ottuof the martyr Barlaha (Downey 1961:489), forwad at
the start of Homily LXXIIl on Barlaha the following

| seem to see the holy old martyr Barlaha diregiiexcing glance at me and fiercely accuse my
silence—and not just fiercely, but with justice.ig s his accusation: ‘As for you, do you not hts apostle
Paul affirm that there is no respect of persons Wiod (Rom 2:11)? How come that you have twice nsadé
a rich encomium of the Forty Martyrs, who share tholy temple with me, and you have paid no atbento
my struggles?

Severus also composed five hymns on the Forty (Brd981:614—20).
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Homily LXXII, on the deposition of the relics ofémmartyrs Procopius and Photasthe Church of the
angel Michael (Text 18)was delivered on Monday, 1 June 515. It affordsgses into the thought-world of
Christians in Antioch at the time, some of whomeabgd to the idea of giving martyrs’ remains aingsplace
in a church dedicated to an angel. In the courseéeafing with this objection, Severus denouncespiogan
practice of worshipping angels, and launches atlathn artistic representations of angels whichal¢pem as
kings or princes in royal purple. The homily isdsmce of a developed angelology in the first quastehe
sixth century (Allen 1996:170-4).

Text 14
Homily X111
Translated fronPO 38/2:392—7
(p. 392)Concerning the liberality of the gift of the devemperor, which h®age 10%anded over on his own
authority, consisting of certain residues which &aken from the taxes and the monies of the ptretsury?

1 Great and difficult to contemplate is the deptihe dispensation which the Word of God and the
Saviour Jesus Christ demonstrated towards ourlnades advent in the flesh; and all this is so cleaus that
we praise him alone as benefactor and perceiveaBifour) maker and therefore worship him as thevdmne
after we had been made, fashioned us anew forvtheth is excellent; and with the eyes of our mirastc
downwards we behold and praise in silence himptieewho is beyond all thought and discourse.

2 For who is there who would not be amazed to Beeking of the heavenly hosts paying taxes to the
kings who are on the earth, and like one subjet&tes and under tribute also being enrolled aleitig those
other people, even (what is indeed a still grethieg) while he was a babe in the womb of the wingiother of
God (cf. Lk 2:1-5)? And that very thing appearethebow to be a matter of humility and consonant \thin
condition of his self-emptying and voluntary poyeRor the fact of his being submissive to the ensoit
doubtless appears truly human through that sanmg tlhich is visible; and yet he is in complete @onfity
with God.

3 For the one who was in tifierm of God,even on account of love for mankind, took then of a slave
(Phil 2:7) in which he became man, without charigethis expression, ‘he is’, shows the unchangaadds of
the divine essence and the steadfastness whictemhethe one who is and who always exists, wiewitied
to put an end to our servitude which had reducedouslavery through sin: when he was enrolled &t t
symbolically like one of those who had been madeilgect; when he broke the bonds of that subjeciuh
tore up the promissory note (cf. Col 2:14) whichswantrary to our race—who then was there who was
competent to set this right? He who by nature eg.fiNow who is the one who by nature is free? Tilg-o
begotten Son and Word of God®.(p. 394)

20 ...he has for provisions. And he looks at theamdt which covers him, and wants to bring it to the
merchants to fill his wretched belly; and he pldassell his children as they sell slaves, and tquae
provisions for the price of his own flesh and bloddhere sits the proud creditor, who is more wiclked
severe than any wild beast, making mock of theakesd man, declarinBagel110 as it were by his mockery of
neediness as if there were no such thing—while bees his fingers and counts up the interest anolilzés
the time left for the bond to run and reads itiaw loud voice, and threatens to hand him overigon and (so
that he may increase his income) to punish him Wwétsh and intolerable things if he does not repagkly
what he owes.

21 Or again sometimes, when there is a poor strahgethrows him out of his house when it is in the
middle of the wintertime and drives him away andnediately demands payment of him. But at once this
wretched man, being withered by cold and seeingttieapoor and cheap clothing which he had acquareti
his rags so vile are worth only a few coins of sloet they throw down in the market-place, and spéat the
debt is required and that he has nothing to paytit and that he is as it were harassed from esigly, sheds
warm tears about his sufferings; and there is r@torput an end to his neediness.

22 How then, O man, shall you say to God with aberiice: ‘Forgive me‘(cf. Matt 18:21-35), when you
yourself have nothing, when you are liable for hdgbts and ten thousands of sins, and when you steoxen
to your kindred and your brother the harshness efoay compassion? But why am | concerned with the
business of debt? Many times it is a matter of alrsinsult or other harsh thing which is most eomptible
whatever it be, that we do not agree to forgive meighbour: then, as if we had been shamefullytecean
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regard to our honour and had undergone all illssharpen the goad of wrath in the manner of scospiand
like camels we keep hold of the grudge in our nand do not rest until we pay back some evil inmrefar this
dishonour, we do damage by (our) actions, evengihewe have suffered injury in words only, as we @dm

23 How then shall we say this with confidence: gtee us’ (cf. Matt 18:21-35)? For Oh! (I am going
to say the same thing many times): where is théghpman, that we may obtain that thing of which we
ourselves have not made our neighbour a partakiea? i$ indeed also what the Sage said, when heirsaid
wonder:‘Since he himself is flesh: he stores up his araget begs healing from the Lor¢Eccl 28:3, 5). (p.
396)

24 But let us remember the day of judgement; andesive have need of mercy, let us prepare in
advance mercy for ourselves. And let us forgiverdlly, so that we may deserve a forgiveness wisichore
liberal. And through the gift of the devout empeilet usPagelll

turn ourselves to philanthropy; and for him andtfoe empress who is a peacemaker and lover of iGétias
pray, saying: ‘Redeem your king, O Lord’ and al&p;hand answer us on the day that we call upon. year
to you are due the praise and the glory and theepavow and for ever and to the ages of the agegn

The end of Homily Xl

Text 15
Homily XIV

Translated fronPO 38/2:400-15
(p. 400)Preached in memory of the holy Mother of God aret-eirgin Mary.
1 It is fitting and just that we should offer pmisomposed of words to all the saints: and letamotr them
with laudatory sermons and with festivals as thad® have truly served their Lord and have contebut
faithfully towards the dispensation of our rederoptiAnd let us on the one hand praise the propeethose
who by their own excellence appeared sufficienpreach in advance the great mystery of piety (1 Jih6);
and on the other hand, let us praise the apostlébose who proclaimed this (mystery); then thetynaras
those who affirmed the prophecies of the former twedproclamation of the latter with their own hieehence
they also have received this title because of thiirmation, for it is the custom to call withnessenartyrs’,
those who by their voice give credibility to thing®ich are not demonstrable or which otherwiseimgme
way or other not credible.
2 Now the voice of Christ's martyrs is the sheddwigtheir blood which followed the first and divine
outpouring of blood which theamb of God who takes away the sin of the w@hd1:29) shed for us, he who
has borne witness of himself before these othess.irFtruth he was not at all in need of anythinge~ho
witnessed a noble confession before Pontius Rilateém 6:13) (as the Apostle Paul said)—and vestlyuso:
for of what other witness who might be more faitithan he should he have need, who is himselfriré {(cf.
Jn 14:16)? But since he accepts the devotion ofviieof his own servants, he makes them partakerthis
title which is his, and makes them to be calledtynsrPagel12
3 Now how shall any one not honour the Mother ofl@ad the truly holy and ever-virgin Mary as pragiss,
and as apostle, and as martyr? As prophetess—ardatce with Isaiah’s prophecy, which says about (pe
402)'And | came to the prophetess, and she conceivddyame birth to a son. And the Lord said to me: lICa
his name ‘Swiftly-plunder-and-suddenly-pillage”,chese before the child knows how to call “fathedhd
“mother!”, he will take the might of Damascus aretplunder of Samaria before the king of the Aasyi(ls
8:3, 4 LXX).
4 But who is the prophetess spoken of in the hasip8ires, who has given birth to a son who isezhll
‘Swiftly-plunder-and-suddenly-pillagewho immediately on being born, arxéfore he knows how to call
‘father!” or ‘mother! plunders the warriors and pillages them, if ihag the Mother of God, the virgin who has
given birth to Emmanuel who, from the beginninghaf birth in the flesh, overthrew the Slanderertdking
themight of Damascuand carrying off the spoils of Samaria?
5 Now these words represent figuratively by a kifi@ntonomasiathe worship of idols: for, on the one hand,
Damascus is to be interpreted as ‘bloody’, whiletlee other, Samaria is the one who forged theesab¥ gold
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and removed from among them the true service amavtrship of the one who alone is God (cf. 1 Kga2

8). Now it is known to all men that in these twontis especially the worship of idols is to be retdagd: by the
fact that we name and worship as gods things madabds, and by the fact that we offer sacrificék Wwlood
and holocausts. Therefore Emmanuel took the plufrder this as soon as he was born in flesh, filsénvhe
was leading the Magi to worship in swaddling-clatliee age of his infancy, and next when he wasggton
Egypt on account of the slaughter of the childrgnHerod and shook his id8lgcf. Is 19:1), just as Isaiah
prophesies. And he was doing this and was takimg glunder before the king of the Assyrians—for the
prophecy calls the Slanderére king of Assyrian many places, and that he is so named one Gaowdr in
general, so to speak, everywhere among the profdfets 10:12 LXX).

6 Such is the child that Mary the prophetess hasebtor us: he who from his infancy and straightaram

his birth has torn down the fortress of the Slaadsrtyranny: and, says Isaiah the propHati not marvel’(Is
8:4 LXX), for this child was himselfthe mighty God, the angel of mighty counsak, one who in himself
makes known and signifies (p. 404) as it were ithad Word, Pagel113 the Father who is the Mind that is over
all things. He was himself thearvellous counsellofis 9:6) as the one who, together with the Fatimaide the
intelligible world and this visible world, and whneard (as being his counsellor and his equal inygld_et us
make man in our image and in our likene@Sen 1:26). He was himself tipeince (Is 9- 6) as the one who is
the power of the invisible Father, for Christhe power of God and the wisdom of GadCor 1:24); and again
he was the one who rightly heatdour throne, 0 God, is for ever and ever: a scepf integrity is the sceptre
of your kingdom(Ps 44:7). He was himself tipeince of peacé€ls 9:6 LXX) as the one who has joined together
the earthly things with the heavenly, and has patiéverything by the blood of his cross, as Pays{Eph
1:10; Col. 1:20). He was himself the ‘father of therld to come’ as the beginning and as the one was
broadcasting the seed of the life which is to bd aheternal endless hopes, that is to say, thgdkim of
heaven which he was preaching.

7 Because of this, the virgin and mother, as one gdve birth to a child such as this (who is atdhme time
both Lord of the prophets and Lord in his own rjgivs prophesying after Elizabeth’s salutation wkka
says:‘For behold, from henceforth all generations shaficribe blessedness to me, because the one who is
mighty has done great things for me, and holy ssname. And his mercy, to every generation, ishiose who
fear him’(Lk 1:48-50).

8 But one may truly call her apostle and, one midgtitly say, higher than all the apostles: fomirtche firs?
she herself was even counted together with thetl@spas the Book of Acts also records when it sdysese
were assembled together and continuing in prayén Wiary the mother of JesuActs 1:14). Besides, if what
they heard from our Lord a0, teach all nations{Matt 28:19) is what constituted them apostlesatwiation

is there that this woman has not taught and brotagtite knowledge of God, and that, moreover, wdtenwas
silent, through her giving birth in such a renownedceptional and sensational manner, and throwgh h
celebrated conception which made her the mothepagoh of the Gospel proclamation?

9 Furthermore (one should not be reluctant to §ashe is in many respects a martyr: as when sinely bore
Joseph’s opinion of her when he was under the isgova that her conception had taken place as & @&su
adultery, (p. 406) before he knew the mystery efliitth as a result of the angel’s revelation Kttt 1:19f.);
and also when (because of Herod's senseless rageagell14 fled to Egypt (cf. Matt 2:13); and again when
(through fear of Archelaus) she returned from Egymd departed to Nazareth (cf. Matt 2:21-3); andrmséhe
was passing every day with Jewish murderers, arsdiwiag a life which was close to death.

10 How, then, shall we not deservedly honour thisnan, whom the spirits of the righteous honourhat t
time?? On the one hand, the patriarchs honour her asrteavho fulfilled for them the hope expectation ethi
was awaited from time long past, and who broughthessing of Abraham’s seed who is Christ, whiak h
passed over to all the peoples and all the utterpeanss (of the earth). On the other hand, the Ipgtgphonour
her as the one who enlightened their prophecieswdio has given birth to theun of Righteousneélal 4:2)
who has revealed hidden things, both secrets andstmot known. Again, the apostles honour hethasone
whom they recognized as the beginning of their laroation. The martyrs honour her as the one whothas
first to bring to them the exemplar of their owrusgles and victories: Then the Doctors of the church and the
shepherds of Christ’s rational flock honour hethesone who has stopped up the mouth of heresyanchas
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poured forth for us, in the likeness of a drinkadxhel pure spring, the rushing tides of orthodoxy-aforemost
and absolutely the best of all things—has expdheddarkness of the Manichees.

11 For when the Word of God became incarnate ofuittiout change, he showed that the maker and frafe
our created state is one. For if, according tostbees of the blasphemous fables of those methe@wone hand
the good God is the maker of the soul, yet on therchand the evil principle and ungenerated dakiage the
makers of the body, how was the Son of the Fathértlae good God destined to come in our likenes4, ia
written: ‘He was made partaker of blood and flesi{Heb 2:14)? But since they do not tolerate theliloegs

(of the incarnate Lord) thus expressed, they rumatds and take refuge in the illusions which tHenyi
Eutyches received and inherited as a paternalooair] For they say rather that he appeared in famtaly, and
that in truth Emmanuel himself was not a human dpeihus contradicting the holy Scriptures and thered
book of the Gospels, according to which the hotgini by manifesting herself as the medium of thestany of
the divine assumption of flesh and blood, dissolvexiwhole fiction of their rantings.

12 Accordingly because of this he (the Word) didl taée as the servant of his dispensation thecagift that
might be a shadowPagel15 and illusion, but a true flesh, (p. 408) evquoa in substance to us whom he was
in earnest to heal and renew. For if he had witiedbe an illusion, where was the need for Mary? And
furthermore, where was the need for his takingagidence in the womb, or the nine months’ pregnamrcthe
birth? for the swaddling-clothes, for his mothdsreasts, for the milk, for his tender years andupisringing?
Indeed, all these things this uncreated one toaknupmself on our account; and he voluntarily sotgd
himself to those laws of human nature which he bifmsstablished, and passed through all these tonsliof
ours except for sin(Heb 4:15), so that when he appointed for ushal freedom which is his own and the
blessings, he blotted out the sin which was copttarour race and the servitude which arose frogrant the
curse. 13 Indeed, this is what Moses also has kaoen plainly, Moses, the opponent and enemy oflst
wicked Manichees. For he saw a bush which wasrerafid which was not consumed, which was symbdjizin
figuratively in advance the indivisible union of &ohe Word with the human creature, a union whias w
something undertaken for the sake of love of mahlend (was effected) without change. Now the bgsh i
thorny plant, which shows that he was made a partédxcept in respect of sin; cf. Heb 4:15) of tfaure
which is thorny and under sin on account of Adamnésgression of the commandment, so that he might
indeed send us power against sin, because he wasdnsecond Adam and became the beginning of the new
creation, just as he was of the first creation.

14 Now this virgin also drives away and expels frora holy courts as something polluted the stuypidit
Apollinaris, who alleges that our Saviour Christlasking a mind. For since this virgin is a ratibhiging
creature capable of receiving reason and knowl€idgesuch is the nature of humanity), she has giveth to
God as an infant, rational and endowed with reasamp took flesh without change to confer perfect
redemption upon us rational creatures. For in ttighcharge of (his) lacking a mind would have bleeught
against God the Word, if he had left his own imgtet is, our faculty of reason) without healing in
withdrawing it from the divine union, by taking #le without reason and deeming this alone worthy of
redemption.

15 On the other hand, the virgin Mother of God (nway consents to tolerate the insanity of Nessoritor
how is she not the mother of God, she who borehdd the mighty God, the angel of mighty counsel, the
wonderful counsellor, the prince, the prince of geahe fathelPagel16 of the world to coméls 9:6 LXX)?

On the contrary, he (Nestorius) asserts: ‘It is thet natural property of a woman that she shoulé girth to
God.22 Now if (p. 410) you mean (God) without a body, ysalf affirm this too, along with you. But if you
mean him who was incarnate, have no doubt abounttaele. For in truth a woman cannot give birtlakto a
mere soul without a body besides; but when it isgd with a body and becomes a single unit in one
simultaneous creation, it is born at the same t@mehe body, and she is therefore rightly and toaled
mother not simply of the flesh, but of a human geemdowed with reason. Reckon this same thing ialso
regard to the birth of Emmanuel in the flesh, fard the holy book mystically instructs us wherajgs

‘Therefore because the children have been partakiEldood and flesh, so also he in like manner wmasle a
partaker in the same thing@Heb 2:14).

16 For God the Word did not obtain the beginnindnigfdivinity from Mary, since he was without begjing
and the maker of every age and time. But when leseclho become incarnate and to be made man, that is
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unite to himself hypostatically the flesh whiclcensubstantial with ours inspirited by a rationad antelligible
soul, the virgin supplied at the same time thosegtharising from her own created nature, all thibsegs
which are the property of a woman, so that at areethe same time there entered into him what waseof
nature. And the holy Spirit—since there had notbieéercourse with a man—acted effectually and ghbahe
birth to completion. Thus God the Word himself, whee had been conceived and born in the flesh, stiow
Mary the Mother of God to be the one who had gibeth to the Word endued with a body; and it was in
accord with what is better and wonderful that shes wamed, since the mystery itself consisted is—thi
namely, the kingship of what is better, and thiniif up of our race from this place, and its transfation into
something better.

17 Therefore the one who was born was also nameohdbmel, since he is one indivisible and without
confusion, out of two natures, both divinity andrranity. This one who, since he possesses all tlipierand
indivisible qualities, namely, his incorporeal geat®n from the Father and the very same divirfity fie alone
was begotten of the only one, even God from God)has birth from the virgin (for he alone was bannthe
flesh of a woman not joined in marriage and theyame of her kind), did not violate his mother’sgimity—
how was this one, aftdtagell7 the inexpressible union, prepared to be divaed broken by the duality of
the natures, as the Synod of Chalcedon has tauga is followed the foolish teachings of NestofiuBut he is

in all respects one and unique. Because of thisglealso called us, who were separated from Gaahe-ness
and to peace, since he is thediator of God and mgid Tim 2:5). (p. 412)

18 This is why we honour also the holy Mother ofd@md evervirgin Mary with honours which are sugnag
great, inasmuch as she is the one who is able, thareall the other saints, to offer up supplicasi@n our
behalf, and since we too make our boast of heraan@ acquired her as the adornment of our-+dhe
rational earth from whom the second Adam, who ithee fashioned nor made, fashioned himself inhfles. 1
Cor 15:44, 45)—the plant of virginity from which @$t the heavenly ladder was prepared in fleshhiySpirit,
so that we ourselves might be able to ascend teeheahen we fix our footsteps firmly upon it (cé. 9:36);
the intelligible Mount Sinai which is not coveradsmoke, but which shines with tBein of Righteousneasd
which bestows not only the Law of the Ten Commanu®)ebut the lawgiver himself when he wseen on
earth and held converse with human bei(gar 3:38), and gave instruction in the Gospel aittl persuasion
captured not one people Israel, but every peopdeace.

19 What honour, therefore, shall we render to tleghdr of God, or rather to God who was incarnatessffor
the redemption of our souls? For it is there treafihds honour and sacrifice and whole burnt offigriFor how

is it not a good thing that through his adventha body the earth should become heaven, such \kattae
angels might dwell on it, as he himself also saithe Gospel:‘Amen, | say to you, that from now on you shall
see the heavens opened, and the angels of Goddasgemd descendingdn 1:51)7?

20 But we ourselves—we who are obliged to demotestravay of life which is worthy of heaven—do wd no
even do those things which are fitting for eartin, &re suitable for Sheol and the pit of destrun®idnd since

it was right for us to occupy ourselves with viliggrand to observe it because of God who was bbewirgin,

do we not even in chaste marriage bridle the ludtgh the cross of Christ has blunted and made &asy
overthrow, because the cross has bluttiedsin which is the sting of degth Cor 15:56)? Rather, we dishonour

the temple of God by fornication, and becostallions lusting after maresias the prophet says (Jer 5&jge
118

21 But | beseech and earnestly entreat you: déehos make this brief pleasure, which as soon iasfulfilled
passes away and brings distress, into a flame wtadmot be quenched and a torment without end.'|8ut
each one of us possess his vessel in holinessamalify, as says Paul (1 Thess 4:4) (p. 414) who is wisdl in
things, so that we may be esteemed worthy of tigose things of eternity through the grace and pliileopy
of our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ, to wisodue praise with the Father and the holy Spirthe ages
of ages. Amen.

The end of Homily XIV

Text 16
Homily XVIII
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Translated fronPO 37/1:6-23

(p. 6) From the same St Severus: A sermon on how theramvasactment of the holy canons enjoining that we
should make remembrance of the holy martyrs duriengt, and of the Forty Holy Martyrs® Thesermon was
preached on the Saturday.

1 Let none of you be surprised that | have madeocmue out to this temple of the martyrs, famousgheir
victory, on the grounds that our fathers instrugtethe beginning of the canons that during thesty fdays of
fast we should hold no assembly (to commemorate)vibtory of the martyrs. For even if we have met
together, it is not that we are acting in contradicto the laws, for it is lawful on Saturday addnday, even at
the height of the fast, to offer the bloodless ifiaer and to make remembrance of the holy marfrs.
Nevertheless, | would argue that one interpretvarat according to its letter, but according toirtention.
And as for the intention of this law, it is thisommemoration of the martyrs will not cause us tbgdeey to
appetite, or make us resort to the tavern or tttaly, that we should interrupt our abstinencetlar fast. For
those who establish a law do not only enact whiaings (strictly) to the law, but also anticipate?..

2 For nothing is more appropriate to the fast ttienheroic deeds of the martyrs, and it is notlaguaprising
that the martyrs love the fast, the deprivatiofoold and these other acts of self-denial, whichgmad training
exercises for their struggles. Indeed, they woublcame it and be glad if we celebrated all thestifals with
an abstinence like this. But because we would bistemt toPagel119 the disciplines of virtue, and not many
would be eager to meet for the martyr’s celebraititimey were instructed to fast on that day ad viiglcause of
this, (our fathers) have permitted us to rejoice hald a festival in commemoration of their striegdp. 8) out
of consideration for the weakness of our nature, iamtating their Master who bore the cross socabestow
freedom upon us.

3 Again, the fact that we should rejoice and kesgpival in memory of the martyrs is not outside ltves of the
Spirit either. For, before we received the sureehomr rather the pledge of the resurrection, tkatthe
resurrection of Christ from the dead after thregsddeath was death, and the mourning which foltbfvem it
brought no comfort whatsoever. But when he whoasl @hd Word appeared for us by means of his coming
the flesh, and completed the dispensation whiamisur behalf, and loosed the bonds of Sheol, dest has
become a sleep, and departure from (this) worlddea®me more a festival than an occasion for magrni
And he who threatened the faithless Jews by meatiseoprophet and saidt will change your feasts into
mourning’ (Amos 8:10), has turned our mournings into fessivand (this applies) especially for those who,
like the martyrs, by means of a good and virtuoay wf life, have prepared themselves for the restion.
That is why joyfully and full of gladness we celat® the death of the martyrs in the annual cydecihg and
singing with the prophet David, and saying withetffaith: ‘Precious in the sight of the Lord is the deathsf
saints’(Ps 115 [116]: 15).

4 So we ought to recognize both the intention &edaords and the spirit of the church’s canonsland. And
thus we will understand whether what we do or sag agreement with the legislation, and we will become
blind like the Jews. And should we rely only on teger (of the Law) and cling (to it), and cover@yes from
the beauty of its inner meaning, (like the Jewsdidund fault with our Lord and God and Saviouru$e€hrist
on the grounds that he was breaking the Sabbatiubede saw fit to heal those infirm and sick at tay,
although they lacked exact knowledge either of wandof the spirit of the Law?

5 For in fact the Law, when it gave instructionsoerning the Feast of the Passover, and commareded at
leisure during these seven days of festival, a$ agebn the Sabbath, said in Levitictou shall do no servile
work’ (Lev 23:7, 8). But in Exodus and Deuteronomy,fae show the meaning of this instructidhage120

it says as followstYou will do no work during (these daydix 12:16 LXX), however, whatever things are
done (for the good of) the soul, these alone ane tpodo’ (Deut 16:8 LXX). In consequence, it should be
clearly seen that ‘gervile work’ does not refer to (an activity) leading to thefpprar healing of the soul, but to
the satisfying of a fleshly pleasure, a luxurytloe performance of a profession, whether in agtice) (p. 10)
or in trade, or in any other similar (professiomwhich we spend our life—this is what it was rgddirbidden

to do on the Sabbath.

6 But how does healing paralysis or leprosy not airthe health of the soul, pitifully bowed downhkadily
pain? For just this reason, Jesus, lawgiver andeheaho knew better than they his own (law) whioh
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established and laid down, questioning the foalisWs to their confusion saitdl:ask you, what is permitted on
the Sabbath? To do good or to do evil? To killgbal or to save it?’ (LI6:9; Mk 3:4).

7 And so may no-one Jewishly accuse us, becaussel@brate the memory of the holy Forty Martyrs dgri
these days of fast. Although in fact we are notnpied to do so for other martyrs, nevertheless fthi
legitimate concerning these Forty Martyrs. For they the offspring of these forty days of fastifog,each day
has brought forth for us an athlete and maftyor in fact, it was in those (days) that they ggfled, and grew
strong through their saintliness and courage, &wme equal to a contest such as this. So iths tigt the
Fathers should rejoice over the contests of theidien, and we should not do them an injustice, assign the
memorial of these men to other days.

8 Let all learn that the discipline of the fast wsohow to train and instruct children towards matyn, and
not (just) one or two, but a whole congregatfeoclesia)in its entirety and a company of soldiers andoapr
of men armed with the entire spiritual panoply,shan fact, who appeared in public when the juatlgbe time
summoned them and made them appear before hireriddfas they were in race and physique, but eiqual
spiritual stature andrrived at the perfect mamccording to the saying of Paul (Eph 4:13).

9 For just this reason they were equal in readiaesisdiscipline in the conflict like armed men,vesl as in
vigilance, like brave men who knew the rules of batnand how one should attack enemies, (men) whe ha
learned in the way of the Apostle to make everygfm captive to Christ (cf. 1 Cor 15:27) and h&agel2l
transferred (their) experience of battle and apip(ig to spiritual conflict.

10 And when they were speaking to the man who wesiging as tyrant, they made two of their numbeirt
spokesmen, having placed them as it were at thd bedhe whole troop, while they arranged themselve
behind them, and thus gave their support to wha saad. One was named Kandios and the other (p. 12)
Kurion, and both were instructed to lead soldiarspiritual matters.

11 On the one hand, whenever the judge used ffattegy made especially firm replies, fearing kbt flattery
itself should dissolve the firmness of their bravd8ut whenever he changed to become cruel, workingself
up with threats, at the same time adding incuralmends, even instructing that their faces be stwitk
stones, then these men in their turn, again rigindpe occasion, made their replies with a seemhtlgness,
imitating our God and incarnate Teacher, him whd sathe servant who struck him on his che#kt have
spoken wrongly, bear witness of the wrong; butellwvhy do you strike me?Jn 18:23).

12 O model of patience, who is able to inspire atoin, but who surpasses all imitation! For evesoifneone
were to imitate him exactly in everything, the palould return to him, because he was God, and dtdami
himself voluntarily to things such as this.

13 Therefore, we too, having learned the martwstits, let us stir ourselves up against debititafornication,
(and), in the face of the passion which turns waga like wild beasts, let us train ourselves imoass. For, if
we wish it, there is even now an opportunity fortyraom.

14 Well then, after the judge realized that neithwertality terrified the martyrs, nor did flattedystract them,
but that they saw through his wiles, and laughethia) machinations, and called him Agrikolaos, ethis a
word in the Latin language, with the result thatwees very aptly named in the Greek language, beiltgand

a flatterer, then, inflamed with fury, he listed #le varied and usual instruments of torture. Beging that
they were all equally laughed at and disdainedekerted in his mind to an innovative method ofui@, so as
from this to weave a double crown for the martyoee from the fact that conventional tortures seemed
insignificant in the face of their heroism and dlaece, and the other from the fact that they eeduan
unusual punishment with fortitude and strengthgel22

15 For they were ordered to pass the entire nigktité open air and stripped, bittéby the blast of the north
wind which was especially sharp, and covered bgtfemd powdery snow. (p. 14) They remained stetdfas
the lake, pounded by the waves. Immobilized byftbst, every (suffering) drove them towards cert@@ath,
any one of them alone being able to carry themoofbtal destruction and corruption.

16 But on the snow and the lake these heroes iredditemselves as if they were on a soft bed. Atfipwigh
the extremities of their limbs were snapped off batht by the cold, and the warmth of (their) badied deep
inside them, they sent back to the exterior thedir of (their spirit), and wrapped (their) dyingdies with it.
The warmth of faith increased in proportion as ihieodies chilled, and strongly warmed the atldefEhey
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represented in their minds that gnashing of tedilthvwas a threat of everlasting torment, and tio@k no
account at all of the sharpness of a (merely) teargahill.

17 And if, by chance, one of them was driven byhgai sorrow or to groan, he heard his neighboysaed
ascetically in the face of pain with psalmody amdypr, and at once he chanted with him, and regzbnd
ascetically together with him, and turned back talsagrace. So they sustained one another, thesesgbdiers
and companions in arms, and maintained intact jbeit support, as if in battle rank.

18 From heaven, the Master of the Games watchex, tivbile at the same time a choir of angels rephieand
prepared to meet them, and rehearsed hymns ofryifdo the athletes. And a light, descending fromhagh,
picked out and illuminated the stadium of their test, similar to that light which our Lord showed the
mountain to the disciples, whéiis face shone like the sun and his clothes beaahite as lightgMatt 17:2),
for he loves to glorify his true servants like hatis

19 And in fact, crowns also descended for the cdamits, equal to their number, but lacking just dfa. one
of them, having fainted under the torments and stibdy rushed towards the nearby bath-house. Aruheg,
the moment he felt the heat from the bath, he dighl his flesh broken in pieces. So he died a dewdath,
one, the first, of sin which is eternal, and in efhthe soul dies, the second, that which setsffoge this vain
and temporary life.

20 His comrades in arms groaned; (p. 16) troubledistress, they did not rejoice at the sight & kleavenly
light, nor did theyPage123 rejoice at the presence of the crowns; butisspies of Christ who love their
brothers (cf. 1 Pet 2:17), they wept at the departuind loss of their brother, and at the mutilatodr{their)
company and of the honourable number of forty.

21 But the fathef€ who love their children, | refer to the forty daykthe fast, discovering themselves capable
of some great feat because of God who was incaematdasted during them, were not indifferent te piain
and misery of their children, whom they had conedithrough the frost and snow, but immediately they
conceived and brought forth another, and substithie for the one who perished.

22 For spiritual childbirth is like this: beforeh@re can be) still birth, suddenly conception tbgetwith
childbirth (take place), and again it travails mdimyes over at the same time. It was like this vAtul, who
wrote to the Galatian®4y children, for whom | am again in travail, untile likeness of Christ is formed in you
(Gal 4:19). Likewise the prophet Isaiah shows fahils kind of travail, which is completed very gkl when
he said:Through fear of you, Lord, we have conceived aednbin travail, and have brought forth the Spifit o
your salvation which you have created upon theredts 26:17, 18 LXX).

23 But let us see what this wonderful travail ¢ thays of the fast was, which consoled the marfyrean was
sitting outside and remained steadfast in guarthiggbath-house. He was looking towards the sHingehrena
of the athletes, so as to receive any fugitivemftbe struggle who might desert (their) stationtfeg comfort
of warm water. He was thinking about that, and ftélsekeeping watch, when he saw the light and obese
the crowns which were descending. He was smitt¢hinvhis soul and completely overcome by the beauty
which was appearing. Then, proclaiming himself &a Christian, he threw himself into the middletloé
martyrs, remaining with delight in the lake and ibe and, so to speak, desiring an addition ofctild which
was even more acute; he was awestruck, (and pessbgs something of a chaste frenzy to be devohyed
pious death, thinking of these words of Pdiie sufferings of this present time are not wotthige compared
with the glory which is to come, which will be ralesl in us(Rom 8:13). Hence, he, too, was deemed worthy of
(his) divine desire, and, when he had been dippednaade perfect in the contests of piety, he feavmartyr
with the martyrs and swiftly saw him whom he hadsdently loved. (p. 18pagel24

24 Now is the time to chant the (verse) of Davitlis is the change of the right hand of the MogihHPs 76
{77}: 10). For how was there not a change when lhe wok such trouble in (providing) the laxity obath,
and was a cause of weakness, became a compet#deat of endurance? Behold, he who sought tovetiee
deserters is numbered among the heroes. Mosesilt@ing on this theme, sayingYour right hand, O Lord, is
to be praised for its strengtfiEx 15:6). And Christ is the all-glorious rightrithof the Most High, which is the
agent of such great wonders.

25 But let us alight for a moment on the blossornthef bath-house, like diligent bees, that whenga® some
profit from it, we may skilfully prepare a spiritueomb of honey from if2 For this, then, is what the judge
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contrived by a wicked device, namely that in thanity there should be the comfort of a bath-hoase lure,
which would demonstrate even more the extent ofritagyrs’ endurance.

26 For, on the one hand, the man who has despaired mind, and who has no concern for any boéhol
indeed, who perhaps has no desire for one, wiluena@nd persist in afflictions; on the other hatie man
who, having a place of refuge close by, if he sthaukh to change his mind, and chooses sufferindpifoself
rather than ease, that one is truly steadfastmiuthe one who leads an ascetic life in spiteiwisklf, through
absence and lack of opportunity (for fallirfg).

27 For this very reason, there is no excuse whafeveanyone to say: ‘We must go to the show ofbese-
races’? because we have recently been given permission’sffow me your perfection this very hour. If, from
the absence of merriment you were not a spectatevibpreviously, | am grateful to the absencehatt time.
But as for you, even when you do not see the ra&apw you love the shows and on each occasion you
provoke God by your desire, and, a fearful mattas, is during these holy days of the fast, ahsetivhen we
should be restrained and live in remorse becaub@fvho suffered in the flesh on our behalf. Fpaks over
saying that we should lead our whole life like that

28 But now we, on the one hand, recite the litialgprayers; on the other, the theatre screamsipgyc and
pours out its din before us even until night, witites, cymbals and lascivious and satanic songe. Would
have to be more insensible than stones not to agkGod abandoned the flood. (p. 20) For is (God)Reme
125 beloved, given that when we act like this, tilelsve and see the sun?

29 But let us turn back to the martyrs. For they a@vle, by their prayers, to turn even us from eflless, to
water the earth with rain, and to drive from ounlsand bodies every sickness and harm. For these tinese
(heroes), after they had competed in a great cprated with a lea§d had been made perfect, and had departed
to Christ in their spirits, that God of spirits aatl flesh, (their bodies) were commanded by thaggaito be
burned with fire, for he grudged us the blessingi¢w would come) from their holy limbs. So servaitsught
all the bodies of the saints on a cart, except teétyjust one, who was (still) just breathing,eaftall these
afflictions, imagining that they might make him @@t his good intention.

30 But his mother, when she saw what had happearedpus, forgetting woman’s weakness, scorning the
harshness of the persecutors, and contending $oope thing, loss that he not to lose her son-sifierjudged
it a loss that he remained in this life—when sheé lIifted him with her hands, and placed him on $tesulders,
she ran to the cart, and threw him on top of himganions saying: ‘Let the cart bear also my eacash?
which | carried within my womb, and brought intastivorld, but now, having carried him upon my sluwus,

| have sent him to resurrection. | will see himrénen a little while, and he will not leave me agavhen he
inhabits the heavenly tabernacles’. Let mothers Wive the flesh, but do not love (their) childrdmear, be
chastened, and learn the hope of a mother, a nmaplg, and as is proper for Christians, and let thasten
towards the things to come.

31 But, in such a manner that the martyrs mighttsgnthe entire visible creation, an especiallystic and
severe decree of the persecutor instructed thaaghdrom the flames and what remained of theii-thained
bones should be thrown into a river which flowednhy After they had been thrown in, the waters Wwhic
received them kept them safe, and, like a shipywsbdathem to a certain known place as soon as theg w
collected together, these precious remains whichbeen scattered, (the waters) which also, at diereame,
when they parted, allowed Israel to pass on drg,land which curbed their turbulence and naturalsm for
the crossing of the ark.

32 It is to this precious ash of the martyrs that siould apply the saying of the prophet Isalblypu pass
through the fire the flame wiPagel26

not (p. 22)burn you, and the rivers will not overwhelm y@s 43:2), ash, indeed, which, once divided, has
crossed every border—if someone should find thgidssessed even a tiny part of it, for exampleydrain,

he would have within his home the Forty Martyrsntiselves, directing a seasoned and formidable gganest
the demons—ash which is a means of healing to #dakwan instructor and teacher for those who ane&d of
teaching, a reconciler for those who are at enomiy with another and set in (their) anger, calnang kindly

to those who ask for and pray that they might recéheir intercessions. For they have made therasall
things to all peoplél Cor 9:22) since they wish to benefit all.
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33 Wise and great Basil, teacher of the whole dhbeneath heaven, similarly gave praise to thesetyns),
when he was composing eulogies for the athletdssobwn region. Beyond doubt, he brought to lighthb
excellent teachers and martyrs when he took ugotessing from God. So, coming to what has beaht®athe
teacher, take delight in4t.For we, too, have said these few words underrttaat’s influence. And since you
are grateful and glad, praise Christ who is theanfaf all knowledge and wisdom, to whom with theéHea and
the holy Spirit be praise and power now and forrgivem age to age. Amen.

The end of Homily XVIII

Text 17
Homily LXXI|

Translated fronPO 12/1:71-89

(p. 71) Concerning the deposition in the Church named Metkaof the sacred corpses of the holy martyrs
Procopius and Phocas.

1 Mighty is the power of Christ’'s coming in fleshdaof his divine epiphany; and the whole experieitsef
has shown that it is so strong and true that, filoenfacts themselves, even strangers to the faythloud with
Paul by way of confessingGreat is the mystery of piety{1l Tim 3:16). For one will discover also among the
Jews—from those things which are related in thenfof a history in the divine Scripture which islistead
among them, but which is not understood—that betfeeananifestation of Christ in the world they aftapsed
into idolatry; and instead of (p. 72) God’s honand will, they chose those of evil spirits, and evieagel27
often chastened by the violent irruptions and mairegs of their neighbours and of the barbarians wieoe
outside their borders, and they did not convert nepent of their error. Now after Christianity appsd and
took control and was gloriously spread abroad—A@angy, which was religion in the authoritativedatrue
sense—they were ashamed in comparison with ustylethey unseasonably run towards the book oflLine
and towards one God when the mind and spirit ofLén® demonstrate that he is to be acknowledgedity u
and in trinity—the former because of identity ofesce, the latter because of the differences andowofusion

of the hypostases—in such a way that they alwapesapto be in accord with what is writtdighting against,
and standing opposed to, the holy Siicts 7:31).

2 Now among the Greeks also it is easy to obsérmertost wise of all their philosophers who wereovemed

in the most ancient times, who particularly introdd in public religious services and rites whichrevebscene
and expressed in symbols, and all those thingshwleit to polytheism and the veneration of images;those
(p. 73) who sprang up after the religion of thei€tians blossomed and flourished, while they westeaened at
our splendour and purity on account of the filthtieé things which were celebrated in initiatioresitand
worshipped among them, by ludicrous contrivancesdifierent explanations consequently took painsawer

up the obscenity which those who had preceded @iirmed—but without being able to keep controltio¢
magnitude of this obscenity, even in moderate tashiy persuasive sophistry. For they attemptedke from
the truth which belongs to us some images as aosufip their own private, futile, and unstable mipn and
for their error. 3 Therefore, when the divine Strip states that there are angels and archangeissvand
powers, thrones and dominations, and other titfeth® intelligible orders which are not given nanissus
now, but whichin the world to comgEph 1:21) are also destined perhaps to be namédoabe known—
according to the state of readiness and purity vke&ch person possesses when he has first bediegby
deeds of virtue in the here and now—they supposatthey had found a defence of the polytheism lwisc
held in repute among them. Since they are covereth@ame because of these allegories, and becatsesef
people from among human beings they have madegatis, they have a hidden (p. 74) wickedness and
conceive within themselves the destroyer who akseodrs them like the bellies of vipers whidPage 128
when they give birth, destroy their offspring. Rbwey worship the angels like gods; and again, witho
moderation, they go forth beyond lawful boundari@sgd as the outward garment of piety they posdess t
covering of demon-worship. Thus it is also the cHst many of those who acknowledge themselves as
Christians are sick, because they conceal a pagahunder a sheep’s skin, and do not recognizexicellent
greatness, yes, indeed, the high sublimity of oystary.
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4 To so great a degree are we removed from thosenebhship angels and attach to them the glory amicinp
which are due to God alone that we also choosemithout truce against the Arians, who declare: €heas a
time when the Word of God was not'—he who is in lleginning and is with God who is God (cf. Jn 1dk)d

in the same way they also hold the opinion thatetherlasting and holy Spirit was established iretiafter the
Father and the Son. For everything which does alaig to the uncreated nature or essence is notéved if

it was (p. 75) possessed of existence before ther areatures. For we also hear the prophet wheatetlares:
‘Let there not be among you a new god: and mayngmlonger worship a foreign god(Ps 80:10). Nownew
refers to one who does not exist for all time, Wwhb has been made in time, or in some portion efaie, and
in a moment more or less short, like one who ispamal. For Paul proclaim4n the last days, the Father has
spoken to us by means of the Son, by whom alsadie tihe worlds{Heb 1:2). How is he not one who exists
for all time? But as one who does not exist in timetook up existence in some particular poirtinre.

5 So, then, we too acknowledge that the angelsaliritie powers in heaven which have been recoumiwe
been made by God, but are not gdéer to us there is one God the Father from whora all things, and we
are in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, in whom atehings, and we in him(1 Cor 8:6). And David also, the
most divine among the prophets, sings in declanatothe God of alllHe who makes his angels spirits, and
his ministers a fire which glows with flam@s 103:4). And also in another place he s#jess the Lord, all
angels(p. 76)of his who are mighty in strength and carry out tsrd, so as to proclaim the voice of his
words. Bless the Lord, all his hosts, his ministen® perform his will(Ps 102:20-21).

6 To these it is pleasing to add as well what vead By the Apostle about theri#re they not all ministering
spirits, who are sent for the service of those &h® destined to inherit salvationPHeb 1:14). So then, they
are created spirits, and intelligible and incorpbf@age129 creatures, whose business it is that they dhoul
praise God and receive the divine commandmentsparféctly perform those commands with swiftness an
power. For they possess the power which is appatgpfor what they are commanded, since it is gieethem
from above to perform such things, both when they seent for the service of our salvation, and wtiery
share in the primal, uncreated, and essential lighith is seen in the holy Trinity; and from thexee they
illuminated.

7 For this reason, those who also fulfill the dafyequerries, who bear spears and carry arms,lswenamed
‘angels of light’, not because they exist in outtvorms such as these (for what is separate frendémseness
of the body is also in every respect without outiviarm), (p. 77) but because they appear and aderatood
in this way through notions of the spirit, namehrough their designations and actions which amwnto us,
so that they show forth the kingly power and ursetruthority of the one who rules, who is indegtitled
both Lord of Hosts and Lord of Sabaoth: for ‘Sabad to be translated as ‘Hosts'. Therefore Lulso atates
thata multitude of the heavenly hagipeared to the shepheatsd said: ‘Glory to God in the heights, and on
earth peace; among men, good pleas(té&’ 2:13—-14). For let no-one judge these thingsualbhem from those
visions in which they have appeared from time rteetto holy men; for these are diverse, and appéarehtly

at different times, according to the appropriater&sthe need which is determined, and in such axtvorms
that they might be seen by the eyes of sensiblegbeiTherefore there appeared indeed to Daniel—mdm
consumed within himself by the depths of wisdom #rlintelligible beauty of divine visions, as auk of
which it came about that he was called (and quitpgrly) ‘man greatly desiredDan 9:23; 10:11, 19)—men
diverse, various, and differing in outward appeaesnat different times, because of the variety diffatulty

(p. 78) of the explanation of the revelations. 80,0ne occasion he saw Gabriel like a man who, fid®
made him recognize by what he said that the outwppkarance of a bird is a sign of swiftness. eosdid:
‘At the beginning of your petition the word wenttlip and | have come to inform you of {Dan 9:23). Again,
on another occasion, (he saavinan who was clothed in linen, whose loins werdegi with gold of Uphaz, and
his body was like chrysolite, and his face was fiie appearance of lightning, and his eyes likepsraf fire,
and his arms and his feet like the appearance itteghg bronze, and his voice like the voice ofnmmaeople
(Dan 10:5-6). Now alPagel130 these things demonstrate the difficulty of ititerpretation and the difficulty
of comprehending the visions; and they show thatvidriety of outcomes divides the times which ar¢hie
future among several kingdoms; for the varietyh#f materials, and the confused and uncertain \ajiceany
people, refer to this matter. Therefore he had méddrther understanding about what had been said heard
(the words)!Understand the words which | am speaking to y@#an 10:11).
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8 But if we suppose that the essence of these $eailsg corresponds to the appearances which anarsée.
79) them, it is also necessary to suppose that @neydiverse and material, and that that is the,dasleed,
when they are immaterial and simple since theyiram@rporeal For are they not all ministering spirits, sent to
minister on behalf of those who are destined teiititsalvation?(Heb 1:14). And was not Gabriel like this,
who was sent for the annunciation of Mary the MotbfeGod for our sakes who are destined to becheanes
of God and co-heirs of ChrigRom 8:17), and henceforward to be saved by tdemgtion? Why is it not in
the same way that the ones who appeared to the mwbynthe sacred tomb, and who were the first telpnm
the resurrection, were ones who—as also befitdighe of God’s knowledge which shone after them—aver
seen in white and dazzling robes?

9 Shall we not then regard as blessed those whonatiis sort of state, who delight and rejoicetire
illumination from on high, and who carry out thevide commands? Indeed so, | say; for | too am breat
confident of it. So let us honour them to such grde, as much as we know them only as the truestansi of
the good God and Lord and as the good stewardsattegyand to the extent that they greatly exult rjoice
about our salvation. Fdhere is joy(p. 80)in heaven over one sinner who repefitk 15:7), Christ, God the
Word, has decreed. So then, it is known that thet bb heaven rejoices. For taking up the matteinadee
speaks more clearly as follows:say to you that there is joy before the angdissod over one sinner who
repents’(Lk 15:10); and againSee that you do not despise one of these littesoRor | tell you that their
angels in heaven always see the face of my Fatherisvin heaven(Matt 18:10). And again it is writtefiThe
Seraphim hide their facéls 6:2), because the glory of God cannot be seen.

10 But from this it is certain that, correspondinghe doctrines contained in it, the divine Sanptmakes use
of our own customary (expressions), shaping thewtcof its teaching. So then, through the Serapnohthe
hosts which are swift anBage 131 valiant above all others and rapid and loftd axalted (for the great
number of their wings clearly demonstrates thisjnakes known that this lofty glory is entirely azassible
and invisible. Then, through the angels to whom haen entrusted the guardianship of those who are
considered the least among us, who always seadteeof the heavenly Father, it makes known theneastof
their philanthropy and their gentleness, (p. 81gaose of which the angels are considered as pasgedisthe
confidence of those who are personally conversatiit the most sublime princes. And as regards usamum
beings, we find that the scriptural word shapeslfitsx similar fashion. For on the one hand, fegrihe
awesome visitation of God, the prophet cries alétden your face from my singPs 50:11); on the other, in
attracting peace to himself, he saydake your face shine upon your servant; and dotmat awayyour face
from your servant. Because | am afflicted, answeswmiftly’ (Ps 68:18).

11 For one must consider the ‘face of God’ in diffg ways corresponding to these sorts of senses (s
described earlier), and not as a type and a caaparen and as a human likeness, which is indeiesh &b a
nature or to an incorporeal essence. Thus the sagel said always to see the face of God (cf. W&ti0)
when they earnestly take pains to guard us, antapseralso when in some measure they use suppfisatio
our behalf. Something of this kind the angel whoks&pto Daniel also acknowledged, when by some kind
personification and hint he foretold the liberatamisrael’s captivity, (p. 82) declaring as follswiThere is not
one who helps me against these, except Michaelgrince (Dan 10:21). For the angels are given as guardians
even to peoples and to cities and to each humang pband especially to those who fear the Lordhanlikeness
of faithful taxiarchs and soldiers who are from treat king. For Scripture say3:he angel of the Lord will
encamp around those who fear him: and he will @elthem(Ps 33:8). Folwill encamp’ means that the help
of a single angel possesses the power of a whole ead battle array.

12 But in mistaking their rank as soldiers and siels, let us not, therefore, through pagan ernshathour
them by honours which are beyond the limit (of wisditting). For everything which is offered toetlylory of
the one who alone is God is for them a dishonohusTthe angel who spoke to Manoah s&dd if you make
a whole burnt offering, offer it up to the Lor@udges 13:16). This is what these stewards Bamabd Paul
did, men who were also as faithful as the angefenithe demon-worshippeRagel32 in Lycaonia presumed
to sacrifice to them as gods. For they cried ddu men, why are you doing this? We too are majest to
the same passions as yoursel\(ps,83)who declare to you that you should turn away frbese vanities and
turn back to the living God, who made heaven antheand the land and the sea and everything thanhis
them’(Acts 14:14).
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13 By contrast, the pagans used to employ a madétittf devices and shake every rock to merit a feaeand
to be regarded as gods, on the grounds that treepdrdormed in some city a favour benefitting hurbaings
or had performed a good deed. For as such theydedighose who preceded them who were falsely deresil
by human beings to be gods. But the ministeringglligible, and heavenly spirits are not of thesadk. For
they have within themselves such an intense fesrttiey are near to God, and they tremble at hissame
sublimity For they also call to mind the fall ofettslanderer who formerly belonged to their own grded
who, as it is writteniacted haughtily against the Lord, and strove agaihim in dishonour{Job 15:26). But
the presumptuous hand of the painters, being autaw itself since it condones the fictions of paghrsions
regarding idolatry, and planning everything for firaclothes Michael and Gabriel in the manner afds or
kings (p. 84) with a royal robe of purple, adorherh with a crown, and places in their right harel gslgn of
rulership and universal authority. For these reasand ones which are like them, those who so E=ste
honour the angels depart from the church and trassdher laws: those who ordered and set in precédly
canons have placed these people under anathema.

14 So then, we too, adhering to the accuracy ofdtter, and blocking the hidden entrance-ways evhan-
worship, consecrate churches which have been imder the dedicatory title of the angels with tloads and
sacred limbs of the holy martyrs, or with theirterwous dust which has all been bravely burned hasl
become a sacrifice: by this very deed we procldiat they, too, like the angels, are mighty powEms. they
also have become, as David says concerning thdsafigghty ones in power who perform his woatid*his
ministers who do his will{Ps 102:20-1)—and this when they were bound inflésh. Now from this they
turned away their faces like a stranger, and livedrporeally and performed many miracles. But enen on
that account did they forget their status as stdsvddo not (p. 85) suppose, therefore, that everatigels are
anything other thaPagel133 ministers and stewards. For this is the tegchimd the doctrine: that the martyrs
are united with them. God acted also in this wayatals the Israelites who were prone to idolatrgcsihe
permitted them to offer sacrifice, but to none ottian himself alone; and he mingled with the $me$ the
symbols of rational and evangelic ministry, and befhind some small element of ancient custom aawdhem
towards the truth, and to rob those to whom sonthisfcustom had been left and in some way to elqumself
with this custom. Therefore we teach and give utiion to the effect that the martyrs are joinedas with
the angels, so as to distance ourselves from esusndoctrine, since the former as well as therldé®e only
one duty, namely to praise God and to ministerito in respect of our salvation. 15 For also in leatheir
habitations are with one another. And Paul is aaegs, writingo the myriads of the angels and to their festal
company referring tothe church of the first-born who are inscribed igaen(Heb 12:22-3). Now the latter
are those who, by faith and the laver of re(p. 86ggation, have been made rich by adoption as aodshave
partaken of the spiritual birth through which noeas of inferior birth, but all are first-born oraunt of a
single fulness of grace and of equal honour. Is thanner speaks also Gregory the Theologian inobinés
treatises: ‘There will be a general festal assenoblthe heavenly and the terrestrial hosts; foml @ersuaded
that these exult together with us and keep festwtll us on this day, if indeed they be lovers oifankind and
lovers of God%’

16 In this sense we bring together the martyrs withangels, as being the faithful stewards ofahe Lord,
and since they are a single festal assembly wimezbsl humankind and loves God. For we do not drivelte
angels (in the manner of pagan error) by meankeoholy limbs {of the martyrs} on the grounds tktzy died
of necessity For if this were so, the angels wawdtihave stayed and lingered by the tomb of theifted one

in the way of the spear-bearers at kings’ palaaed;they would not have said to the won¥iou seek Jesus of
Nazareth who was crucified. He is not here: fohlas arisen, as he sai@Matt 28:5-6).

17 Now then, you men who lack sense: those who Uredothe one who was crucified, how shall they8({.
then honour those who suffered and wrestled in @rfds him? And how shall they turn away their faéem
the ashes of those limbs which conducted themseaivgmirity and chastity and with virtue—ashes which
continually effect cures of every kind, which dritree demon$agel34 out? It is possible to see these wonders
in Palestine, in Caesarea itself, which Procoperopmed; those in Pontus, which Phocas perforrRédcas
who openly appeared to those who were in troubléehensea and who sailed together with them, and who
placidly and peacefully accompanied those who \aérest about to be swallowed up by the waves.
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18 The angels are close to the limbs of those vewe been laid to rest in this place; and they linen and
praise them together with their spirits. For theymbur those who went about in the body incorpoyeatid in
the same manner as themselves; and by no meahgyltutn their face away from the mortal natur¢haofse
who have lived in virtue. And what is amazing, hfst should be so in the case of the martyrs? (isy as
when God was ordering the Israelites to take updiéed body of Joseph as they were hastening froyptEg
towards the promised land (and sai@®ehold, | am sending my angelbefore your facethsd he may guard
you on the road(Ex 23:20). Or rather, he himself was also goipg88) along with them, since Moses was
saying:‘If you yourself do not go with us, do not makeyasup from here(Ex 33:15), when he replietindeed

| will do for you what | have said, for you haveifiol favour before me, and | know you better thamainan
beings’(Ex 33:17). And this happened at a time when whoeame into contact with a corpse was considered
an abomination according to the childish commandmehthe Law, which were instructing and teachirsg
allegorically that we should keep our distance ftb dead works of sins.

19 It is also said that Michael himself attendedhi® tomb of Moses’s body when the Slanderer wisgas
opponent, since God allowed it, and wished throwpht was being seen to display what was not sedmose
who at that time were observing but little, and whliere much inclined to senselessness: that aftan) (o
deliverance from the here and now, the Slanderertlaa evil powers which are with him rise up in opion

to our souls as they journey towards the heiglgsabse they wish to block the way through. And thveyail
over those who have done evil, but are overpowéredhe righteous through angelic assistance; aigj th
indeed, Antony perceived, Antony who is mighty steticism and in the angelic life. (p. 89) Now Hazred
Scripture has it as follow$And Michael the archangel, when he was speakinth¢oSlanderer in contending
about the body of Moses, did not dare to bring agahim a charge of blasphemy, but said: “The Lagduke
you™ (Jude 9)Pagel35

20 So then, since we have been counted worthyesfetimysteries and of benefits which are like tHetys
praise Christ, the God of the angels and of theyrsrsince we know him thanks to all these. To HErdue all
praise, and glory, and authority with the Fatheat #re holy Spirit, now, and always, and to the agfeages.
Amen.

The end of Homily LXXIPagel36

6
LETTERS

The following letters have been selected for tiebionological spread and the variety of topics Wiseverus
addresses in them. They also reflect the wide rahges correspondents.

From the time of his patriarchate (512-18) we hbateers to Bishop Nicias, the metropolitan of
Laodicea (1.6), who is known to us from other sear(Honigmann 1951:13, 15, 35-6), the prefect Tiratiss
(1.8), a well-known official in the EagPLRE 2:1119-20), the abbot of the monastery of Simeiytit&s at
Qal'at Siman (1.43), and a certain Stephen theee@dlll. 1). From Severus’s exile there are twohid letters
to the noblewoman Caesaria (Letters 98 and IV di®g, of his frequent addressees (Allen 1999:392nan@1—
2), to the new parents Ammianus and Epagathug)llknd to the noble young woman Georgia (X.8). 3tre
called Defenceto the emperor was composed in 532 and sent teeEmgustinian; the Synodical Letter was
written on the accession of Patriarch Theodosiubdsee of Alexandria on 26 July 535.

The letter to Nicias (Text 18) betrays one of Ses&r recurring concerns in SL, namely the canonical
ordination of priests and bishops in a turbulenigaewhich often saw clergy changing from the mdmggte
to the dyophysite position, and vice versa. Heeegpecific concern is that two men have travelledod their
jurisdiction to seek dyophysite (‘Nestorian’) ordtion. The obligation of the city-church to itsrgg, and the
fact that ordination is not a meal-ticket are addegl in the letter to Timostratus (Text 19), whahat same
time is made aware of the poverty of the patriaielod Antioch, presumably in the face of the Persiars and
the upheavals of the Chalcedonian controversy (A2@01:365—6). The letter to the abbot of the mtmmgof
Simeon Stylites (Text 20) for its part provideswigh important information regarding the respectioées of
the patriarch and the abbot in the administratibomonasticPagel37 establishments, the process of a church
law-suit against a monk who had introduced dyoghgsinto a non-Chalcedonian monastery, and thegobt

69



involved in dealing with the miscreant. The issugised by Stephen the reader are of a quite diffeveder
(Text 21), for he displayed his dissatisfactionhn@everus’s Homily XXX on Simeon Stylites becaus¢he
paucity of biographical facts which it containedtbe saint. In the course of pointing out that enieoon saints
are read in various churches in the eastern emPaeerus gives us information on contemporary dita
practices, at the same time advising Stephen to thiifirst few paragraphs of Homily XXX if he isading it

in a Chalcedonian church. The two letters to Caesstiow the deposed patriarch exercising pastaed c
towards a noblewoman from his place of exile. Ittée98 (Text 22) he defends himself of the changele by

a third party that he subscribes to the doctrineapbkatastasisadducing Patristic quotations from the
Cappadocians, John Chrysostom and Cyril to sugpsrrguments; in IV.10 (Text 23) he addressesriwal
and canonical concerns regarding taking part inlc&danian liturgical events, providing her with aanced
answer tailored to her high rank. The letter to Ammms and Epagathus (Text 24) reveals Severus nahgo
involved in choosing the name of a new-born chaldg disapproving the request that the parents teate rto
the patriarch to be sent viaticum by him: the viglidf the sacrament is not enhanced by the rartkefpriest
who dispenses it. Also personal in tone is theetetth Georgia (Text 25), in which the patriarch eels a
young woman whose parents are sad and angry &dhtnat she is still not married. Text 26, arrast from a
letter to John the hegumenos, which survives irelgréas been included because it contains the farfau
single activity of the God-humaifia physis theandrikeYhis was adapted from ps.Dionysius the Areopagite
and was to play a significant part in the monergtrgnd monothelite controversies in the followiregtiry:

Of quite a different order is the letter which Seagewrote to Emperor Justinian in 532G 7070 (3)),
which is preserved in the anti-Chalcedonf@nurch Historyof ps.Zachariah Rhetor (IX. 16). The document
(Text 27) is a defence or apology for the fact tBaverus did not accept the emperor’s invitatioattend a
doctrinal dialogue in Constantinople which was gesd to end religious conflict by direct negotiatio
(Grillmeier 1995:343-7). The patriarch makes mutthe offer of safe passage which Justinian gaue aAnd
of the difficulties and slanders which he is suffgrbecause of the ascendancy of the Julianist part
Alexandria. Parts of his doctrinal dispute withidnlare also rehearsed. In 535-6, Severus finalteded to
Pagel38 the imperial request to go to Constantinopiéy to be condemned by the synod there.

The Synodical Letter of Severus to Theodosius a#xAhdria on the accession of the latter to the
patriarchate (Text 28) was written in reply to teger which the new patriarch sent to his collessgun order to
demonstrate his orthodoxy. The fact that Severus tha recipient of such a letter even though he biesh
deposed seventeen years before is a testimonys tetdture amongst other non-Chalcedonians. Hesegdgs
belief in Nicaea, Cyril's Twelve Chapters, and thenotikonof Zeno, while denouncing Chalcedon and Leo’s
Tome.

Text 18
Letter to Nicias

Translated fronSL 1.6:42-3

(p. 42)Of the same (Severus), to Nicias the bihop

An evil and unlawful deed, and one which is at wéh the laws of the catholic and apostolic chuttds come
to our hearing: namely, that some of the men whbftwn the village of Minidus and Ouafiiave boldly
ventured to sail to the west, and to receive unlwljination from people who are of the same mind as
Nestorius, and divide our Lord and God Jesus Chfist the inexpressible union into a duality ofunas. Now
this is an ordination which is invalid not in on@yvonly, but in many ways, and is to be considex®d it had
not happened at all; since even if those who ladhaious hands upon them had been orthodox, ineator
them to perform an ordination in another part @& world, or rather in one outside their boundagguiting in
the dissolution of proper (p. 43) ordeAnd they did that thing, while we, by the graceGafd, are guilty of not
even one heresy! For the holy canons clearly pimocthis in both intention and in words. Now, thenef, may
your love of God make known the sense of the salened to all who are in the environs of their pafrthe
world; and may you publicly pronounce them strippéavery priestly and diaconal honour and degaeet
may you forbid from contact with these men thos®whe in communion with us, or rather with the odbx
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faith; so that they may not have a share in the&k@doess, and call upon themselves the wrath wroahes
from God.
The endPagel39

Text 19
Letter to Timostratus

Translated fronbL 1.8:45-8
Of the same, to the Prefect Timostratus
It seems to me something worth praying for andgtiflil that | should converse with Your Greatndssugh
letters, and that | should offer a salutation whklwed to you as a debt, as if repaying an obbigavhich is
in some sort necessary, and not the fortuitousoouwc of this event (p. 46) about which | am, in Hhrut
embarrassed to write. For although | was happyotoecacross what was lately sent from Your Excellehc
left off the reading of it with sadness. For | fouthe cause ohypothesi® of the letter burdensome when
examined (as it were) in the theological sense-ietiltf, rather, and impossible and (to speak inrttaner of
Scripture)according to the flesli2 Cor 1:17), and something determined in accardamith the senses. For
while the holy Apostle, or rather, Christ who igaging in him, restrains and with a certain thggahibits the
gift of ordination and saysbo not lay your hand suddenly upon any man, noaljgartaker in others’ sins:
preserve your soul in purity(l Tim 5:22-3), by many people ordination is cdesed an activity like some
craft of the manual sort, that of the metal-worls®r,to speak, or of the carpenter, or as some atiompto
which pertains the benefit of means of support, apdetext fodapane? that is to say, for travelling expenses
and relief of poverty—as if it were unlawful for here to procure the necessities of life from affic® other
than this.
Now the good people (concerned) do not know that @ssential for a man to pass through all thastanal
orders of the church, and that he should firstisé&riicted in the particular manner which pertamngriests, and
so be counted worthy of ordination either as priesds deacon. And these things are so becauderitieon is
difficult and not common, in accord with the enaetinof the law which has previously been quotedgclkvh
states:Do not lay a hand suddenly on any man, nor be iagsar (p. 47)in others’ sins’(1 Ti 5:22), and which
also adds the statemeri®reserve your soul in purity{1 Ti 5:23). And each of the additions rehears$es t
awesomeness of the enactment of the law, and tedi¢hat it is proper that the hand should be dtest out
only with a certain sort of serious great necesstyd not willynilly, over the head of those whee dor
ordination.
Now as regards our expounding the first reason @rdynation is an awesome thing, these brief obsiemns
are sufficient for us. But | shall add a secondosaas well, which looks at a consideration wiiayel40 the
senses can appreciate. And this is what it is: hartieat our holy church is truly indigent and imamt; and it is
so entirely chafed and made dependent upon a bwfdaterest-payments that it dare not scarcelyndifeup
its head, but loans upon loans are added to itjrgedest upon interest accounted to it. Now adlsehwho live
in the great city of Antioch are witnesses of thésrgs; and | suppose that there are not many ef/émose
who dwell beyond its borders who have not hearthefmatter. Even so, men who come from the roysl ci
and others from its vicinity, being pestered bytaer individuals, do not give up continually (so $peak)
writing to Our Lowliness and requesting ordinati@upposing that this is not something which makes u
indignant. Indeed, this passion for ordination hesde some persons behave so foolishly as everspiagli
themselves lusting after the vestments which paeity make up the (p. 48) priestly apparel, wintg, on the
other hand, seeking also to receive provisions. hdn once they had been counted worthy of thiggtthey
had laboured for, when the time of distribution earhey reached out their hands before all therstls® to
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speak, so that not only those who made a gameesétbacred things because of their deceit and Knawxsze
made objects of ridicule, but also we ourselves) Wid been deceitfully deluded.

Now | have been constrained to write these thinggdur Excellency since | sorrow within myself, and
because | know that | am sending this to Christieem, and to those who are able to sympathize wérand
can also maybe stretch out a hand to me becauseneary, and like a man who is being throttled nnwvho
lend on interest and compelled to be sustainedeednwhen there are no resources nor yields whieh a
sufficient to meet the size of a request whichiggip indeed, but difficult because of its frequency

The end
Text 20
Letter to the Abbot

Translated fronBL1.43:134—7

Of the same, to the abbot of the monastery of ¢theltord Simeon

Because Nonnus, even before he came to the mogasticunity of the holy Simeon, was on many occasion
called upon to defend himself against those indéctts and accusations which were being brought sighim,
and did not obey, but even when he was under aer tssued by the devduegal representatives of the church
set Page 141 this at naught with a boldness which was lkat tof a man who was entirely accustomed to
scorning holy things; and when, on one occasiog antl covertly he made an approach to me at naght, he
were doing things which merited night and darknbsssupposed that this was enough for him to havedse
overlooked® And in the end, when at the hand of Your Revereneereceived an unequivocal letter, he
impudently persisted in the same way, | tolerateénd was not stirred up into a righteous comnmptimut
rather, when (p. 135) | had given him a time-ligfiten days, | permitted that limit to be doubled fiim. And

he (in no small way indeed) set himself as if hd hat been called, since he excused himself wittegts
consisting only in sins; and he returned answesutiih Your Reverence, asking that the clergy shaoldbe
present at his court-case, because it is clergy eve suffered wrong through him, and from thenwhas in
the habit of taking the unholy and polluted profits

For he acted in the same way as those who hawenstm committed adultery, or done murder, and then
declare that there should be present at their -@as# neither those who because of theft, nor tindse
because of adultery, nor those who because of mbede been outraged and have suffered wrong. tAischo
wonder if he spits out things such as these, wieers lguilty of wicked deeds which are of this séir what
shall those people say, whwte justice and distort all right things, and hiZion with bloodshed and
Jerusalem with wickednegMi 3:9-10), as a certain one of the prophets dexdared somewhere? For how
should a person fail to say that full of blood #re hands which have sold the gifts of the holyi§pivhich he
had neither authority to give to people, nor to ogenfrom those who possessed them? For this is ishat
amazing about his sacrilege: that he would conleagelf as it were insidiously (in hypocrisy, | nm@awhile
at each ordination service he would be listeninght® execrations and fearful curses (p. 136) whigras
making against unlawful profits of this sort, arelmould shut his hearingke the deaf adder which blocks its
ears, which will not hear the voice of the charrfes 57:5-6), as the prophetic Psalmist declares.

But now, so that | do not drag the letter out veitiperfluity in saying many things, | am making s
second and third summons through Your Reverencatler (which is more true to say) one which pssse
the force of the tenth and twentieth summons; fa might deservedly consider them equal in numibehe
summonses of the days that have passed! Becalish, laven if later in timé o urge him to make a defence
when pious bishops, according to the express Wwithe holy canons, are present and ready to urdeRage
142 the court-case, when the holy Gospels arenstttei midst, and the dreadful threat which is fritrose
Gospels hangs over those who turn aside what ightpBut if he is rash and is tardy even aftes tleiter, the
judgement and the decision which is appropriatell sha forth against him, the same divine laws of
ecclesiastical order.

For we on our side did not wish that these factsuallnim might in any way be disregarded by the
illustrious magistrates of Antioch; but as far asgble we even brought them to their knowledged A
would have encouraged them, and some of the skitatbrs, to be judges of the matter, (p. 137) pitieat we
were deterred as we were considering the regulatiahe holy canons, which require that church faws be
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tried by pious bishops, and which excommunicatsg¢hesho abandon these and turn to the civil copriging
them to shame. But on account of this very sam&oreave sent the Godfearing deacon Eusebius; fatoneot
agree, after the course of so many days, to détaimpious bishops here, who need to return to faeniliar
flock.

The end

Text 21
L etter to Stephen

Translated fronSL VIII. 1:440-42

Of the same, to Stephen the reader

| admit that | was very glad when | received thigelewhich was sent to me by Your Reverence thradgh
Excellency Sergius who is the head of the ‘secosopfe’ of Syriat? for two reasons: both because it was
yours, and because the things written there atieegsare. For | have found by experience that tha s of the
sort that you indicated to us by your words; andtifgs, many thanks to Your Reverend Self. But bsea—
after you received the sermon which was preachedsbgbout the pious Simeon—you request that another
should also be composed by us as a biographicalatcyou appear to me to be acting in the sameasay
greedy and exact moneylender! When he sees thainthevho owes him money is unproductive, he wamts t
take back the principal only; (p. 441) but whenhlas taken it, and has seen the gold in his hamrds, énticed
also to make demand for the interest which, befieréook back the principal, he scorned, decidinghiaritable
manner that only what belonged to him should bernetd, without profits.

But know this absolutely plainly: that we took paim that sermorPage 143, even when we were
addressing ourselves to a style which is festal exypressive of praise, that we should not disredhed
historical and narrative style either, so that skemon might have the two things together. Thenrdaeler
might be the more delighted, when he receives eatian which is decked out with blossoms of praisexl
indeed is something which does not fall short @lesiastical dignity.

Now the fact that the praises of the saints ar@ r@dad out in the churches is witnessed by the @eiwh
the wise Basil concerning the Forty Martyrs, whishread out to the people in the city of the inkenfitis of
Beirut! and also by that of the holy Pamphitddoth in that city and in that of the men of Caesawhich is
the metropolis of Palestina Prima. And we know a#l ¥hat the eulogizing sermon which was preachsmlit
Gregory the Wonder-worker was read out in many dmes, and in the royal city itself, and, in the sam
manner also, the sermon about Basil the Grfdaor it is proper that we who are examiners ofléves should
disable you, and so restrain your avaricious hgarin

Now | suppose that the preface of the same sermot@) which was written by us on the holy Simeon
will be troublesome to you, inasmuch as it is raegtable to the Byzantines (sc. anti-Chalcedohidhd it is
easy for you to use the three or four sections lwhre placed at the beginning, to leave out thiosg$ which
are troublesome, and to read out in connectedthagthe things which remain.

Now we have heard from other people of the contidpeech of Your Reverence—or rather, that we
should speak more truly, of your witness on bebatirthodoxy. And you are blessed both in the graich
is here and now, and in the recompense which igt@avavhich is promised to those who have strivet.w

The end

Text 22
Letter to Caesaria

Letter 98, translated frofaO 14/1:200-13
From the fifth letter of Mar Severus, from the ftbubook which was composed after the exile, whiak w
written to Caesaria the hypatissa

Now as to the question which Your Excellency’s gte@anour has asked me by letter, | return a ready
answer: never have | admitted or approved those taflioof apokatastasi$ and an end of the senterleage
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144 of the severe punishments which are decreed for tiee world to come; and he who claims that hel$ol
letters of mine which teach this doctrine is clgdylng. For this reason, | applauded your grearsesbefitting
the love of God, in that you asked that the lettérhis sort should be shown to you: letters witlod one who
devised was necessarily forced to show deceitfagljnaving been manufactured by me. But since tivbse
espouse a doctrine like this wish to fulfill theiesires, as if it arises in fact out of opinionschithey espouse
with conviction, they employ words which are taddrfor those who listen to them, (p. 201) sayiraj this not
proper or worthy for God and greatly distant frorm éompassion that one who has sinned for fiftyyea a
hundred in this world should endure severe punistisntr ages which have no end, because this lisaais
astray For the laws of God, and those which exrsireg human beings, judge it right to repay sin®aling to
the will which motivates the sinner; and it is gbksto hear even wise men out of doors who aieriglabout
people who have committed disgraceful acts andyhwhich are not lawful, saying: This man oughdlie not
once, but many times’.

But when someone, like us, hears that God becaoaenate, and without change became man for our
redemption; and that because of this he came doam heaven, and clearly decreadfire which is not
extinguished and a worm which does not @ik 9:44), and yet despises all these things—hball $1e not be
counted worthy to be condemned in double meastiteb@ possible to say so) to everlasting fire &mdevere
punishment without end? For even if he should éveundred years or more than this in this world), pass all
of his time like this in vanity; it should be knowhat if he were able to live (p. 202) without enginaining
without dying, he would not desist from avarice dasciviousness and licentiousness and a disgraliffu
which consists of lusts. How, then, will a man whdike this not be punished endlessly correspandiinhis
will? Now even those who introduegokatastasisthat is, an end of judgement, say about sinmeisthey will
be severely punished for many years and for loagvdrout periods, as one might say, and for proldrages
to come. And then, afterwards, they will be cleansed find mercy and be esteemed worthy of thesbtisess
which has been promised.

But those who say these things forget that accgrttintheir human thoughts (p. 203) they are thus
showing also that injustice and unrighteousnesoff@od. For if a man lives while he sins for fifty eighty
years more or less, is punished with harsh senge@cel bears severe punishments for many proloages|,
again it would seem, according to their reasonihgt this is not worthy of God’Page 145compassion, nor
again is it fitting for the love of humankind whiehfound in him, because the time of their seymnmeishment
is not equal to the time of their lives which waeist in sins. For it would be right that if God apged the
opinions of those who think these things and foddvand complied with their beliefs, that he whedor fifty
years should bear punishment for only fifty yearsd it should not be as they assert, that the mbpretonged
for many ages be a long drawn out sentence for aid, (p. 204) his torture continue for ages. Feo aur
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ in the holy wordkisfGospel, when he was separating the just fransitiners
said:‘These shall go to eternal severe punishment; batjast to everlasting lifg(Matt 25:46). And he made
pronouncement concerning the two sorts, the foremerthe latter, in the same parable in terms cfcarality
without variation, when he ordained that expressionever without variation in respect of the tvgsoups.
And Basil the Great among the teachers of the tshthws this plainly in the homily which was compbdgy
him in the section of question and answer diretettie brethren of the monasterté§Basil’s discussion of Lk
12:47 follows.]

(p. 207) Since these things are acknowledged amsylsa, it is fitting to know that the statemetits
shall be beaten with many blows’ or ‘he shall batba with few'(Lk 12:47) indicate, not that there is an end to
severe punishment, but variation within it. FoGibd is the true judge, and renders to every maardirg to
his works, it is possible that one person shouléhltee fire which is not extinguished, and thabdtaer should
be in fire which is more moderate, or stronger; #vad another should be with the worm that doesdigtand
another in bitter miseries; and there may be one iwln torments which are more tolerable, andwhe is in
pains stronger than they, each man as he desdfuethermore, it is possible to perceive in Geheana
difference in the torments of those who are beingighed, and again in this (place) one recognizest \s
called‘outer darkness(Matt 25:30; Lk 17:10), (p. 208) different frometliormer, since it is a darkness which
is in the midst of it. Then there is a place ofigament in which a man weeps on his own, and agaéwhere
he is in gnashing of teeth because of the mighiyspaf the bitter sentence. And what is said inlbek of
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Proverbs:he brings down to the depths of Sheol and to dv@dations of the pit{Prov 9:18), informs us that
there are men being tortured in Sheol, but notsirépths; and there are those who are in théuithot, as it
were, in its foundation. All these are things byiasbhis made known the variety of punishment whish i
contained in the sentence passed on tRage146 who are punished as their deeds deserve, éyhaeans of
a harsh sentence, or by a punishment in which ikex@espite corresponding to their actions.

These things are seen hinted in the case of dsedsieh befall human beings in this life which they
live. For there is one who burns (p. 209) with téneer while he lies with other sicknesses; andehgm@nother
who is in a fever only, and one which is more matkeithan the former; and another who, while herwas
fever, is buffeted by other sicknesses of everyetgr and yet another, whose diseases appear eiibes
moderate or more severe than those of his colledgae what is said by our Lord with reference'nmany
blows’ and‘few blows’(Lk 12:47) is in line with our manner of speakimgsresponding to the common usage
which is observed among human beings. And many @Xgressions are like these. For many times dsege
that this kind of language is taken up also by esqe who is afflicted by one disease or brought lowa
sickness. In what way? As when we see a man wimadever only, or is seized by a pain in the eyes are
amazed at how much he has suffered and how margraties he has borne. So then what is said dbaty
blows’ or ‘few blows’(Lk 12:47) is to be taken in the sense | haveedtatot with reference to extent of time (p.
210) which has an end, but as referring to varsétgunishment which was inherent in the sentenepared.
[Testimonia from Gregory Nazianzen, John Chrysosaoich Cyril are adduced to support this view.]

Text 23
Letter to Caesaria

Translated fronSL 1V.10:306-9

Of the same, to Caesaria the hypatissa

Because you have asked (out of the devoutness wbids doctrine) if some of the orthodox are acting
properly when they do not communicate with the tiesebut only hear the reading of the holy Gospekven
remain at the time of the eucharistic prayers loubhot communicate in those things which are beorfected:
the reply is absolutely clear to those who areigimbrant of the divine laws. For John the Evangietiseaker of
divine things, wroteYou are our letter, written in our heart, and knoamd read by all peoplé Cor 3:2).

If, therefore, one should not even offer an ordingneeting to those who bring another doctrine @nd
not (p. 307) teach the orthodox faith, how coulgane take part in the prayers and lections oPagel47
anything else of this kind, with people who areelithese? And that wise man Paul also commandsmiat
should turn away our sight from those who servevibek of heresy, when he writes thus to TitAsman who
is a heretic after one admonition and two avoidowing that such a man is perverted and sins, begri
condemnedTi 3:10). Therefore, the one who assembles with ginners makes himself liable to the same
verdict. But the holy canons of the church have glainly rejected the notion that a person mightwith the
heretics. For the 135th canon says: ‘It is not ldwb receive the blessings of the heretics, whach not
blessings, but rather non-blessings’. And immedtjatext to it is the 136th canon, which states:isltnot
lawful to pray with the heretics or schismatitsAnd these matters are stated with some exactiButewhen |
(lowly individual that 1 am, in accordance with nhgwly knowledge) observe the extent of the Scriptur
inspired by God, then | find that those who arenimisterial appointments or in high offices of staind who
are required to be near and follow around those dgid power, are counted worthy of a dispensatsonthat
when they go in with them and hear the lections wedprayers, they may preserve their integrity.tBg |
mean that they do not participate in the commuifriom which they are divided. For observe this:ha Fourth
Book of Reign¥’ is written something along these lines. (p. 308)nAn, captain of the army of the king of
Syria (which is Damascus), whose name was Na’'aarathhe was a leper, went to the prophet Elishansasd
counted worthy of cleansing from his disease. Asmid aesult of his being healed, he acknowledgednieeand
unique true God of Israel, even the maker and eredtall; and he spat out the gods which weresfatsname,
and his ancestral worship, and idolatry And whenwas about to go back to his homeland, he saidheo t
prophet that he would not again give heed to forgjgds and empty demons. He said: ‘But even ikthg of
Syria goes into the temple of the demon who isedaith their land Rimmon, and | go in with him toaghen |
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show honour to him and support him with my handyjll do obeisance to the true God in my own miadd
him alone will I acknowledge; but | will not parijpate with the king in the idolatry and bow dowrtiwhim to
the demon’. He said: ‘Only pray for me, that Godynradeed pardon me in this affair, because (I at} of
necessity’.

And the prophet was silent, and neither gave pnagefound fault; but pursued something of a midadkey
through silence, and gave him a dispensation. Anenvhe had said farewell to him, he let him go afag it

is good that we should also quote the word$afle148 the divine Scripture which Na’aman utteredhe t
prophet, which are along these lines: “Your servaititnever again make burnt offering or sacrifimeother
gods, except to the Lord only. And because oftthisg, may the Lord pardon your servant when my lgoes
into the house of Rimmon to bow down to him theiace he (p. 309) will be supported by my handsd An
when he bows down in the house of Rimmon, | wilwbeith him, but to the Lord God. And may the Lord
pardon your servant because of this business. AetleEsaid to Na’amanGo in peace’(4 Kgs 5:17-19).

Since, therefore, Your lllustrious Honour is awafehese things, | pray that with a faith pure atehr you
may travel along the Lord’s paths in deed and wbBa.along with these other outstanding qualitiegowrs, |
am amazed also at your reading and meditationardivine words which your divine-loving letters riogiforth
as flowers and fruits, and which gladden those teagh.

The end

Text 24
Letter to Ammianus and Epagathus

Translated fronbL111.2:262—7

Of the same, to Ammianus and Epagathus

| am in wonder at the generosity of Your Excellenbgt—after such expenditure that arose on accofint
myself (who deserve nothing like this), which yaavé paid out through the love of God—you have thbuiy
proper to confer these things upon me with greplemty and (p. 263) further honours, even when Ifam
away .... (And after other matters) ...But | was mighgjlad, and sent up prayers of thanksgiving toi€hthe
God and giver of all good things, who, outsidehalinan expectation, has indicated that a boy chaltddrn to
you, the Christ-loving Ammianus.

Now since you have left pending on my decisionithposition of his name, as a consequence of the
abundance of faith which you possess, and becausengke me bold insomuch as you press me to spehk a
do things which are over and above the measurdaghmbper for me, | have decided that it is goad aght
that he be named John. For the holy Baptist andr&oner was also born to his parents outside oé tzoul
expectation; and | believe that, by his intercasstbe boy will live and arrive gahe measure of the stature
(Eph 4:1 3) and profound old age. For considet disthe very same day that | received your kintetevhich
intimated his birth to mé?agel49

| placed it beside the holy mysteries; and, whesms$ about to take part according to my usual custom
the divine communion (it being the day of assembéfjer the other lections and the priestly psaths
Hallelujah, | began to read the worshipful Gospetd | discovered that the order of the reading wWes
narrative that concerns the holy Forerunner andifajnd his divine martyrdom and consecrationgnvhis
head was cut off for the sake of the Law of God.l $loought as a result of (p. 264) this thing, whitad
happened so by chance, that also Jesus, the Gbd s&cred Gospels, had decided and approved fusition
of the boy’s name which | had ascertained. | beg, yben, that you do not defer the business evernhf®
matter of one day, but that you lay hold of thevament time that has been given us by God, artdythaoffer
the child to the God-loving father Ze'ura for thieide laver of regeneration. But since you havetimidity2
of this sort, you ask that from my humble self coummon (that is to say, the oblation) be sent to: yew is it
that this matter is not good, and one which progo&érist our Redeemer and our God? For it is nacgse
send it to those who are entirely destitute ofrddvcommunion, for when the faith is one, the hasnmunion
(p. 265) also is certainly one, and not a thingeotéind different, even if one of the priests whieisf has a
heavenly and exalted way of life, while another bag which is low and wretched. For it is not thanm
himself who offers the sacrifice, but Christ cortfeit by means of the formufaof the one who is offering, and
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changes bread into the flesh and the chalice ilmodoby the power of his Spirit and inspiration agrdce. For
on account of this it also happened to Elijah trappet, at the time when the famine was holdinghadlland in
its grasp, and he was living in a wadi called tloer@nt of Kerith: the ravens would bring to him exday, at
the command of God, bread in the morning and fieshe evening (1 Kgs 17:1-7), the Word thereby imgk
known in figurative manner that although there aymen who, in the manner of the ravens, are raincl
they are nonetheless intermediaries through whasd the divine food is given and committed to usd Ahey
do not besmirch with any injury those who recetve sacrament; nor do the uncleanness and negligemncey
of life of those who minister the divine grace kEssn any way those who are being nourished whein thith
is known to be orthodox and sound. (You are notafrse, unaware that the Law lists the raven titdse
which are not clean among birds (cf. Lev 11:14).)

Furthermore, (p. 266) the theologian Gregory, wlas Wishop of Nazianzus and teacher of all who are
beneath the heavens, teacRegie 150n the sermon which concerns holy baptism thatethemot one bit of
difference between the divine laver of regeneratich is administered by a priest whose way & i slack,
and that which is granted by a priest who is raspgat with the ascetic life and other such virtugss he
indicates when he sets forth the matter like th&ng figure and example: just as two seals, onetoth is
made with refined and pure gold, but the othereafd| having incised upon them one and the sameealevi
which does not vary in any respect, will both impron wax one and the same image without it bangny
way different; and none of those who has not séenskeals can distinguish between the wax which was
imprinted with the gold seal or that which was imped by the lead seal: in the same way, everp#réicular
individual priest be a man of gold because of thety of his way of life, while another be one whas the
blackness and contemptibility of lead because efléxness of his life—just as they possess equity in
every respect the one seal of the orthodox faitichvis not at all counterfeited by heretical teachiso the two
of them effect one baptism and one eucharistictmlaf exactly the same power (p. 267) and honand, one
which is not in any way deficieRt.

So then it is right for your understandings whick & the Lord that you should draw near with full
assurance to the divine communion of the piousadpstwho dwell with you and of the God-loving preisry
who confess in every respect the same faith asoyart declare it with confidence, and not shriakf fear,
nor counterfeit it through cunning, as the Apostgs:‘For it is a duty to remove oneself afar from memow
are like these, just as from open hereti¢d'Cor 2:19). Rather, to state the facts in acamocd with God, you
have an abundance both of bishops and of genuasbyters, in whom there is nothing counterfeit.

{Not the end}

Text 25
Letter to Georgia

Translated fronbL X.8:512-15

Of the same, to Georgia the daughter of Anastdmahiypatissa

Never in any way do | treat carelessly matters eamog Your Honourable Dignity; but with great zéam
anxious for your salvation, as of a beloved daughdad | gaze upon God’s profound judgements, and |
understand through the facts themselves that yewsapported by the great help which is from abewel
diligencePagel51which is good watches over your life. For thet that you have arrived at the prime of age
and have not yet been yoked in marriage—this, o ymnourable parents and to those who love a teryde
which is worldly might doubtless be considered sttvimg) of a vexation, and at the same time distngsdut |
consider it a great help, and determine thatiitdeed so. For what was said by the wise Pauladibrinthians
also pertains to this idea, | suppo$eanyone supposes that he is put to shame byitgsé who has passed the
prime of her age, so also ought it to §&'Cor 7:36). For what he has said means in fatteshing of this sort:
‘What is considered by some to be a matter of shatmaean that a virgin attain to great age—this nsider

to be useful and advantageous’.

For just as the fruit of a tree, when it is takesfdoe the proper time, produces no pleasure thraisgh
taste (p. 513) because it is devoid of the swestmwisch makes it agreeable, and also hurts thib testause of
its sourness and astringency, in the same wayaalsmin who has not up to now matured in her tipe to
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speak) but possesses a sense of the flesh whigboisiplete and too tender, hurts and yields no raidgge to
the one who marries her. For her behaviour is inotly established and, since her time has not gete; it is
mobile and is not fixed; but it is also of a kindhigh is readily provoked and results in puerile @an@nd is
perhaps afflicted by depression and unreasonablevso

For how is it not disgraceful, that, when an athldbes not go down to the rough and tumble of the
wrestling-arena...into the order of battle, excepthhs been well trained in matters of warfare? Buatutd a
virgin be brought into the partnership of marriaged transfer over into the headship and manageaidrer
husband’s house, when she has not been fully otettun her parents’ house, and does not know hasv i
proper for her to manage the house, and in whatawaherwise she should approach each one of tvbse
are under her authority? For many times those wkonat mature and established in their behaviotnerw
wicked men have taken them in marriage—they haveetl them into their own wicked sort, and like
something on wax they have imprinted on their tersdmse the manner of their own wickedness. Asaltre
when they have been filled and cannot...souls...(p) §&@dr modest mother in your father’s honourablad®
and through a long period of time has been taugitwkedge of stewardship, and has been completely
instructed in profitable disciplines like these—aat the same time, you have also abounded in wise
behaviour—you will arrive at your husband’s house Isome carving and bronze statue which is peifect
beauty and not lacking in anythingagel52

And you will be to hima help-meet like himfor indeed the woman was created by the one whb sa
from the beginning:lt is not good that the man should be alone: Istmiake for him a helper like hiniGen
2:18). For in truth, a harbour for a man is a womdro is instructed and wise in managing a houseafor
husband: she is both understanding and a diligepehin the hardships of the world. For when a imas gone
out to ...in the court of law, either because he aghg wrong or is being injured; or, indeed, oftem is
inflamed to wrath, and wilfully abuses or on théest hand is abused in turn, when another's angexsl
against him like some whirlwind. But when the tigels and he goes back to his house for food, eda@nd
stirred up by his thoughts, he meets his wife’slligence: then he finds her behaviour placid aserse, and
he repeats what has happened to him in the maaketplhen she gazes with gentleness like a tralaetbr at
those maladies which are deep-seated, touchinigeaig with prudent words, and she learns the reafsorhis
distress. And when she finds (p. 515) that he & lwisturbed for no worthwhile reason, she modsrtite
fury of his mind when she holds out... tranquil .... that | have also written these things. Anddypyou, my
lady, that you do not say to anyone that you haeeived this letter from me, even if he should beaagel
who is from heaven! For you will indeed invite dandor me if you speak about it, and you will geetod,
and you will make many people angry with me, beedudid not also write to them as | have done to. \But
we also believe that Christ, who is the God ofdhtaodox—who continually brings to effect the woraich
say:‘And other sheep | have which are not of this féldd it is right for me that | should bring thensaj and
they shall hear my voice, and there shall be oh& &md one shepherdJn 10:16)—will also make his own
your honourable and exalted father.
{Not the end}

Text 26
L etter to John the hegumenos

Translated fronDoctrina Patrum309, nr. XXIV: 15-25

Severus of Antioch, from the third letter to Joh@ hegumenos

As we have already written extensively in othertwgs, we have understood and understand the stateoh

the all-holy Dionysius the Areopagite, which saygit when God became human he performed for uswa ne
divine-human (theandric) activity’, as (meaningedPage153 composite (activity); in our eyes it cannot be
understood other than as a rejection of every guadind we confess that when God became human he
performed this (activity) in a new way, both as aigne-human (theandric) nature and hypostass,gs the
one incarnate nature of God the Word.
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Text 27
Defence to the emperor

Translated from ps.Zach. RKE IX. 16; CSC084:123-31
(p. 123)Chapter sixteen of the same book gives informailmout the Defence of Severus in the letter which,
when he declined to come to the royal city, he evast follows.

The Word of the Father who is from everlasting, 8@ of God, who in these last days became
incarnate and was not changed; and who also plerfemtame man by the holy Spirit and the holy virlylary,
Mother of God; and who truly became like us inthihgs apart from sin; when he was delivering beching
of redemption in parables to his disciples, sowessl geed which came forth from it, so that both trend
everyone in the whole habitable world who shoulderee the Word through them, might lay to account
whatever good might spring up from him in respeictighteousness (p. 124) and holy deeds—this not fo
themselves, but for the power of him who in theilwgng sowed as it were by grace; and so that autstere
and resolute voices they might send forth thegratices as they were proclaimed among the valleyslaarp
rocks and rocky precipices in the desert.

Now in the same way Your Serene Power has also siseveeed of kindness in my low estate, and has
caused these letters to spring forth from me (saha offspring of effrontery): for how was it pte that an
answer should not be given by me to Your Majegpgwerful and resolute voice, which was heard by Fa&?
when those who harshly held my low estate in coptamagined that on every side they had shut tleesdm
my face without mercy, then, like a miracle unhofad you yourself call to yourself by your letterge, a man
who is cast out and expelled, as it were, by thwise are against him. And this resembles the aaioGod
who, for those who were being pursued by enemied) (@ho supposed that they were shut in and caoght
them, provided a wide road of redemption which wasthy of his wisdom and mighty power, namely, that
which the miracle accomplished in the case of Ritanaho sent them away after the long period ofrthei
servitude. And Pharaoh pursued them so Bede154 he might bring them back under the servitudaisf
harsh yoke, and surrounded them in the deserteoRttd Sea with his horsemen, and was shuttingeupotd
whilst, in his mind, he imagines and sayi$iose men are wandering about in the land: for desert has shut
them in’(Ex 14:3). But the wondrous God who performs mygieeds made of the sea a dry path of grace for
those who had supposed that they were shut indowéiriors, so that they might cross over it (pb)1én foot.
(He was the one) who commanded Moses to lift upsta$f over the sea, and it would be divided. And i
(ways) which are similar to these things you, algith the staff of Your Majesty’s tranquillity, hevdivided the
sea which is in the desert which closed me in;amay which appeared to be impassable you haveronoce
made it possible for me to cross over. Now the tgdeanonstration of your tranquillity is that youvieaalso
composed your letters to me with an oath which ithout reluctance, inasmuch as you promise me \safet
acting in this manner also according to the stah@&rGod. For he, too, inclining himself to manfdiimity,
often sent forth his promises with an oath, aspharé teaches; and Paul made mention of it whesalys:
‘When God made his promise to Abraham, becausadabthing greater than himself by which to swéear,
swore an oath by himself and said: “In blessindgp&lé bless you, and in multiplying | shall multiplgu™ (Heb
6:13—-14). But | who am frail presume to say thaave not been in need of such safety, since | uofidence
in the word which comes forth from your mouth aloméhich for me is perfect preservation, as the wise
Ecclesiastes saidkeep the king’s sayin§ and do not be solicitous on account of the wordsofl’s oath’
(Eccles 8:2). Moreover, | have confidence throughttial of those very deeds which in truth witnesse than
the oath to your gentleness, and also your ingbnab mercy, which make up a tranquil soul. Fomediately
when you received the anxieties of kingship, yaufree from mourning all ranks which were boundiile—
chief priests, and nobles, and people—since yourbgdrds to him who bestows honour upon men equally
through the rising of the sun, (p. 126) and throtighrain and the temperate air which he gives,taraugh the
rest of the things which are requisite, and reisulife for human beings. But | shall not forget se¥f, nor be
lifted up when | drink of the abundance of thisatn, the riches of Your Serenity; but | shall recko tell the
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things which are in my own mind. For | fear thamfy humble self were to be seen openly in the roits|
many people might be alarmed; and since in trudiminothing but a feeble man who is bound to thavhe
yoke of sins, | fear that many, on hearing thiggmbe violently moved and bufagel55 with his concern as
if from some small coal of fire, so as to annoy &aadass even Your Power because of its love towarjsand

| think that it will neither seem fitting for yomor be of any advantage for others.

But | have said this, not as if | were possesseahgfstrength against the power of Your Majesty—for
is written: When the righteous king shall sit upon the thram&thing wicked rises up over against his eyes
(Prov 20:8)—but because | am convinced that jughissstrength is joined to you by the grace whglfrom
above, so are you clothed with understanding asdaw; and you take pains so that, not by this swmrtiby
the sagacity which befits the kingdom you take aHrenany things. Now of this matter we are instegicby
Scripture, which saysA wise king winnows and scatters the wick@@rov 20:26). And just as it is easy for
those who winnow with the wind which blows to seqtarthe straw from grains of wheat, so too is syefar
Your Serenity, O lord, by means of a heart whichstders all things, and by the mercy of a beneudkgher,
(p. 127) to separate those in subjection to yolifissh those who are opposed, so that they maytmeaicy in
the unity of the church. For | know that becausehtg you have determined that my lowliness alsoukh
approach even to your feet; because when you alsonened the holy bishops of the East, who prayHer
salvation and preservation of Your Majesty, anaaigou considered this worthy of your letters, ¢hesen
also, when they had written to you what seemedémtto be the case, instructed my lowliness in ybisr
will, that according to the church’s custom we ntigh of assistance in encouraging matters by praygmour
behalf. But in your great city of Alexandria noteoaf those things which has been alleged againshrfase
statements was committed by me. Indeed, it is Eagye to demonstrate the folly of the abusersiliely have
held me in contempt, when they say that | stirrpdsaditious conflict with large amounts of moneyichhl
distributed in the city And this is known to thos#aio hate me exceedingly that, since | am entangldtie
suffering of other sins, | do not seek to collecin@ay quickly nor on easy pretexts; but my life @®pas it were
by habit, in such a manner that not even the reedvoffice of bishop has withheld me from this. Hothe
same way as | carry out the priestly office, schviite same goal | am poor—it is the custom whicpragper
for priests (cf. Deut 18:1). For on this accoursoalhe Law which was given by Moses commandedttieat
tribe of Levi which was chosen should have no parin the land; but that the offering of ‘separatishould
be sufficient for its necessary provisioRagel56 inasmuch as it shares in these things alony tivé widow
and the needy and the orphans, because they argt@oed to poverty: as Scripture saysid the Levite, who
has no allotted part nor inheritance with you, ati@ alien and the orphan and the widow who areaary
towns, shall come, and they shall eat and rejoasethe Lord your God shall bless you in all youed which
you yourself perform{Deut 14:28). And since, as it is written, (p. 188&aightforward lips are acceptable to
the king, and he loves just discourd&ov 16:13), Your Power is able to learn from tiebles who were
formerly in Alexandria, and now from their rank whaothing escapes the notice of, whether any duaolg t
even nominally has been done or heard by me inwthethat they have told lies about me and slandered
But | myself say nothing about these abusers, sindees not escape your understanding what seyt &éne.
Moreover the judgement awaits me, along with thafter we have been separated from the world of toll
before the judgement-seat of Christ, at which veetargive account of idle speech and empty opingort we
bishops especially, to whom much has been entruskedl be judged by however much we enjoy and amus
ourselves here in carnal affairs.

But if people use the word ‘disorder to descrilbee tfact that | wrote to Julian, the bishop of
Halicarnassus, who has turned aside to the hefdgpmm and holds the opinion that the voluntaryferhgs of
the Saviour, Christ the mighty God, were in appeegaonly, | confess it with ten thousand mouths and
tongues: neither do | deny what | have writtennabody shall quickly order me to deny my faith. Fois
seems good for your faith too, which is careful fieore than the affairs of the world so that it npmgsess
those things which are befitting for the spirit.rN@ve | done these things as of my own will, nomgself, nor
compelled by my own self, but | was mightily troetlby him; so | wrote because he had supposed émata
follower of his doctrine. For when | went throudtetthings he had sent to me (and | was a long ifafyom
Alexandria) | found in what he had written aboué tword ‘incorruptibility’ that he was covered withe
blasphemies of Mani as with a sheep’s skin.
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(p- 129) So as to leave aside a lot of materialctvhi shall not speak of, this foolish man, who
acknowledges the sufferings (of Christ) with hjsslionly, while concealing his ungodliness, wrotdadisws:
‘If incorruptibility was at all times united voluatily to the body of our Lord, the body passible dthers’. {A
summary of the altercation between Severus andnJtdilows.}
(p. 130) And as for the rest of Julian’s error vhis contained in the letter in a lengthy discoptdarn asidé®
from writing themPagel157 here, since the things which this holy Sevenraposed against Julian are found
in many books. But at the end of the same lettewiote as follows:

So | entreat you, therefore, and take hold of yeet, as again | repeat the word that you leavénbleh
my humble self, and do not drag me out among hupmeamgs again, since | am growing feeble in my badg
in my soul, and am therefore infirm. For true ige thord of Scripture which says: The soul fails hseaof
blows’?* And many now are the white hairs on my head whéstify to me of death and departure from this
weary life; and it seems to be best and profitdbleme to sit hidden in a corner and to contempthate
separation of soul from body, as | await the hafsay grave,for the earth is the house of everyone who dies’
as Job said (Job 30:23). Because the hair of ter @nimals who live on earth is not changed; beatrational
animal nature of this human being, since it isidestto come to judgement and in the world to casne be
asked for an account of its deeds, when it reaclieage, the hair of its head becomes white, sotimg out to
him the kind of nature he possesses and urgingtthimake good his deeds upon his departure inasiasidh
relates to those who are delayed. And Scriptuie, hears witness to ittift up your eyes, and see the fields
that they have become white, and ripe for harvght'4:35). For the separation of the soul fromlibdy is in
truth the harvest, and as it were with a sickleslmears one for the other, and it is sheared. Foreason | beg
that your power indeed grant me this request: 31) 1t is easy for me to dwell in hiding where | asmce |
have lived the rest of my days in the world in sgcas if in a corner. For such is the life of ankadChrist, God
over all things, grant you power over your enemvesh) the perfect peace and harmony of the churcies
you may be crowned with this as well. And if in $bdetters of my request there be any offence ptharg
presumptuous, | pray that you pardon me as (ingrothings. For it is best for a king who loves Ghto
overcome evil with good, as the apostle sékcause when indeed you show this, rightly are galled
victors’ (Rom 12:21).

The subscription of Severus in the same letter

The only Trinity—for this is our God—preserve Yduaithfulness for many years while you make peaeeabl
the power of the government of the Romans; andghirito subjection to you all the people of the Ramand
the barbarians; and grant perfect concord through tg the holy churches in a right faith, and estg®u
worthy of crowns in the kingdom of heavétagel58

Now the holy Severus delayed after this letter aiphe thirteenth yedr and then he came to the royal city,
because the king'’s letters pressed him.

Text 28
Synodical Letter to Theodosius

Translated fronDocumenta ad origenes monophysitarum illustran@sC017:12-34
(p. 12)AGAIN THE LETTER OF THE HOLY AND CHIEF BISHOP SEMERPATRIARCH OF ANTIOCH,
which was written to the blessed Theodosius, Astidp of Alexandria, which is also entitled the Siycal
Letter. In the thirteenth indiction, in the montarfimuz, on the twenty-sixth oy .
Now before | received the synodical writings of Ydwnoured and fraternal Excellency, when it wasreed
to me of your divine election to the evangelic deeas grieved at the sufferings which befell youawcount of
matters of religion, as fulfilling the apostolioAlavhich issues the command and declai®ien one member
suffers, all the members suffét’ Cor 12:26). For indeed | have also regardedasblessed, in that you have
straightway tasted the danger of religion throudhcW you were bound to the mighty power by birthotigh
the breath of the holy Spirit, by which you werarbas high priest—through thlateath which blows where he
wills (Jn 3:8). Nowhe willswhere there is Law, while he departs from those wdll upon him violently and
outside the Law, addressing them in the words whrehfound in the prophec\hen you spread forth your
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hands, | shall turn aside my eyes from you; andhéfvgou increase your prayer, | shall not hear yéar your
hands are full of blood(ls 1:15). Now was it anything of a marvel thatgh things happened to you, as they
did to the great Paul? Who, the moment he cameanp the waters of the Jordan when he had beenzeapti
by Hanania, began the labour and apostleship chiteg and (as it is written) was disturbing the Semho
were dwelling at Damascus; and to flee from thedsasf those who were seeking to kill him, whendhages of
the city were fastened, he was let down from th# wa basket and made his escape (cf. Acts 9:30-And

he became a fugitive: he who afterwards (p. 13) avperformer of many wonderful deeds and powertis a
and many awesome things—as he himself writes ankhms, and as examination of his deeds proveditFor
was fitting that he should be tested by sufferingsd be struck with the first blows as if with kwas
(implements), so that in his own substance he mgffitl the divine Page159 testimony which Christ had
uttered beforehandHe is a chosen vessel for me, to bear my nameadéfie Gentiles and kings and the sons
of Israel: for I have shown him how much he isridwre for the sake of my nan{&cts 9:15-16). So then, as
to these difficulties which have befallen Your Retfon, it is right for us to believe that they baleen
permitted for that trial by the inexpressible caelaof sublime wisdom. For concerning those whotested in
conflicts of this sort, one of the divine wise m&ays:‘God tried them and found them worthy of himsatil a
like gold in the crucible he tested thefWis 3:6).

So then, it is entirely certain that when the hoishops were standing in the Holy of Holies andrgy
hands upon your honourable head; and—with sacraiand ineffable words were bringing forth the gra¢
the Spirit, the lover of men and governor, fromhogh; they were showing you to be a son of Aarbaf ts, a
legitimate heir of the priest who departed and @aissvay to God—for there was no other way by witineh
priestly garments might be assumed, concerning twthe divine Scripture saysThe garment of holiness
which belongs to Aaron shall be for his sons afen, that in it they may be anointed and consecraEx
29:29). {There follows an exegesis of Num 16.}

(p. 15) Now while | was turning these divine judgeits and sacred thoughts over and over in my mind,
those God-loving bishops and religious clericsvadiwho had been sent by Your Holiness to My Loess)
bringing the writings of your teaching which istifig for priests and in agreement with canonicatl an
ecclesiastical opinion. And when in happiness | g#a$e and embraced them, with rejoicing | prateedGod
of peace, Jesus Christ, and | received the itemeshwid been sent; and when | set them before rag ey
imagined to myself that through them you, the heligpherd and high priest, were close to me, artd thias
seeing you and embracing you in the manner of theroAnd when | was alone, and no-one at all wdk w
me—for it is a thing very dear to me to sit in talie, especially indeed in labourings in mattensceoning
divine thingsH was reading the writings rather with my mind thaith my physical eyes; and from the sense
of those things which are written in the holy nawes which | had just recited, | found these niawves also
comparing you to the perfect likeness of Aaron! Wben the Israelite assembly was disobedient amdlling
to be docile—for the God of all was designatingtihiey these terms, and names like them, and thrthege
things come the fearful chastisements which we mepee—and it would not exchange presumption for
obedience, but was lifted up in pride against thend authority of Page 160 the priesthood, Moses was
commanded that from every head of the twelve tr{bmsthe whole people was divided into and congatim
these tribes) (p. 16) he should take one rod, ahthe rods of all of them in the Tabernacle of Testimony in
front of the Testimony, as it is written (cf. Nun7:4). For these things were as follows: the Arktlod
Testimony; and the tablets of stone which wererihed by God; and the manna which was put in aegojabt.
These items were they which, by miraculous meapsnly demonstrated and witnessed and brought lmack t
mind (for those who were unmindful and ignoran® gower of God which performs mighty deeds in amean
inexpressible. And for this reason they were aldted the Testimonies; and the tent in which theyeaplaced
had a name in like manner, and was called the dfkthte Testimony And in this same sense Paul wimtbe
Hebrews and statetiWhen God was bearing witness to them with sigrésmonders and differing miracles’
(Heb 2:4).

So therefore Moses, equipped in mind, and as alevef divine things and head of the assembly, did
what he had been commanded; and on the next deghected the rods as he had been instructed. Arsa
the rods of the others, how that they were dry radsheir natural state; but Aaron’s rod had spedueaves
and produced nuts (cf. Num 17:8), through which magigured for us as in a type Emmanuel, who ésrtid
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of the kingdom and who, as from the root of GodRFh&er, has shone forth and has been born: wivghsut
beginning and without time, and with him and théyt®pirit he reigns over the things which are im¥yen and
the things which are on earth. And at the end gikdar our sake he was incarnate and made man wtitho
change; and he the same sprang forth in respdtgshf from the root of Jesse and David, from whaosa
Mary, the virgin Mother of God. And he became tighlpriest and Apostle of our salvation, and irs ttmanner
also appeared as the rod of the priesthood, tegaksnthe vigilance instructed by the Gospel, andinga
fruits?’ spring forth in those who believe, leaves andtsdrof virtue. For those who have also examinedethes
things declare (p. 17) that the rod of the nut;teee also the nuts themselves, naturally prodigi&arce in
those who are accustomed to use them. And God lichselared this to the prophet Jeremiah speaking o
prophets metaphoricallyderemiah, what do you see? And | said: “I seelh@nch of a nut tree”. And he said:
“You have seen aright, because | am watching owewards to perform them’(Jer 1:11-12).

For in the same way as the exercise of virtue va®khe toil and the sweat which precede it—any the
are bitter—but its result iBage161 light and pleasant, so too is the nut. In tieoshell it displays hardness
and tartness, while in the inner part there isvdeiteness and nourishment. This rod | have foungauar
writings, O brother of ours beloved and honourabteit defines the vocation of the high priesthaad grants
it to you. ‘For no-one take this honour to himself, but onlyen he is called by God, as was Aar@eb 5:4),
as Paul too affirms when he shows to the Hebrewgtbfundity of the writings of the Law. And didtrisaiah
himself tell us this clearly when he declar&shd a rod shall come forth from the trunk of Jess®d a shoot
shall spring forth from his root: and the Spirit God shall rest and dwell upon it, the Spirit osdom and
understanding, the Spirit of delight and of powke Spirit of knowledge and of proper worshigl® 11:1-2).
For he who is the hypostatic Word and self-exist@istiom of God the Father, the only-begotten Soouidh
whom all things came into existence, being fullnoight and glory and of all those things which pndpe
pertain to God by nature, and being in nothingriofeneither to God the Father nor to the holy Bpamptied
himself, while he himself was not moved from thatetof perfection. For he remained what he wasaligr
but inasmuch as he bore human sufferings accotdirniige divine dispensation, he was a participarthese
conditions of ours, and became like us in all teiagart from sin because he truly became man,ikaa (p.
18) rod he sprouted from the root of Jesse. Nowrtliealso makes known a germination and conception
without seed which arose from the holy Mary evegivi. For the property of a rod is that is sproudsurally
from the root, and it is not born as the result@bulation or sexual intercourse. For God the Wondself, the
inexpressible might of the Father, as the providesfdhe mysteries of the Gospel writings demotssraested
upon the virgin; and from her and from the cominghe holy Spirit in inexpressible manner, unitechimself
hypostatically flesh ensouled with reason—when ks united with the condition of the flesh and tbarse of
(human) existence in a manner appropriate for Gbd v8 superior to every thought and word. For the
existence of the flesh neither preceded the uniitim tve Word, nor was it beforehand apprehendethbyght;
but from both, from the divinity and from the huntginwhich are perfect in their own respects, theaee the
one Emmanuel, the great and indivisible name.

Truly great is the mighty mystery of the religiomieh shows us that God the Word, who is superior to
every beginning and is before all the ages, undmlifptassumed the properties of the flesh inasmschea
became man without change; and the fact that hetieasame who was conceived and born after he had
completed Page 162 the full period of gestation is to be acknowked and truly believed, since the
immutability of the divine nature was not impaireaghd it showed rightly and truly that in fact histmer, the
Mother of God and ever-virgin, did not lose whaisito be a virgin either through the splendouth& birth
itself, nor after the birth; and that the holy $pivas essentially as God in Hfrand also above him in relation
to the fact that he became man; for from that savoenb, by his Spirit, God constituted his flesh and
consecrated it and united it to him, since all ¢h##8ngs concurred together without division. Tisatvhat he
also (p. 19) displayed openly at the Jordan, whemwas baptized with our baptism—not that he neéddzk
baptized, but so that he might sanctify water aydd foundation for our rebirth and receive theriSfor us,
and not for himself. For all these things were dasely and according to the divine dispensatianoiar sake,
as it were as the second beginning of our raceef@fiollows a long passage on the workings of hieitSand
on the voluntary nature of Christ’s sufferings.}
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(p- 23) So then, those who assert that the flesbuofSaviour, from its very establishment throulgé t
womb and the union, was impassible and immortal;vano assign to it the incorruptibility which iscegnized
in impassibility and immortality (and not simply holiness and sinlessness); and who foolishly ssgpbat
they honour God with matters of surmise, first, rigpus of healing and strip us of victory over thevil and
death, and then defraud him of the honour whiauesto him as healer and Saviour and benefactdr;caanthe
other hand, we ourselves have been the cause Jpofathe most wicked blasphemy, to the effect that
mocked us and did not redeem us. For an impassiaemmortal body does not admit of sufferings dadth,
but is considered to have suffered and died onlsuirmise, and as it were in an illusion of sleepwNf the
sufferings are considered to be false, and Emmadiidehot die our kind of death, then in every resdas
resurrection also is to be considered false; ahthase things which relate to our redemption, #melhope of
resurrection which was promised to us, are losttheumore, we are unavoidably laid under the sedetof
death if we were redeemed by nocturnal hallucimatiand not in reality by the blood of his crosg] &we
were not ransomed and set free from mischief s/dhiine blood, as the Apostle declares (cf. Ca0D)L.

So then, Your Holiness has affirmed right well dittingly that the body of our Lord and Saviour was
consubstantial with us and suffered natural andntaky sufferings like us, bwtithout sin(Heb 4:15 etc.). And
by this means you have put away those who Ragel63 dared to assert that he suffered in an implassitd
immortal body; and you have shown that they arengiers to the divine sheepfold, since the ratifilnak of
Christians does not recognize an alien voice (tfl@5). For the rod who comes forth from JesseRandd,
who is Emmanuel (as we have said earlier), whicbwgpd from the holy and ever-virgin Mary, the Mettof
God, which was cited in Your Holiness’s writingsteyy green and budded in that flesh which was
hypostatically united to the Word, because thers mahing of the ancient sin which made our radbevi for
when he became incarnate in a flesh which wasieftrt, it was proper that he should draw nealetath, and
the devil, who was holding the power of death, whendid not find in him any kind of sin whateverasw
overcome by a just victory and was displayed aentve by the resurrection.

For this reason he spoke beforehand (p. 25) abatvMar against death which (through the wickedness
of the Jews who fight against God) the devil imadithat he would make ready for him, sayifidne ruler of
this world is coming, and in me he finds nothi(iyi 14:30). For because the rod was producingdbhand was
possessed of the energy of the divine power of aniaky, when it was handed over to burial it denranst
the grave as the place of incorruptibility and wfaening and of resurrection. For his soul was lefitin
Sheol, nor did his body see corruption; but heedhis in flesh, and he will raise us at his comiag,Paul when
writing to the Corinthians shows (cf. 1 Cor 6:1Ahd also Daniel, the seer of divine visions, wasphesying
in the same manner and declarifgnd many who rest in the chasms of the earth dt@thwakened, some for
everlasting life, and others for shame and eterisgiichce. And those who possess understanding ghel
light like the beauty of the firmament, and manthefrighteous like the stars for evéDan 12:2-3).

And furthermore one may observe the true pledgehkisthope in what Matthew the evangelist related
as having occurred when the voluntary and redeeméeaih was perfectly fulfilled; for he say#&nd many
bodies of the saints who were asleep arose; anthwiiiey had come out of the graves after his restioe,
they entered the holy city and appeared to méldtt 27:52—-3). And also our Lord and Saviour teffisas he
was proceding to the glorious cross and approaehtdlonging what he would suffer, named himséie
green wood’(Lk 23:31); and he turned to the mourning and lating women who were following him and
said—while giving woe to the Jews who are destitzeduffer things for which there is no remedy beeaaf
their presumptuous fighting against God, and bex#husy will not profit from the greenness and moist(that
is, from his incarnatiorPage 164 without sin)—Blessed are the barren and the wombs which haue no
children, and the breasts which have not sucklpd26)Then they will begin to say to the mountains: “Fati
us”; and to the hills: “Cover us”. For if they dohese things with a green wood, what shall they db the
dry?’ (Lk 23:30-31).

These spiritual interpretations of the rod set airywritings are proclamations of our true redempti
and pledges of the resurrection, to be believeddhyNow the rod of illusion, which deceives angusftly and
foolishly found by the preachers of deceit, is thg root which cannot bring forth the blossom o€ th
resurrection. For what will an illusion without ady bring forth, an illusion which began with Valgus and
Basilides talking nonsense, which passed on thréigition and Mani, and ended up in Eutyches anddoif
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Halicarnassus? In the same way the rod of Apollinaris, too, idrs rod—Apollinaris, who cuts off the mind of
the divine incarnation and declares it deprivedhaf first-fruits of our redemption. For if the Woaod God
indeed bore flesh of our flesh and a rational $mu as that senseless individual supposes, altharneind as
ruler of the human soul, a mind which is most haable and great in our creation by which we areerasgithe
image and likeness of God, we have not receivelingedor according to their talk, this healing @ato what
was not united with the one who came to redeerasutje prophet David sings and declares (cf. % 7919).
And similarly dry and without fruits is also thedr@f those who divided into a duality of natureteathe
inexpressible union the one, our Lord and our Gasiig Christ: how this may be termed ‘one rod’ lgyrtH am
unable to comprehend! For vanity brings them famth something which appears as two and subsisting
separately, and allots separately to the humanrendhe sufferings and the cross, and separateldd
impassibility and the working of the divine signs,such a way that in man (p. 27) is comprehendhed t
beginning of our hope and our redemption, by whictean the resurrection. But the fact that the habieh is

in man is vain it is our allotted portion to heaorh Jeremiah the prophet, when he s&gsrsed is the man
whose confidence is in man, so as to make the fsff@sb his arm and to turn aside his heart frora tlord’
(Jer 17:5). But far be it from us to turn aside baart from the one God and redeemer Jesus Cluridtard,
and exchange confidence in man for his trustwoetssn

For we acknowledge one rod, the Word which was nmade without change, and without illusion and
in perfect manner. For he is the one rod, truly andeniably; and he himself is the same who wafpeing
the divine actions in a way befitting the deity,daPage 165 voluntarily so; and who, according to divine
dispensation and in reality, was suffering thedbiproper to humanity: and he gave himself as sorarfor the
many and suffered in flesh which was capable ofesuiy and dying, while existing within the boundk
divine impassibility And furthermore he did notany respect change what is immutable insofar as @od,
nor indeed did he admit of a single alteration; #mas he remained as one of the Trinity even asehnidy
suffered in the flesh: and the censure of the thsdptes which is cast upon us he demonstratedubs t
ridiculous because of what was said by the diviael Rhat the Lord of glory has been crucified (cfCor 2:3).
He did not add a fourth number to the Trinity; dmel is the same who in the whole redemptive divine
dispensation was speaking as God and as man, leclsawsgas truly God, and he was truly man. Foreffdct
that he would speak in human fashion had brougimsghor belittiement to him, he would have been masita
of it from the beginning of his participation ireflh and blood in our likeness. But it is no shaondlfe healer
in some sort to despise his honour, and to saysaffdr something human to save and heal the smkfrbm
where (p. 28) do we know his self-emptying andhumiliation and his poverty by which he grew poar dur
sake even though he was rich, except through theahwexpressions and voluntary and providentiakesini§s?
For just as we recognize the difference of therdliyiand of the humanity out of which Emmanuel &iso
also we recognize the distinction of his expressiand divine and human actions; but all these \iirgrabf
one and the same individual as of God who was maale For we do not accept that we should assigsethe
things to the two natures; since along with divisiato a duality there goes necessarily divisioevery (other)
matter. And the great Athanasius and the wise Qyrd teachers of your rational flock, or rathettlsd whole
flock of Christians which is under heaven, havegtdws these thing&-or anything the faithful ones of Israel
have set in placg(2 Kgs 20:18) does not fail’, as it is written.rRbey were faithful guardians of the teachings
of the Spirit, since the two of them grew rich witle prophetic and apostolic and evangelic Spirit.

From these rooms Your Perfection has also sers tbhaisynodical letters; for from of old the honotir
sound teaching pertains to that see which holdstdathe Gospel. From that see, those who werdineafiely
occupying it also used to send forth festal letterthe whole world, and with the indiction of tfestival each
year used to mingle the purity and accuracy offétid, a custom which has also been preserved upetse
times, and will be preserved, and will flourish engiour authority until the consummation of thi® agge166

Therefore if anyone should call your holy church thot of orthodoxy, he has not dropped away from
the standard of the truth. For that Athanasiusamélin his teachings and in his struggles on Hedfaleligion,
used to stand at the right hand of the reverendaklder of blessed memory, the head of the holy @cation
of the three hundred and eighteen Fathers, (pwB8h he was still counted among the deacons: atidtime
he was consulting with the orthodox shepherds ddet who were striving for the truth concerning the
accuracy of the definition of the faith, that itosihd not be controlled by any stratagems and ingastof the
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heretics, and so that he might close up every appiby open to them. Therefore | am grieved in neait for
the love of the church which is governed by you Bpgour own shepherds; and | acknowledge it foseffyas
a sickness made up of praise. For the writingshef dpostolic Athanasius and the most wise Cykk &
spiritual quiver, have supplied me abundantly vathows against those who presumptuously divideotie
Christ into two, and also against the error of éhegho preach illusion, both in oral conflicts abdhée
Scriptureg? and with the armoury of ink and pen, as the modeisings of my lowly self plainly demonstrate.

So then, it is right for us to retain this faitmdato acknowledge what the praiseworthy assembtief
three hundred and eighteen Fathers defined; anshangld write this single definition of our confession the
spiritual tablets of our hearts to proclaim moreacly than any trumpet thatith the heart it is believed for
righteousness, and by the mouth confession is Madeedemption’(Rom 10:10), as Paul teaches. This
definition also the Synod of the one hundred aftg Rathers issued in writing as its own, and ds®holy and
ecumenical Synod which was in Ephesus which castheuwicked Nestorius and all those who followesl h
error. So let us set these things around us lilspiatual rampart and an impregnable wall—the Twelv
Chapters (p. 30) of Cyril the wrestler, which comtdhe order of the twelve tribes by which the gpal Israel
is numbered and established; since each sepai@eclopens for us a divine door leading to knogeedf the
divine assumption of human nature, and shows thetwahe lawful and constant entryway to the charch
which Ezekiel the prophet saw beforehand when he mgstically carried away to the vision in whichswva
shown to him the temple which was on the mountaimch was possessed of twelve doors corresponding t
the number of the names of the tribes of IsraelEzf48:30-34). Now these things represent (appase) the
divine teaching of the twelve apostles, from whick Twelve Chapters of the wise Cyril send fortbdze like
a sweet-smelling ointment. Therefore we, too, amatitize with allPage167 our authority those who have
boasted and spoken against them, and those whdoctmsbefore them the seeds (that is, the taredpwish
anthropolatry—Paul of Samosata and Artemon whogated him, and Photinus and Diodore and Theodore and
Nestorius who openly displayed the impiety of thesen and therefore himself provided a name for the
heresy?* and Theodore and Andrew and Ibas of Edessa andadder of Hierapolis, and Eutherius of Tyana
and Irenaeus the bigamist (that is, the one whotivadvives?) and Cyrus and John who came from Aigiai in
Cilicia, and Barsauma the Persian who was not sicky with this impiety, but also took pains to dislour the
purity of the life of the Gospel with depraved cas@nd was condemned along with his commentarig$ian
depraved life, and if there be anyone else likesehpersons—these the divine Chapters of our failyei
refute: these are the things which are proclaimgdhk whole church of the orthodox which is in thirole
world and strengthen the soul of the faithful, sitkkose (p. 31) who encounter them are enlightenétdthe
light of divine understanding: they have no neethefpraise which comes from us.

Now along with these afore-mentioned profane teachsd anthropolatry we must number and
anathematize also the Synod of Chalcedon and #splmoudomeof the impious Leo of the church of the
Romans, whom the same Synod called ‘the pillarrtfaaloxy’: for outside the canon of the divinelsired
Fathers, it established a definition of the faifimd after the inexpressible union divided the diviend
indivisible incarnation into a duality of naturderg with their activities and their particular pegties, as the
Tomeitself also indicates to those who read it—sinperdy and at length it expounds what it means tiat
one, our Lord Jesus Christ, should be acknowledgedxisting in two natures. But we receive andatecl
praiseworthy the upright confession of tHenotikondocument, which the worthy Emperor Zeno of blessed
memory uttered.

Then again, we also punish with the same anathbose twho from another side have been moved by
error against the true faith: and | mean ValentinBasilides, Marcion, Mani, Apollinaris, the seress
Eutyches who stumbled many times into the sameesnand became a leper with a leprosy enduring and
incurable; and those who after him were sick witls feebleness aggravated the disease as they#mok to
defile the true and redemptive sufferings of Emnehras it were with abscesses, with an impassibte an
immortal body; and in their several ways they wdisenayed, as the prophetic utterance declare&%c36:32),
since they were unaware of the straight road ahtmhich proclaims that our Lord and our God and ou
SaviourPagel68 Jesus Christ is one and alone, who sufferdgsh which was capable of suffering until it
destroyed (p. 32) death and utterly trampled it nldwy means of the resurrection; and he the samepassible

86



in divinity, as it has been affirmed. {There follsvan encomium of Theodosius based on citations fhen©Old
Testament.}

(p. 33) Pray, then, O my brother beloved abovefatlMy Lowliness also, that it may be adequate to
resist the temptations with which it is continudigaten, and which at all times and with reverdeesps in
mind the word of our Lord which declarébte who endures to the end, he shall lig#latt 10:22); and may
this thing come to pass for me, | beg you, throyghr holy prayers. For while | breathe this aishiall not
separate myself from spiritual union and brothéellowship with you in the divine struggles on bEid the
orthodox faith.

Greet the brotherly fellowship which is with yodrat fellowship which is with us greets you in our
Lord. And those who have brought your beloved aacted letter | have received gladly according to my
resources available to me: Eusebius, Uranius, Thpiaothy, and John, the reverend bishops; andt
beloved presbyters Ammonius, Alphaeus, Theopempius;the chaste deacons John, Epimachus, Epiphanius
And | know that they who minister to your commasdaditting for the priestly office are worthy.

Here ends the Synodical Letter of our God-inspFather Severus to the reverend and holy Mar Thaados
Pagel69

-
HYMNS

Three of the hymns translated below were composedefasts in the liturgical cycle: Hymn 8 (Text 29)
probably for the Epiphany, Hymn 71 (Text 30) foe tfeast of the holy Cross and Hymn 109 (Text 31) fo
Pentecost. Hymn 147 (Text 32) on St Simeon StytliesElder belongs to a group in which various tsantays
are commemorated, while 253 (Text 33) and 269 (Bdjtform part of a miscellaneous section of thenhy
collection. Hymn 253, directed against proponeiffithe Council of Chalcedon who attributed a droughthe
non-Chalcedonians, shows that the christologicatroversy was never far from Severus’s mind. Hyr60 2
contains strong warnings against attending gamestlam theatre which are to be found also in Selrus
homilies.

Translated fronPO 6/1:51 (Hymn 8);PO 6/1:115-16 (Hymn 7120 6/1:147-9 (Hymn 1090 7/5:604-5
(Hymn 147);PO 7/5:701-2 (Hymn 253P0 7/5:716-17 (Hymn 269).

Text 29
Hymn 8

The kings of Tarshish and of the Islands shalldphim gifts
(Ps 72:10)

The bodily birth of Emmanuel from the virgin Maryam
was not preceded by marital intercourse

but only by the descent of the holy Spirit,

and the imprinted seal of virginity, preserved after giving
birth,

confirms this wonder that is fitting for God.

But before one might behold and see the womb offrtbther
and call him a child who is carried and in mothentyns,

the Magi approached entreating and urging one ltoldehe
star,

and to contemplate in one’s heart God the Word

who descended and drew near from heaven,

and to acknowledge him, one and the same, to lbe bot
terrestrial and celestial.
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Let us bless, worship, and praise him as God th@&aof the
universe

and friend of humanity.

Text

Hymn 71

On the Holy Cross

Everybody who swears by him shall be praigesi63:12)

By your life-giving Cross, O Christ, the depth bétriches of
wisdom and power can be seen.

For when you who are the power of God were naifsmhuit,
upon the wood of infirmity, that is, the Cross,

You changed it into a wood of power, such as bé&isl.

And since you are the wisdom of God and the Father,
through him you have made those who preached the gews
of the Gospel fully wise.

Therefore fishermen and uneducated people

defeated and made useless the wisdom and the fatise world.
And those from among the gentiles who believedtzore
witness destroyed

and put to shame by their valour the might of grarits.

By one piece of wood all the wood and stone thdtheen
carved and made into gods fled and perished,

And every lust of the body then vanished,

being killed by the nails of the Cross.

Forblessed is the wood through which comes righte@sgidéis 14:

6—7 LXX), as it is written.
Praise be to youPagel71l

Text 31
Hymn 109

{On Pentecost}

In Judah God is know(Ps 76:2)

God of all and Father, you became known alreadigerLaw
and Prophets. You have explained and shown thrthegh
your only Son and Word, and the holy Spirit, but plainly,
because the (people) were not yet able to compdetien
revelation of one Godhead of the Trinity.

As the Word and God appeared in the flesh and be@aman
for our sake without change, he showed himself eigugou,
Father, by the astonishing deeds which he performed
And today: after he has ascended to heaven, he shows clearly
to those who have become perfect the Godhead &phé
Paraclete, who in the form of the flames of firsaended
and settled upon (the heads of) the holy ApostesActs 2:
1-11). (He did this) in order to burn away and §rabout

the disappearance of the thorns which our fathem#d

transgression of the command once planted (th€hey also taught us to praise one God in three holy
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hypostases,
to whom, bowing, we say, ‘Praise be to you'.

Text 32
Hymn 147

On the holy Simeon the Stylite

‘Come and listen, let me tell you’ (cf. Ps 66:16)

The exalted and immense height of the upright astl |
Simeon’s way of life brings into the heart of thedibvers the
words of the Lord, which he spoK& city on the top of a hill
cannot be concealedMatt 5:14).

As he ascended to the exalted height of virtueshlogved this
plainly, and by his appearance on the column, heeniteclear
that he was thpillar and foundation of the trutfiL Tim 3:14), as
it Is written.

He drew both unbelievers and barbarians to thede&iod,

and those who were dwelling in the darkness ofrgofo Is 9—
1-2) (he drew) to the light of (true) knowledge—elif star,
which sends out rays on its appearance.

By his prayers, O Saviour of all, have pity and cyarpon usPagel72

Text 33
Hymn 253

Another (hymn) concerning those who spread (theiop) that the lack of rain was because the imbyaod
of Chalcedon was anathematizZed.

‘You destroy all who are unfaithful to you for evéef. Ps 73:
27).

We know, O Lord, that (it is) because of our traesgions and
evil deeds which we have committed that you haepgred and
drawn the bow of your wrath which is threatening us

But the followers of the error of two natures saith their lips,
scoffing and mocking, and shook their heads andssaid:
‘Behold, they had trusted and relied on the Lot tie would
rescue them. May he deliver and save them sincelghts in
them’ (cf. Ps 22:8).

But let us say weeping in pain: There is a Godegaven whom
we serve, who has the power to save and rescuemgliis
suffering (cf. Dan 3:16-18). And even if (he does}—know
that we will never agree to say in a Jewish wayo“tvatures”
about this one Christ, but as we have learned,esdeglare,
that there is (only) one nature in the incarnatedVo

We confess One out of the Trinity who sufferedusrin the
flesh, him, who also through rain and dew, whiaklfaom him
(cf. Ps 65:11), blesses the crown of the year byhaciousness
according to the abundance of his mercy.
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Text
Hymn 269

Another (hymn) of warning concerning the spectacfagames and concerning dance
Hear this, all you peopleds 49:1)

If a single turning around and a mere gazing atityeof
Sodom

made the wife of Lot the just a dead woman, andetither
into a statue of salt (cf. Gen 19:15-26),

terror will overcome those who watch shows

and great fear those who listen to the shamefdenoi

What will those then do who watch licentious swaggiand
mad dancing with many gyrations

while in the thought of their hearts they are agdte
wandering in profound darknesBagel73

It happens often to them that they are suddenlicked away
from this life while terrible angels arrive andrsteover them.
They however are inwardly filled with images of irrality and
debauched wantonness.

How then will they endure standing before the falarf
judgement-seat and the trial?

But as for us, Christ God, save us from every edeliver our
souls and turn them to the worship of yourself,

according to the abundance of your bounteous mercy.
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NOTES

PART | SEVERUS'S LIFE AND WORKS

1 SEVERUS'S LIFE

1 See Hom. XXVII;PO 36/4:563.

2 See Hom. IXPO 38/2; 2 and Hom. XXXIVPO 36/3:477, with Darling 1982:17, 99-100.

3 Vie 95-6; JBA 229.

4 According to George, bishop of the Arabs, Severiasnily built the monastery for him (287-8).

5 See Honigmann 1951:132-3 on Epiphanius and slumsh anti-Chalcedonianism in Pamphilia.

6 Michael,Chron.1X.8; 2:259-60.

7 De Halleux 1963:76 points out that not only whddXenus a generation older than Severus, butd®ge avSyriac-speaking Persian
who had not enjoyed the privileges of a classidaication in Alexandria and Beirut but a theologitaining in provincial Edessa.
8SL1.1; p. 3. See de Halleux 1963:68-9.

9 See e.g. Severus, Hom. CXXRO 29/1:24.

10 EvagriusHEIIIl.44 mistakenly places the riots in the patriaatchof Macedonius: see Whitby 2000:195 n. 175.

11 Zach. RhHE VII. 10; de Halleux 1963:70-73.

12 Apologia Philalethis; CSC@19:114. 26.

13 See further ChaptePsand3, below.

14 See further ChaptePsand3, below.

15 Ps.Dionysius of Tel-Mahr€hron.: 13-14, trans. Witakowski; line division by R Allefihe source is no doubt JBA 241.

16 On the date see Briére 1960:11-13; see Honigrh@bi:15 on the names of the participants.

17 Briere 1960:11 notes that 18 November was intfae day that Severus considered the anniverdansmrdination, because he
preached anniversary homilies on this date in 518,and 516.

18 Kugener 1902:261-7paceDowney 1961:512, who sees this as the third dslieé the homily. See de Halleux 1963:78-9 with
n. 24.

19 Life of Sabad58-9; in Cyril of Scythopolid,ives of the Monks of Palestirteans. Price.

20 For a different view on the stance of ApameaFsead 1972:228.

21SL 1.24:84; cf. Frend 1972:226.

22 On the city see Downey 1961, Liebeschuetz 1BDafjng 1982, Kondoleon 2000.

23 On the financial situation of Antioch see Dowrdé&%1:501-2; Frend 1972:225; Darling 1982:168-79.

24 Hom. XXVIII; PO 36/4; XXXIII; PO 36/3; XLVIII; PO 35/3; CV;PO 25/4.

25 Hom. XXXVIII; PO 36/3; CXIII; PO 26/3; CXV;PO 25/4; LXII; PO 8/2.

26 Hom. LXXXIX; PO 23/1; CII;PO 22/2; CXXII; PO 29/1.

27 An impression shared by Roux 2002:139, withd. 1

28 Jeffreys 1990:7.

29 Theophane€hron. AM 5943; cf. MalalasChron.XV.6; EvagriusHE Ill. 10.

30CPG 7070 (8);Documental-5 (Theodosius) and 6—22 (Severus=Text 28 below).

31 JBA 243; trans. Darling 1980:159. Cf. Kelly 19BB3-9 on similar reforms executed by John Chrygsostvho, however, needed
warm baths for his pitiful health (Kelly 1995:113).

32 Philoxenusl_etter to Abbot Simeon of Teledn,4:192, 1-4.

33 See e.g. Lebon 1909:61-2; followed by most athholars.

34 Preserved partially and only in Evagrib 111.31, 33 and 11.5 (paraphrase). See Whitby 2068:n. 97.

35 For the details see Whitby 2000:194 n. 169.

36 SLVII.5:379-80; trans. Brooks.

37 Letter XL;PO 12/2:305, 309, 313.

38SL1.3, 4, 12,13, 19, 22, 38; 11.2.

39 SeeSL1.43, the case of the monk Nonnus; &1idVil.4, the case of the monk Pelagius, wheredhimes Orientisvas present with
the patriarch and the accused in the bishop’s palac

40 De Halleux 1963:86; Frend 1972:226; TorranceBi®810, 13-14.

41 SLV.1:280; trans. Brooks.

42 SL 1.11, 43; IV.5; VII.1; VII.3.

43 SL 1.29; V.3; X.6.

44 Allen 1999:397-9; in general see Escolan 1988sim.

45 See Torrance 1988:7, who, however, follows Leb@peaking of the synod of Tyre in 514. See above

46 Hom. I, XXIII, XXX, LXII, CV, and CXII.

47 On the churches of Antioch see Downey 1961:656—9

48 See Honigmann 1951:142 n. 3 for the sources.

49 Trans. Frend 1972:234; line division by E Allen.

50 On Timothy see Grillmeier 1996:42-5.

51 These accusations came to light at the syn&@®fon which see further below); PO 2/3:342.
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52 See further Honigmann 1951:23 with n. 4; de ¢iad|1963:89.

53 On the details of his rapprochement with the 8ee Frend 1972:234-7.

54 SLV.15:358-9; trans. Brooks.

55SL1.49, 50, 52; 11.2; V.11, 12 (cf. V.15:395); LageXXIl, XXVI (fr.), XXVII.

56 1.49:148; trans. Brooks.

57 Itis not known whether John hailed from CaesémeCappadocia or in Palestine. See Grillmeie5i8®n. 91.

58 On the works of both John and Severus see @i#in1995:24-5, 52—79, and Chapt2end3 below.

59 Hom. XXXIV; PO 12/2:272; trans. Brooks.

60 John Eph.Life of John of Tella; PA8/4:515-16; Eliad.ife of John of Tella, CSC8:39.

61 On the date see Frend 1972:269 n. 3.

62 PO 2:303 and John EpH.jves of Five Patriarchs; PQ8/4:687; trans. Brooks.

63 On Gaianas and his party see Grillmeier 199&G25—

64 Observation made by Youhanna Nessim Youssef.

65 Three of the published hymns are by JdPD 2/3:327-30) and one by an anonymous Alexandriankn@O 2/3:330-31). Other
anonymous compositions remain unpublishHe® 2/3:326).

2 SEVERUS'S THOUGHT

1 On Eustathius s6@CSG19:391-476; Grillmeier 1995:262-70.

2 The homily registered &3PG 7038 is in fact a fragment of Hom. XIV.

3 However, as shown by Roux 2002, when it comexgégesis, Severus is as influenced by John Chommoss he is by Cyril.
4 Ep. 3 ad SergiunmiTorrance 1988:218. See further Lebon 1951:454.

5 Contra impium Grammaticunejted by Eustathius the monk, 417:111-3. The ekttaes not survive in Syriac.

6 Ep. 2 ad Sergiumans. Torrance 1988:176.

7 Letter XV; trans. Brook$20 12/2:210.

8 Letter X; PO 12/2:203.

9'Theandric’ for Severus and ps.Dionysius meantyew@r, different things, for in the latter the sa@gical role of the humanity of
Christ is virtually absent. On this point see Tao@1988:110 n. 125 with literature.

10 Other renderings of the Greek include ‘intelledit’, ‘formal’ and ‘abstractly considered’.

11 Ad Nephalium, Orl; CSC0120:6.27-7.5 (trans. Grillmeier 1995:52).

12 Letter | (to Oecumeniusp,O 12/2:183 (trans. Brooks).

3 SEVERUS'S WORKS

1 On what follows see in detail Grillmeier 1995:28-

2 Severus, Letter 1 to Sergius; Torrance 1988:158.

3 Severus, Letter 1 to Sergius; Torrance 1988:153.

4 Severus, Letter 2 to Sergius; Torrance 1988:183-4

5 Sergius, Letter 2 to Severus; Torrance 1988:167-8

6 See the beginning of Text 11 below.

7 Contra impium Grammaticum, Oiil.3; CSC093:19. 14-15.

8 Contra impium Grammaticum, Oldl. 11; CSC093:150. 10-12.

9 Contra impium Grammaticurl. 33; CSC0102:136.7-20.

10 See Michael SyrChron.IX. 27; Chabot 2:225.

11 The Syriac fragments are edited with a Greakvetsion in Draguet 1924:45*-78*; on the Greelgfreents se€SCO0295: 111
12 See Severus's reply to thisApologia Philalethis; CSC@19:112.28-113.25.

13 For a reconstruction of Julian’s doctrine sedlr@eier 1995:79-111.

14 Apologia Philalethis; CSC@19:113.20- 114.12.

15 See e.gApologia Philalethes; CSCQ19:247. 6-18.

16 On what follows see Allen 2001:358.

17 SeeCPG 7032, adding the Syriac fragments in Peter ofidialim: CCSG32 and 35.

18 In Peter of CallinicumCCSG35:310. 32-8.

19 In Peter of CallinicumCCSG32:184. 56—65=35:488. 322-9.

20 In Peter of CallinicumCCSG32:258. 273.

21 For an overview of literature on the homilies gdlen 1998:169-70 n. 4.

22 For inventory of all 125 homilies see Briere A%®—-62. On the catechetical homilies see Grafi®i0t47-54.

23 Homilies I, XXII1, XXX, LXII, CV and CXII.

24 Homily LXXIV; PO 12/1:110. 5-6; Homily LIII;PO 4/1:40. 14-15; Homily XLIPO 36/1:16. 2. Cf. Olivar 1980:434.
25 Homily LIX is the basis for Homily LXIV. On Sewas’s repeated homilies see Olivar 1980:434, andltfn 1998:172-3.
26 On the developed angelology and mariology ireB&s/s homilies see Allen 1996:165-77; on demonoksge Allen 2002:718-20.
27 For literature on the letters see Allen 1999:388B

28 See Brightman 1896/2002:144, 162-3, 181-2.

PART Il TEXTS

4 DOGMATIC AND POLEMICAL WORKS

1 Sc. Fathers at the Council of Nicaea.
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2AC011/1,2:125.16-22.

3 l.e. the second of Cyril's Twelve Chapters agaNestorius.

4 Cyril, Apologia xii anathematismorum contra Theodore{@RG 5222);PG 76:400BC; ACO 1/1,6:114.18-115.3.
5 Ibid.; PG 76:437A; ACO 1/1,6:137.1-5.

6 Ibid.; PG 76:445B;AC0O1/1, 6:141.28-142.5.

7 Sc. Nestorius’s.

8 Apologia contra Theodoretum; P@5:444AB;ACO1/1, 6:140.15-17.

9 Ibid.; PG 76:437B; ACO 1/1,6:137.9-11.

10 Ibid.;PG 76:436CACO 1/1, 6:136.22.

11 Ibid.; PG 76:436D; ACO 1/1,6:136.23.

12 Ibid.; PG 76:437B; ACO 1/1,6:137.10.

13PL 54:775:ACO 11/2,1:31.9-10.

14 PL 54:769;ACO I1/2,1:29.10-11.

15 NestoriusSermo XCPG5699); Loofs 1905:275.9-11.

16 Ibid.; 273.18-274.4.

17AC011/1,2:129.30-1.

18 Adversus Nestorium lib. (CPG5217);PG 76:92C;ACO 1/1, 6:45.33.

19 Ibid.;PG 76:60D;ACO 1/1, 6:33.6—7.

20Ep. XVII (ad Nestorium)CPG5317);PG 77:120CAC0O1/1, 1:40.28-30.

21 Sc. Andrew, bishop of Samosata, a supporterestadyius.

22 Cf.Apologia xii capitulorum contra Orientald€PG 5221);PG 76:329B;AC0O 1/1, 7:39.28-32.
23 Ep. | (ad monachos Aegypti) (CP301);PG 77:25AD;AC0O1/1, 1:16.32-17 (paraphrase).
24PG 76:325C; ACO I/1, 7:37.27-29.

25 Ep.XVII (ad Nestorium); PG@7:116CACO1/1, 1:38.21-2.

26 Ep. IV (ad NestoriumCPG5304); PG 77:45CACO 1/1, 1:27.1-2.

27 PG 77:45C; ACO I/1, 1:27.

28PG 77:45C; ACO 1/1, 1:27.2-3 (paraphrase).

29 PG 76:92C; ACO I/1, 6:45.33.

30PG 76:60D;/4CO 1/1,6:33.6-7.

31AC011/1,2:129.31.

32Ep. I(ad Succensum)CPG5345);PG 77:232C; ACO 1/1, 6:153.17.

33 Ibid.;PG 77:233B;ACO 1/1, 6:154.2.

34 Ibid.;PG 77; 232D-233AAC0O1/1, 6; 153.20.

35 Cyril, Apologia contra Orientales; P@6:361CDACO 1/1, 7:54.16.

36 Ibid.;PG 76:361D-364AACO0O 1/1, 7:54.21.

37 This extract is in fact taken from CyriPgologia contra Orientales; PG6:329D;ACOI/1, 7:40.7.
38 Ep. XXXIX (ad lohannem Antiochenuf@PG 5339);PG 77:176D-177BACO 1/1,4:17.9.

39 These events led to the Formula of Union (48Bgreby Cyril was reconciled with the Antiochengse EvagriusiE I.5.
40 The same words are attributed to C¥Ep, XXXIX (ad lohannem Ant.): Pi¥:177AB; ACO1/1,4:17.9.
41 Possibly a reference Ep. XL (ad Acacium)CPG5340);PG 72:197ff.;ACOI/1, 4:28ff.

42 CPG 2859;PG 31:468C.

43 Ep. XLIV (ad Eulogium presbyterunflGPG 5344);PG 77:225BCACO 1/1, 4:35.18.

44 1bid.;PG 77:224D-225AAC0O 1/1, 4:35.4.

45 In fact from ibid.; PG 77:22508CO 1/1, 4:36.11-14.

46 This quotation cannot be located.

47 This quotation cannot be located.

48 This quotation cannot be located.

49 This quotation cannot be located.

50 An allusion to Cyril'sEp. XXXIX (ad lohannem Antiochenum); PG173-81ACO 1/1,4:15-20.
51 This quotation cannot be located.

52 Lit.: ‘substitutes’.

53 This quotation cannot be located.

54 Letter of John of Antioch to CyriCPG 5338);PG 77:172D;ACO1/1, 4:9.2.

55 Ep. XXXIX (ad lohannem Antiochenum); PG180B;ACO 1/1, 4:18.26-19.1.

56 Ep. XLIV (ad Eulogium presbyterum), PG:225CACO 1/1, 4:36.6—7.

57 Cited in ch. 10€SC094:140.3-6. The citation is froBcholia de incarnatione unigeniti (CP&225);PG 75:1397CD.
58 Ep. Cl ad CledoniuniCPG 3032);PG 37:180A;SC208.44, par 20.

59 This quotation cannot be located.

60 Ep. XXXIX (ad lohannem Antiochenum); PG180B;ACO 1/1, 4:18.26-19.1.

61 Ep. XLIV (ad Eulogium presbyterum); P@:225D;AC0O1/1, 4:36.10-12.

62 This quotation cannot be located.

93



63 This quotation cannot be located.

64 This quotation cannot be located.

65 This quotation cannot be located.

66 This work is attested only by fragments or eptemcatenae:seeCPG 7071 (38) andupplementurid070.
67 Sc. humanity.

68 This quotation cannot be located.

69 Or. 28 (CPG 3010);PG 36:40A;SC250:120. 21-2.

70 Sc. the Trinity.

710r. 6 (CPG 3010); PG 35:737B; SC 405:152. 16-20.

720r. 34 CPG3010);PG 36:248D;SC318:212. 1-4.

730r. 28 (CPG3010); PG 36:44ASC250:128.22-4.

74 Sc. of the two elements in the composition efititarnate Christ.

75 Sc. of the term as meaning.

76 Sc. the Chalcedonians.

77 Adversus Nestorium lib. ii; P@6:92C;ACO1/1, 6:45.33.

78 Ep. XL (ad Acacium); PG6:192D-193AACO0 1/1, 6:26. 7-9.

791bid.- ACO1/1,6:26. 7-9.

80 Ibid.; PG 76:193CACO1/1, 6:27. 1-4.

81 Sc. into humanity and divinity.

82 Sc. of the two natures.

83 Cf.Adversus Theopaschitas (CP@52); Loofs 1905:208-11.

84 Cf.Sermo xxi. De fide seu oppositio figePG5710); Loofs 1905:329.11-28.
85AC01/1,6:128.21-3.

86 Cf.Adversus Theopaschitalsoofs 1905:209.10-210.1.

87 Cf. ibid.; Loofs 1905:209.5-9.

88CPG5217;PG 76:229AB;ACO 1/1, 6:99.20-8; Loofs 1905:229.

89 Sc. natures.

90 This quotation cannot be located.

91 This quotation cannot be located.

92 Sc. key words from formulae.

93 From an unidentified work of Nestorius; cf. Ledf905:354. 7-11.

94 Ep. XVII (ad Nestorium); PG7:116;AC0O1/1, 1:38.4-8.

95 Adversus Nestorium lib. ii: PG@6:84A;ACO 1/1, 6:42. 24-6.

96 Or. 38(CPG3010);PG 36:328C;SC358 138. 1-2.

97 Ibid.; PG 36:325B; SC 358:132.25-134.1. Thislelpassage must belong to lost parts ofthitalethes.
980r. 40 ;PG 36:368AB;SC358:212.1-5.

99 De prophetiarum obscuritate hom(€PG 4420);PG 56:182.

100 Ibid.; 185.

101 This quotation cannot be located; however] seés 1905:330 e.
102CPG5217;PG 76:36A;ACO 1/1, 6; 22.35-6.

103 Loofs 1905:328.

104CPG5217;PG 76:84B;AC0O1/1, 6:42.5-6 (not exact).

105 Cf.Sermo xii. In Matth. 22:2f{CPG5701); Loofs 1905:281.

106 FromDe prophetiarum obscuritate hom. ii; P&%:182. Cf. n. 99 above.

107 FromAdversus Nestorium lib. iglready quoted; see n. 95 above.

108 Gelasius (d. 395), bishop of Caesarea in Radeahd an ecclesiastical historian,
was the nephew of Cyril of Jerusalem. This fragmehich should be attributed to Eustathius of Adtipalso survives in Greek; see
CPG3520.

109Ep. XVII (ad Nestorium); PG 7720D;ACO1/1, 1:41.5-7.

1100r. 40 (3010)PG 36:328AB;SC358:212.1-5.

111 This is from Theodoretranistes(CPG 6217), who is ostensibly quoting Gregory NazianZe® 83:192A; ed. Ettlinger
1975:168.2—4.

112Oratio iii contra Arianos(CPG 2093);PG 26:385A.

1130r. 38 (CPG 3010);PG 36:328C;SC358:1-2.

1140r. 38 (CPG3010);PG 36:325BC;SC358:132.25-134.29.

115Apologia contra Theodoretum; CP1%:413D-416AACO1/1, 6:124. 1-3.
116 Draguet 1924:38*, 11-17 (Syriac); 73*. 22—-84€k).

117 Draguet 1924:38*. 18-22 (Syriac); 74*. 1-5 (&kje

118 A citation from Julian’sSTome; Draguet 1924:9*. 6—8 (Syriac); 49*. 7-9 (Gree€5C0244:50. 21-51 (text); 245:37. 18-20
(trans.).

119 Draguet 1924:20*.2—6 (Syriac); 57.27-58.1 (®yee
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120 Draguet 1924:21*.16-18 (Syriac); 59.1-3 (Greek)

121 Draguet 1924:21*.19-20 (Syriac); 59.4-5 (Greek)

122 AthanasiugQratio contra Arianos in\ P&@6:392B.

123 Ibid.; PG 26:392B.

124 Ibid.; PG 26:437C-440A.

125 Cf.Apologia contra Orientales; P@6:376B.

126 Draguet 1924:41*. 15-23 (Syriac); 76*. 13—-20g&X).

127Ep. XLVI (ad Succensunf;PG5346);PG 77:241B;ACO1/1, 6:159.18-160.2.

128 This citation cannot be identified.

5 HOMILIES

1 English translation in Leemagsal.2003:68—77.

2P0 12/1:90; translated by lain Torrance.

3 Both these martyrs are shadowy: Procopius seerhave been martyred at Caesarea (Palestine) ireifpe of Diocletian, and
Phocas was apparently a gardener martyred at Sinope

4 There were at least three churches of this nantke vicinity of Antioch, one in the city itselhd two in Daphne. See Downey
1961:658.

5 Although the law which abolished tledrysargyronor collatio lustralis as recorded itCodex JustinianuX. 1 bears no date, it
seems that this oppressive tax ceased in May 4@8¢btScott 1997:221 n. 5). It is unclear what prmdSeverus to deliver Homily
Xl between 23/25 January and 3 February 513 (Bri60:52).

6 One folio recto and verso is missing at this paionsequently the numbering of the paragraphgguaccordingly.

7 l.e. the rhetorical device whereby to a propenaés attributed a descriptive phrase, or convesglroper name is substituted for a
quality which is associated with it.

8 Lit.: ‘things made by hands’.

9 So reads the margin; the text reads ‘more an@’'mor

10 Sc. on the Feast of the Hypapante, or Puri6ioati

11 Lit.: ‘crowns’.

12 This citation cannot be located.

13 InPO 37/1:6-71, the missing firftagein Jacob of Edessa’s version of this homily is sep@nted with the legible portions from
that of Paul of Callinicum, but a lacuna remains.

14 Canon 51 of the synod of Laodicea in 364 forltids celebration of martyrs’ feasts if they fall aeekdays during Lent, but
permits their transfer to the following Saturdayl 8unday. SeBG 137:1409BCD; Percival 1899/1974:156.

15 There is a lacuna at this point.

16 Cf. Hymn 156PO0 7/5:615: ‘the Forty Martyrs, equal in number te fherfect and holy days of the fast'.

17 Severus adheres closely to Basil's theoretioabant of death by freezin@ G 31:516AB) at this point.

18 One manuscript reads in the margin: ‘In the &laeguage, days are feminine. That is why, as erstiwvho conceive and give
birth, these forty holy days of fast have beenyapé#rsonified by the teacher (sc. Severus), ancasdfathers” as | have rendered
them in the Syriac language’.

19 For this image cf. Ephrem 559-60 (Assemani 39ff)e young boy

20 Cf. Ephrem 691-706 (Assemani 354C) for the samage used of the speech of the mother.

21 Expansion of BasiRPG 31:520B.

22 Severus was extremely distrustful of horse-igicsee especially Hom. XXVI.

23 Cf. Ephrem 616 (Assemani 325F) of the young boy.

24 For the image, cf. Ephrem 469-530 (Assemani 358B), esp. 527-9, but the whole speech in Sevsrsisnilar to its lengthy
equivalent in Ephrem.

25 Cf. Ex 14:21-2; Josh 4:16.

26 This phrase may indicate that a reading of Basdmily was to follow.

27 Greg. Naz.Or. 38. 17;PG 36:17 AB;SC358:144. 17-20.

6 LETTERS

1 On the formula and its influence see Grillmei@®2:338-56.

2 Laodicea was the third autocephalous metropofitsnin the eastern patriarchate of Antioch, ardaNiwas one of the principal
supporters of Severus. A fragment of this lettepaurvives in Greek. See Honigmann 1951:35-6. &er8s’s stance in this letter
see also Escolan 1999:273 nSB.V.2 appears to be a follow-up letter to this.

3 The locations of these villages in Laodicea arenown. Minidus is mentioned again$. V.2.

4 Escolan 1999:281 makes the point that duringohisiarchate Severus had to cope with the lacHesfyg committed to the anti-
Chalcedonian cause. Yet the patriarch stood firralergy who had not been canonically ordained lir@halcedonian bishops.

5 l.e. general principle.

6 The Greek word for ‘expenditure’ has been takesr into the Syriac text.

7 Lit.: God-loving.

8 See Escolan 1999:340—-44 on episcopal authoréy monks in Syria.

9 Sc. than rightly it should be.

10 l.e. Syria Secunda.
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11CPG2863;PG 31:508-25.

12 This homily has not survived.

13 These two homilie€;PG 3184 and 3185, are by Gregory of Nyssa.

14 Apokatastasiss the belief that at the end of time all creatimeluding the devil, would be saved and restdeeils original state.
The theory was often ascribed to Origen.

15 What follows is in fact the 267th question fr@asil's Regulae Brevius Tractatd€PG 2875);PG 31:1264-5, and is a reasonably
close rendering of the Greek text.

16 In reality canons 32 and 33 respectively ofyxeod of Laodicea?G 137:1379B; Percival 1899/1974; 149-50.

17 Sc. The Fourth Book of Kings.

18 Variant reading: ‘fineness’.

19 Lit.: ‘daughter of the voice’.

20 Cf. Greg. NazQr. 40.26;SC358:258.26-33.

21 On Anastasia, who is perhaps identical with Aasa the deaconess, to whom Severus wrote L&®ers2 from exile, seBLRE
2:76 under Anastasia

2. Georgia subsequently married, acquired the cdripatricia’, and had a daughter (Letter 76, venitbetween 532 and 538). See
also Allen 1999:392-4. This letter contains sevielnae, and the last paragraph may in fact ronbeo it.

22 Lit.: ‘mouth’.

23 Lit.: ‘pass over'. Ps.Zachariah, the continuatbZachariah Scholasticus, is speaking here.

24 This citation is unidentified.

25 l.e. until 534/5.

26 26 July 535.

27 Lit.: ‘nuts’.

28 Sc. Christ.

29 By associating Julian with the docetic chridgiles of these condemned heretics and with Apailin&everus establishes Julian’s
pedigree as a heretic.

30 Or: ‘in oral assault on the Scriptures’.

31 The monarchian christologies of Paul, Artemod Bhotinus, whereby Christ was seen as a mere anaraligned with the great
representatives of the

school of Antioch, Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore affduestia and Nestorius himself.

32 Like the other men mentioned in this catalodnenaeus was a supporter of Nestorius. He wastaise married before becoming
bishop of Tyre.
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