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Abstract: Cyril of Alexandria was not only one of the fim&hristian theologians of his
day, he also stands out in the ranks of the greatasistic writers of all generations as
perhaps the most powerful exponent of Christoldgy ¢hurch has known. Nestorius was
enthroned as archbishop on April"1428. The contemporary historian Socrates Scholasti
called Nestorius a proud and ignorant man whosaténand undisputed oratorical power
masked a weakness of incisive thought. Nestorigseat thafTheotokoslid not do justice to
the fact that, strictly speaking, Mary was not thether of God but rather the mother of the
man whom Christian faith recognizes as divine dngtcalls God. On the other hand, the
term Anthropotokosacknowledges that Mary is the mother of this mandan itself be taken
to suggest that he is merely a man, which agamffésisive to orthodox Christian faith in the
deity of Christ. In Cyril's letters against to Nesus, Cyril not only defends the title
Theotokosagainst accusations that it was reviving the headsApollinarianism, but he
denies the very legitimacy of using alternative i€tbiogical schemes as such as the
“association of personas” the Antiochian thinkeasl spoken of. For Nestorius, the language
of the exchange of properties was generally suspeat often odious. He found, in the
expressions “Mother of God” and “God sufferingttlé more than an ignorant piety that had
cut so many corners in its implications that itostovery close to pagan mythical conceptions
of the deity. For him, God the Logos raised theddeszarus, while the man Jesus wept at the
tomb. In Nestorius’ letter to Cyril, he argues tBgril was right to teach the two natures were
united in one person, and right to say that thendivcannot suffer in itself, but that when he
goes on to speak of the deity “participating infetihg” he undoes all his good work. Cyril
insists that while of itself human nature is notvpdul but passible, in its union with the
godhead, as in the dynamic act of Incarnation, htbiman nature of the Logos thereby
becomes an instrument of omnipotent power and thus real thought paradoxical sense, an
omnipotent instrumentt is at once powerful and fragile, majestic dndnble. One of his
favorite phrases is: “The Logos suffered impassilBhrist had two natures. Jesus Christ was
both fully human and fully divine. Cyril insists @&hMary, the mother of God, should be
called Theotokos If Jesus was only human, Cyril argues, and God elsewhere, the
Incarnation, the Word become flesh, would be megess. Cyril plunges into the debate
with sharp invective, addressing one document “Esthrius, the new Judas”.

Key Words: Theotokos Anthropotokos Christology, Mariology, Cyril of Alexandria,
Nestorius.

Resumen Cirilo de Alejandria no solo fue uno de los meptedlogos cristianos de su
época, sino que también se destaca en las fild@sdmas grandes escritores patristicos de
todas las generaciones, como quiza el mas podexpsmente de la cristologia que la Iglesia
haya conocido. Nestorio fue entronizado como aspmbiel 10 de abril 428. El historiador
contemporaneo Socrates Scholasticus calificé aoNestie hombre orgulloso e ignorante,
cuyo innato e indiscutible poder de oratoria oculi@ debilidad de pensamiento incisivo.
Nestorio sostuvo que el térmirtheotokosno hizo justicia al hecho de que, en sentido
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estricto, Maria no fue la madre de Dios, sino ladmadel hombre a quien la fe cristiana
reconoce como divino, y por eso lo llama Dios. Bwo lado, el términcAnthropotokos
reconoce que Maria es la madre de este hombredmro término puede en si mismo dar a
entender que él no es mas que un hombre, lo cuaueeo es ofensivo a la fe cristiana
ortodoxa en la deidad de Cristo. En sus cartagadtgstorio, Cirilo no solo defiende el titulo
de Theotokoscontra acusaciones de que estaba reviviendo Eideatel Apolinarianismo,
pero él niega la genuina legitimidad del uso deuestws cristolégicos alternativos, tales
como la “asociacion de personas”, de la que hdihtado los pensadores antioquefios. Para
Nestorio, el lenguaje del intercambio de propiedadea en general sospechoso, y con
frecuencia odioso. El encontr6 en las expresioMedte de Dios” y “Dios sufriente” poco
mas que una devocion ignorante que habia cortatlsstdngulos en sus implicaciones, hasta
el punto de haberse quedado muy cerca de las aiogep miticas paganas de la deidad.
Para él, el Logos de Dios resucitdé a Lazaro dedarta, mientras que el hombre Jesus lloré
ante su tumba. En una carta a Cirilo, Nestorioieustque Cirilo tenia razén al ensefar que
las dos naturalezas de Cristo se unieron en uagpsosona, y que también acertaba al decir
gue la divinidad no puede sufrir en si misma, pgue cuando continda diciendo que la
deidad “participa en el sufrimiento”, él echa adeertoda su buena obra. Cirilo insiste en que,
si bien por si misma la propia naturaleza humanasnpoderosa, sino pasible, en su unién
con la divinidad, como en el dindmico acto de ladnacion, la naturaleza humana del
Logos se convierte asi en un instrumento del podetipotente, y, por tanto —en un sentido
real, aunque mentalmente paraddjico—, eningtrumento omnipotenteEste es a la vez
poderoso y fragil, majestuoso y humilde. Una de feases favoritas es: “El Logos sufrié
impasiblemente”. Cristo tenia dos naturalezas. cls$o era plenamente humano y
plenamente divino. Cirilo insiste en que Marianiadre de Dios, debe ser llamadeeotokos

Si Jesus era humano, argumenta Cirilo, y si Didabasen otro lugar, la Encarnacion, la
Palabra hecha carne, careceria de sentido. Cailsuserge en el debate con invectivas
fuertes, remitiendo un documento “Para Nestoriouelvo Judas”.

Palabras clave TheotokosAnthropotokosCristologia, Mariologia, Cirilo de Alejandria,
Nestorio.

Summary: 1. Instead of Prologue. 2. Introduction: The drist environment of the
presentation of the Nestorian Controversy. 2.1. lifeeof St. Cyril of Alexandria. 2.2. The
life of Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople.The theological controversy of Cyril of
Alexandria and Nestorius. 3.1. The beginning of@heistological controversy between Cyril
and Nestorius. 3.2. The rejection of the téfhreotokosby Nestorius of Constantinople and
the refutation of his teaching by Cyril of Alexarar3.2.1. The first Cyril's letter to Nestorius
and the answer of bishop of Constantinople to tkadp of Alexandria. 3.2.2. The second
letter of Cyril to Nestorius. The answer of Neatsrio the patriarch of Alexandria. 4. The
Virgin Mary is Theotokosand notChristotokos 5. Conclusions.

1. Instead of Prologue

We start with theHymn of Praisefor St Cyril composed by St Nicholas
Velimirovi¢ (1880-1956):

Saint Cyril, unwavering

By his faith, amazes the universe,

With the honourable Cross,

the hero encompassed himself

against the enemies of the Church, took up arms,
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Against the Jews, arch-enemies of the Cross,
And attacked the Novatianists,

Who took pride in themselves

To mercy, they placed a boundary,
Condemned sinners, prior to the Judgment,
To the power of God, they denied miracles.
But Cyril, shown the most

When he rose up against Nestorius,

The destroyer of the Orthodox Faith

The blasphemer of the Mother of God,

Cyril, the Mother of God, helped,

So that he overcame every diabolical power,
Holy Church cleansed of chaff,

All with the help of the Virgin Mother of God.
Cyril was a knight of Orthodoxy,

That is why the Church glorifies Cyril

And to him, prays without ceasing,

From diabolical uprisings, to protect us,

O Cyril, star among the stars,

By your prayers, help us.

2. Introduction: The historic environment of the presentation of the
Nestorian Controversy

St. Cyril, Patriarch of Alexandria, glory of the $arn Church and
celebrated champion of the Virgin Mother of Gods héways been held by the
Church in the highest esteelie was defined by Eulogios of Alexandria as
“the guardian of the exactitudé”the guardian of the true faith. Anastasios
Sinaita called him as “the seabphragiy of the Fathers® These phrases
describe the characteristic feature of Cyril, thehBp of Alexandria constant
references to earlier ecclesiastical authors (dholy in particular, Athanasius),
for the purpose of showing the continuity with tihedition of theology itself.
He deliberately, explicitly inserted himself in tR#urch's tradition, which he
recognized as guaranteeing continuity with the Alpesand with Christ
himself. Venerated as a Saint in both East and West882 St. Cyril was
proclaimed a Doctor of the Church by Pope Leo XIlI.

If the name of Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria is mi®ned, some things
come to mind automatically. The Patriarch of Alecia& was proclaimed a
saint by the Triune God, not only for his life kalso for his theology on the
incarnation of the second Person of the Holy Tyijrats well as for his defence
of the termTheotokodor the mother of our Lord Jesus Chride defends the

! FOTIoS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Myriobiblos,230, PG 103, 1053.
2 ANASTASIOSSINAITA, TheViae Dux VII, PG 89, 113.

3See ENEDICT XVI, Pope of Catholic ChurchCatechesis - Saint Cyril of Alexandria
www.totus2us.com/...church/st-cyril-of-alexandria
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title Theotokosfor Mary, the Mother of Christ. As for his Chrigigy, he is
mentioned perhaps as the most powerful exponef@hoftology the Church
had knowr Cyril represented the opposite side of the CHosioal dispute
with Nestorius, patriarch of Constantinople.

This essay presents the Nestorian controversy winval fundamentally
Christological. The main sources of this essaytlaeeletters which were sent
from Cyril to Nestorius and the opposite.

But who were Cyril of Alexandria and Nestorius ajrGtantinople?

2.1. Thelife of St. Cyril of Alexandria

Cyril, one of the great theologians and FatherthefChurch, was born at
Alexandria in Egypt between 370-380. Our knowledgfe Saint Cyril's
childhood education and early upbringing is quigagre. Saint Cyril's mother
and her brother, Theophilus, hailed from Memph&an&Cyril was born in the
town of Theodosion, Lower Egypt, very close to therent city Mahhalla El
Kobra in the region of Mansoura. He was the nepbéwhe patriarch of the
city of Alexandria, Theophilus.Cyril received a classical and theological
education at Alexandria and was ordained by hideurtde accompanied the
patriarch of Alexandria Theophilus to Constantimopl 403 and was present at
the Synod of the O8khat deposed John Chrysostom, whom he believéty gui
of the charges against him.

After living for several years as a monk in therNit Mountains, he
succeeded his uncle Theophilus on the patriardmal of Alexandria, on the
18th October 412, but only after a riot betweenilGysupporters and the
followers of his rival Timotheu$.He began to exert his authority by causing
the churches of the Novatians in the city to be sim) and their sacred vessels
and ornaments to be seized; an action censureddrai8s, a favourer of those
heretics. He next drove the Jews out of the cityp were very numerous, and

* See John A. MGUCKIN, St Cyril of Alexandria, the Christological Contrasg. Its History,
theology and text®\ew York, 1994, p. 1.

® SOCRATES SCHOLASTICUS The Ecclesiastical HistoryVIl, 7, PG 67, 749C-762A.
THEODORETUS OF CYRRHUS (Cyrus). The Ecclesiastical Historyy, 40, PG 83, 1277D.
NICEPHORUS CALLISTUS XANTHOPOULOS The Ecclesiastical HistoryXV, 14, PG 146,
1100A-1104A. Mansi IV, 1464. Ed. Schwartz I, 1,78. Chr. RPADOPOULOS History of the
church of Alexandria,Alexandria, 1933, p. 264. A. HEODOROU The christological
vocabulary and the teaching of Cyril of Alexanddad Theodoretusf Cyrrhus (Cyrus),
Athens, 1955, p. 37. Ch.RkoNIs, ‘Cyril of Aleaxandria and his christological téweg’,
Proceedings of the 19th. theological conferencentSayril of Alexandria], Thessaloniki,
1999, p. 236.

® SOCRATESSCHOLASTICUS, The Ecclesiastical History]l, 7.

"If he is the Cyril addressed by Isidore of Pelosin Ep. XXV of Book I, he was for some
years a monk in Nitria. Se@he international cyclopaedia - a compendium of &am
Knowledge revised with large additions, vol. IV, New Yod899, p. 256.

8 See, Eirini RTEMI, ‘Saint Cyril of Alexandria and the relations wilrestes and Hypatia’
Ecclesiastic Faro$8 (2007), p. 8.
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enjoyed great privileges there from the time ofxaleder the Gredtin 428-
430 Cyril became embroiled with Nestorius, pattiaoé Constantinople, who
was preaching that Mary was not the Mother of GodesChrist was Divine
and not human, and consequently she should not treevevord Theotokos
(God-bearer) applied to hét.

The patriarch of Alexandria managed to persuadeePOplestine | to
convoke a synod at Rome, which condemned Nestangthen did the same
at his own synod in Alexandria. Celestine direodil to depose Nestorius,
and in 431, Cyril presided over the third Generali@xil at Ephesus. Nestorius
would not agree to the title Theotokos, “God-b€afer Mary. He said Mary
was not the mother of God but only of the man QGhrhristotokos
Nestorianism implied that the humanity of Christswaa mere disguise. Cyril
represented the Pope at the Council of Ephesus3inh ahd condemned
Nestorianism as a dangerous heresy. This was tls¢ important moment of
his life. He had managed to defend the true fagfhirest the Nestorian heresy
successfully. He was known widely for saying, “a® tpieces of wax when
fused together make one, so too he who receiveg Elmnmunion is so united
with Christ, that Christ is in him and he is in @h#*

Cyril was the most brilliant theologian of the Aémdrian tradition. His
writings are characterized by precision, accurhbeking and great reasoning
skills. If elegance, choice of thoughts, and beaftgtyle be wanting in his
writings, these defects are compensated by thagsstand precise exposition
with which he expresses and underlines the gra#idgrof religion, especially
in clearing the terms concerning the mystery ofltftarnation. He died on the
9th or the 27th of June, 444, after an episcophatesarly thirty-two years. Fr.
John McGuckin called him «one of the most importdrologians on the

® SOCRATESSCHOLASTICUS, The Ecclesiastical HistoryIl, 7: “Cyril immediately therefore
shut up the churches of the Novatians at Alexandxiad took possession of all their
consecrated vessels and ornaments; and then striipgie bishop Theopemptus of all that he
had.”

10 5ocRATESSCHOLASTICUS, The Ecclesiastical HistoryIl, 32: “... Mary was but a woman;
and it is impossible that God should be born of @man. These words created a great
sensation, and troubled many both of the clergylaitgt they having been heretofore taught
to acknowledge Christ as God, and by no meansp@arate his humanity from his divinity on
account of the economy of incarnation, heedingvthiee of the apostle when he said, «Yea,
though we have known Christ after the flesh; yat henceforth know we him no moreR’(
Corinthians 5,16). And again: «Wherefore, leavimg word of the beginning of Christ, let us
go on unto perfection». (Hebrews 6,1). While grafiénce was taken in the church, as we
have said, at what was thus propounded, Nest@ager to establish Anastasius’ proposition
—for he did not wish to have the man who was esteeiy himself found guilty of
blasphemy— delivered several public discourses han dubject, in which he assumed a
controversial attitude, and totally rejected thihegh Theotaos».

11 ¢ o N N . ~ \ \ , . .
‘domep yop ef T1c KNPOV TP ovvovamAélos knp®, kai mupi ovykatotnéos, &v T 0 €

dupoiv épydletor, oUTw 010 THS UETOANWEWS TOD ouaTog 100 Xpiotod kol Tol TiHiov aiiatog,
avbToc pEV v fuiv, fueic 0¢ ab méiv év avt®d ovvevovueda’. (Cyril of Alexandria,Ad Joannes,
X, B"). P.E. RISEY, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandr in D. Joannis
evangeliumBrussels, 1965vol. I, 542: 24-28 (=PG 74, 341D).
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person of Christ in all Greek Christian writing$”.Fr. George Florovsky
compared his significance «in the history of Claistthought with that of St
Augustine”®® The controversy of the third Ecumenical Councilolged
around the Christology of St Cyril.

2.2. Thelife of Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople

Nestorius was born at Maras in Turkey, then GernianHis teacher was
Theodore, bishop of MopsuestfaHe became a priest and entered the ascetic
life in the monastery of Euprepios just outside thalls of the city. His
speaking ability first gained for him the positioh expounder of Scripture in
his monastery. Probably, Nestorius’ monastery wathé Antioch area, so he
was called upon to preach publicly in Antioch. JadfnAntioch knew that
Nestorius was a powerful preach2rAfter his recommendation, in 428
Nestorius was appointed Patriarch of ConstantinbgleEmperor Theodosius
II. His accession to the Archiepiscopal Throne oh&tantinople brought him
at once into a position of great power in Constanggie. From a simple monk
and priest, he became one of the most powerfulimére whole empire.

When he ascended his Episcopal throne for the tfirs#, he told Emperor
Theodosius: “Give me your empire purged of hereticd | will give you the
Kingdom of Heaven. Give me power over the heretitd | will subjugate the
Persians who make war on yai.Soon he put his words into practice. He used
his power to attack to remnants of Arianism and INparianism.

12 JA. McGUCKIN, ‘Cyril of Alexandria’, The SCM Press A-Z of Patristic Theolpgndon,
SCM, (2005), p. 93.

13 Fr. George FOROVSKY, The Byzantine Fathers of the Fifth Centutsans. Raymond
Miller, et al, Vol. 8, in The Collected Works of Georges Floroyskyaduz:
Biichervertriebsanstalt, 1987, p. 262.

* Theodore of Mopsuestia wanted to affirm the perfeananity of Christ and considered
that this perfect humanity cannot be achieved gn@wist was a human person because he
believed that there is no perfect existence witteopersonality. Thus he did not only affirm
the existence of a perfect human nature in the Gindst but went further into affirming that
God the Word took a perfect man and used him assrument (tool) for the salvation of
humanity. He considered that God the Word dwethia person through good will, and that
He wasconjoinedto him externally only. He used the expressamjoining (in Greek
synapheia)rather thanunion (in Greekenosi$. Thus he puts two persons in Christ, one
Divine and the other human; together they formeel person who is the person of the union
(external union) in the likeness of the union bewenan and wife.

5 A. Fortesque writes: “Nestorius had been a monkhatmonastery of Euprepios; then
deacon, priest and preacher at the chief churcAntibch”. (Andrian FORTESQUE Lesser
Easter ChurchesLondon, 1913, p. 61). FriedrichobFrs (Nestorius and His Place in the
History of Christian Doctringe Cambridge, 1914, p. 27) supports: “It is well Yumo that
Nestorius in April 428 was called out of the moeagif Euprepios, in the neighbourhood of
Antioch, to the vacant bishopric of Constantindple.

% This is a summary of the life of Nestorius. Matkiequotes is from a Syriddfe supposed
by Nestorius himself, which he found in a Persiaanascript, and of which he says, “it was
made from manuscript 134 of the library of the Am@n missionaries at Ourmiah. The
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As we referred before, Nestorius refused to giv&ary, Mother of Christ,
the predicateTheotokos God-bearer, Mother of God. The reaction to this
sermon —and in particular to the condemnation & Theotokos— was
immediate and unfavourable: “He disturbed manyhef ¢lergy and all of the
laity in this matter” foilovc kinpikoic te kol Aoikode &v avt@® maviog
érapacev).t” His heretical teaching led to a dispute aboutchisception of the
unity of the human and divine natures of Christ.&WICyril was informed
about his teaching, he tried to explain to Nes®wiy Mary should be called
Theotokos Unfortunately there was no success. A correspaceewith
Nestorius followed in a quite moderate tone. ThehBp of Constantinople
insisted on refusing the terffheotokodor the mother of Jesus. An Ecumenical
Synod was called by Theodosius Il, at Ephesus if. 43estorius was
condemned and returned to his monastery. Laterxibedein 436, landing in
Upper Egypt. New Bishop of Constantinople becameiMaan.

3. The theological controversy of Cyril of Alexandia and Nestorius.

3.1. The beginning of the Christological controversy between Cyril and
Nestorius

The Nestorian controversy was fundamentally Chosfical, but Mary the
mother of Christ figured large in this dispute be@én Cyril and Nestoriu$.
The bishop of Constantinople was an Antiochian ri€ology™® He was

manuscript was written in 1558 AD.” @$TORIUS The Bazaar of HeracleideNewly
translated from the Syriac and edited with an Idtrotion Notes & Appendices by G. R.
Driver, and Leonard Hodgson, Oxford,925, in file:/E: \Nestorius, The Bazaar of
Heracleides (1925). Preface to the online editimm.h

1" SoCRATES SCHOLASTICUS The Ecclesiastical History.32: “Everywhere he forbade the
word Theotokos' The sermons are preserved in the contemporarypiobably inaccurate,
Latin translations of Marius MercatoACOl, i, 5, p. 26-46).

18 «A certain presbyter named Anastasius, a man olipb opinions, and a warm admirer of
Nestorius and his Jewish sentiments, who also gganied him when setting out from his
country to take possession of his bishoprick; aictvitime Nestorius, having met with
Theodore at Mopsuestia, was perverted by his tegcliom godly doctrine, as Theodulus
writes in an epistle upon this subject—this Anastgsin discoursing to the Christ-loving
people in the church of Constantinople, dared to séthout any reservelet no one style
Mary the Mother of God; for Mary was human, andgitmpossible for God to be born of a
human being’.” (RAGRIUS SCHOLASTICUS Ecclesiastical Historytranslated by E. Walford,
London, 1846, I, 2, 4 (=PG 86, 2424A-D). Also sedkKHRHOROS KALLISTOS
XANTHOPOULOS Historia EcclesiasticaxIV, 32, PG 146, 1160-1164.

19 “Antioch became a centre of Christian learning #mel Antiochene school of theology,
which flourished in the third and fourth centuriess particularly renowned. Unlike the
school of Alexandria, which interpreted the Biblkegorically and in accordance with
speculative philosophy, the Antiochene school erped the Scriptures in conformity with
their historical and literal meaning. The bibliceimmentaries composed by this school in the
fourth and fifth centuries.” (StylianosaAPADOPOULOS Patrologia ll, Athens, 1990, p. 566-
574).
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influenced by the teaching of Theodore of MopsaestiQuite early in his
reign, he was called upon to give his opinion om shitability of Theotoko$
(the woman who gave birth to God) as a title of Blessed Virgin and
supported that it was of doubtful propriety, unlésghropotokoqthe woman
who gave birth to man) was added to balance it.in¢ested that the title
Christotokoqthe one who gave birth to Christ) was more pedikr as begging
no questions. God did not take origin from a credyuhuman being, and for
this reason the wor€hristotokoswould be better taking it all around. For
supporting his theory, Nestorius urged on his ceggtion that Mary bore a
mere man, the vehicle of divinity but not G8d-e argued that in the case of
the termTheotokoshe was not opposed to those who wanted to sagléss it
should advance to the confusion of natures in thamar of the madness of
Apollinarius or Arius. Nonetheless, he had no dahiait the termrheotokos
was inferior to the terr@hristotokos as the latter was mentioned by the angels
and the gospefé Also he said that “the ter@hristotokoskept the assertion by
both parties to the proper limits, because it batmoved the blasphemy of

% Following the basic patristic principle that “whais not assumed is not

redeemed,”(BEGOIRE OF NAZIANZUS, Epist 101, Ad CledoniumPG 37, 181D-184A).
Theodore of Mopsuestia, as theologians of the &hgoe school, emphasized the humanity
of Jesus Christ, the Alexandrian his deity. Theedufr Mopsuestia held that Christ's human
nature was complete but was conjoined with the Whoydan external union.Theodore
maintained against the Apollinarians that Chrigt haeal human soul, not that the Word took
the place of the human soul. Only in this mannemldcdhe human soul be redeemed.
Theodore's Christology exercised a more directarmhtful influence on the doctrine of his
(mediate) disciple Nestorius. Theodore vehemerdfused the use of the terftheotokos
long employed in ecclesiastical terminology, beeauslary was strictly speaking
Anthropotokosand only indirectlyTheotokos “It is folly to say that God was born of the
Virgin”, he states. “He was born of the Virgin whas the nature of the Virgin, not God the
Logos. He was born of Mary who was of David’'s sdedvas not God the Logos who was
born of woman but he who was formed in her by tbeqy of the Holy Spirit. ‘One can call
Mary theMother of Gogor more accurately;heotokosin the metaphorical, non-literal sense
of the phrase, just as one can call heBbarer of Manavpwmotérog). She naturally bore a
man, but God was in the man she bore, as he nadebden in anyone before. It is perfectly
clear that under ‘unity of person’ Theodore undsdtonly by completeness of deified and
grace-impregnated humanity. One must not concefiygefect nature as being impersonal
(émpocmnoc) he supposed. Consequently, in so far as humaras/ complete in Christ, he
was a human being. Moreover, the nature of the &oigonot impersonal. But in the
Incarnation the “unity of harmony” and the “connentof honour” is established and in the
sense of a certain new ‘unity of person’."HEODORE OFMOPSUESTIA Fragments of De
Incarnatione PG 66, 981BC. GeorgeLBROVSKY, The Byzantine Fathers of the Fifth
Century,Paris, 1978, p. 238). See BasiliuseBANIDES, Ecclesiastical HistoryAthens, 1959,
p. 194 -210.

2 “The disputed titléTheotokosvas widely accepted in the Alexandrian schoolpliowed
from the communicatio idiomatumand expressed the truth that, since His Persom wa
constituted by the Word, the Incarnate was appatglsi designated God.” (John NEKLY,
Early Christian Doctrinesl.ondon, 1968 p. 311).

22 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Adversus Nestoriunh, A, ACO, t. 1, I, 6, 18: 27-40, 19: 1-43, 20:
1-5, 37: 9-42, 38: 1-43, 39: 1-38, 40: 1-12 (=PGZAA-28D, 72A-77D, 120A-D).

211 Epistula Nestorium ad Celestinemnoofs, Nestoriana, p. 181-182.
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Paul of Samosata, who had claimed that Christ el lof all was simply a
human being, and also flees the wickedness of AmasApollinarius.®*

The Catholic doctrine of the Incarnation, the mahanited by God the
Son to His own self, was to Nestorius, Apollinarsam or heretic mixture.
Nestorius said so. In his letter to Pope Celegtimdold of the “corruption of
orthodoxy among some” and thus described it:

It is a sickness not small, but akin to the putadre of
Apollinarius and Arius. For they mingle the Lordision in man to
a confusion of some sort of mixture, insomuch tba¢n certain
clerks among us, of whom some from lack of undeditey, some
from heretical guile of old time concealed withlrein are sick as
heretics, and openly blaspheme God the Word Cotesutid with
the Father, as though He had taken beginning ofBdisag of the
Virgin mother of Christ, and had been built up witls Temple and
buried with His flesh, and say that the flesh affter resurrection did
not remain flesh but passed into the Nature of ®@adhand they
refer the Godhead of the Only-Begotten to the bagmof the flesh
which was connected with it, and they put it toteaith the flesh,
and blasphemously say that the flesh connected @itlhead
passed into Godhe&d.

Same thoughts were expressed in the second Iéfisborius to Cyril:

But to use the expression “accept as its own” awag of
diminishing the properties of the conjoined flesirth, suffering
and entombment, is a mark of those whose mindtedrastray, my
brother, by Greek thinking or are sick with the dag of
Apollinarius and Arius or the other heresies oheatsomething
more serious than the&®.

It is obvious that behind the delineation of MasyTheotokoshe professed
to detect the Arian tenet that the Son was a areatr the Apollinarian idea
that the manhood was incomplete. When Cyril reatidtrealized that he had
found the scandal that he was looking for. Cyrit e great disappointment
about the Nestorius’ teaching. Initially, he trieml refute Nestoriug’ heretic

2 bid.
% Concil. Eph P. i. c. 16.
% NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epistle Il ad CyrillumPG 77, 56A.

2" According to Socrates ScholasticuEtclesiastical History Nestorius was a proud man
without sharp thinking: “Having myself perused thigtings of Nestorius, | have found him
an unlearned man and shall candidly express theiatmm of my own mind concerning him:
and as in entire freedom from personal antipattikeaye already alluded to his faults, | shall
in like manner be unbiased by the criminationsisfduversaries, to derogate from his merits.
| cannot then concede that he was either a foll@f&aul of Samosata or of Photinus, or that
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teaching about the mystery of the Word's Incarmalip sending lettefSto the
bishop of Constantinople. Unfortunately, there wasuccess.

3.2. Thergjection of the term Theotokosby Nestorius of Constantinople
and the refutation of histeaching by Cyril of Alexandria

3.2.1. The first Cyril's letter to Nestorius ance tanswer of bishop of
Constantinople to the bishop of Alexandria.

When Cyril was informed that during the Divine Lijy the Bishop
Dorotheos, in front of the Patriarch of ConstanpieoNestorius, cursed those
who accepted Mary, Mother of Christ, Bilseotokosand Nestorius stayed silent
and co-communicated with him, he decided to reBuis occasioned so much
disturbance in the thoughts of some of the Monk&gypt that Saint Cyril
wrote a letter to them, pointing out that the Imedion meant that God the Son
united to Him His own human nature which He toakcampletely as soul and
body are united in each of us, and in this way Passion and Death were His
own, though He, as God, could not suffer. Thiselethad an extended
circulation and reached Constantinople. It irridaléestorius. He wrote then, in
order to mark his dissatisfaction on the lette€gfil to the monks of Egypt.

Initially, Cyril wrote this lettef” in an angry style against Nestorius. His
explanation about the letter to the Monks of Egyps that it was written in
order to counter the turmoil on doctrine caused\i@gtorius’ or Anastasius’
preach. Anastasius, a presbyter whom Nestoriusghtoto Constantinople
with him, preached a sermon in which the téiineotokosvas criticized, rather
attacked. It is claimed that Anastasius proclaimégest no one call Mary
Theotokosfor Mary was but a woman and it was impossibkg tBod should
be born of a womar®® Whether this attack on the terminology and meaning
Theotokosbegan with the presbyter Anastasius or with Nastors not the
issue. Nestorius supported this vigorously and gired on the subject,
regardless of whether he preached the first serifloums, began what St. Cyril
referred to as the “scandal’” of the household & @hurch §xdvoaiov
oixovuevikov). Cyril indirectly asked Nestorius: “How is it pgble for you to
stay quiet when the doctrine of our faith is pete@?®* Continuing his letter,
Cyril explained to Nestorius that anything was tauglistorted the truth of the

he denied the Divinity of Christ: but he seemedextat the ternTheotokosas though it
were some terrible phantom. The fact is, the cagsetlarm he manifested on this subject just
exposed his extreme ignorance: for being a manatdral fluency as a speaker, he was
considered well educated, but in reality he wasgrdisefully illiterate.” (®CRATES
ScoLAsTICUS The Ecclesiastical History/ll, 7, 32, PG 67, 810CD).

28 Cyril sent three letters to Nestorius. PG 77, 400, 44C-49A, 106C-121D.
29 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. | ad Nestoriun?G 77, 40C.
%0 SOCRATESSCHOLASTICUS, Ecclesiastic HistoryyIl, 32.

3 bid. PG 77, 41A: floc odv én olwnijoal, TIOTEWMS GOIKOVUEVHS, KOl TOTOVTWV
OLEOTPOUUEVDV .
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Christian Faith and urged him to accept the t&éhmotokodor the Holy Virgin
Mary in order to end the theological agitation ok trefusal of the term
Theotoko¥ for the Virgin Mary. So it would be the end of tenenical
scandal” in the Church's bosdth.

The Christological argument was mainly about sotegy, redemption and
worship, and this was why Cyril reacted so stronglyainst Nestorius’
teaching. Cyril believed that Nestorius’ teachimgt@nized in his attack on
Theotokospresupposed a merely external association betere@ndinary man
and the Word. From this point of view the Incaroativas not a real fact. It
was a simple illusion, a matter of “appearance” dathpty words™* If
Christ’'s passion, sufferings and saving acts wesé those of the Word

32 “The term Theotokos— ®cotéxoc — does not mean the same Mpother of God in
English or the common Latin translation. In Englaste must translat€éheotokosas ‘Bearer
of God’. The correct Latin would be&eipara or dei genetrixnot Mater Dei Had Nestorius
been more prudent he would have realized thatetine Theotokoad a comparatively long
usage — it had been used by Origen, by Alexandéatandria, by Eusebius of Caesarea,
Cyril of Jerusalem, Athanasius, Gregory of NaziapzGregory of Nyssa, and Cyril of
Alexandria. In the Latin West Tertullian had uskd termDei Materin De patientia3, and
Ambrose also used it in hislexaemeronV, 65 (Patrologia Latina 14, 248A). More
significant is that the Antiochene theologian Etistes (bishop of Antioch from c.324 to
330), so often considered a forerunner of Nestptiasl some remarkably un-Antiochene
tendencies in his Christology, one of which wasuke of the ternTheotokoslf there is a
theological difference, however slight, betwedreotokosand Mother of God then there is
certainly serious theological implications betwe&heotokosand the term favoured by
Nestorius —Xpiototdékog — Christotokos But there is even a difference betwddreotokos
and Mother of God Why would one want to stress the difference betwEheotokosand
Mother of God. Is it not becoming overly minutesignificant, something that in reality is the
same thing? But the fact is that there is a grameadedind conceptual difference between the
two terms. If the Greek theologians had intendeddiminished meaning dflother of God
then they easily could have completely avoideatoxog by employing always the term
untnp Ocod, a term readily at their disposal and one whidyttiid use at times. But the point
is that for them there was a difference betw@eorérxoc andusnp Ocoi. The termMother

of God has no specificity — by and of itself but withihet thought world of Christian
Trinitarianism it could grammatically and concepliyanean that the Blessed Virgin is the
Mother of Godthe Father or of God the Holy Spirit. But the tefimeotokoshas specificity
because of thetbkos — by and of itself it can only refer tBearing God the SonThe
English term is too abrupt, not precise enough, @goes not have the internal integrity that
Theotokoshas. Further, the English term has a tendencying into prominence the glory of
Mary's motherhood, whereas the Greek term focuttestaon on the Godhead of him who
was born. And the Greek terfineotokogrotects in and of itself the revealed fact thhtist
was very God who became man and, in assuming mdninom the Virgin, lost nothing of
the Godhead, which was his eternally. Conversély,termTheotokogrotects the revealed
fact that he who was born of tideotokosnust have been man as well as God. The point of
the termTheotokods not as abstruse as many historians of Chrishanght assume.” (G.
FLOROVsSKY, The Byzantine Fathers of the Fifth Cenfurans. Raymond Miller, (1987), p.
223).

3B “Kai ovyl pdrrov émavoploi tov éavtijc Aéyov, iva madon oxavdaiov oikouevikév, Ei yop
Kai mwapeppdn 10yog, ¢ Emi Aol tpéywv, dAL éravopBovcbw taic émioréyeot, kol A&y
yopicooBor 10ic oravioalilousvois katoliwoov, Ocotoxov dvoualwv v ayiov Iapbevov.”
(CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. | ad NestoriumPG 77, 4B).

% CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Apologeticus pro XlI capitibus contra Orienta)é¥G 76, 324AB.
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incarnate but of a mere man, there was no redemptp mankind racé
Nestorius’ refusal of the ternTheotokoswas a “scandal” for the whole
Christian world. For this reason Cyril said to hthmt the Pope of Rome
Celestine had been informed for his heretic tearffirFinally, Saint Cyril
asked him to heal the confusion by the use of tiewordTheotokosof the
Holy Virgin.

Cyril had an excellent knowledge of church hist@y,he had realized that
the heretic falsehoods of Nestorius would not deesbthrough discussions or
letters between him and Nestorius. It should bevened a Regional Council
or even an Ecumenical. Patriarch of Alexandria \aésolutely sure that
Nestorius had fallen into dogmatic error. Cyril erlched to Nestorius that he
always advocated the same on the doctrine of ouwrrcbh For fear of
misapprehension he invoked as irrefutable witnkesbibok had been written
earlier about holy and consubstantial Tririityn this book, which he called
“The Treasure”, he refuted the whole system of Wigm. He answered in it all
the objections of those heretics, and establishedch fHoly Scripture the
divinity of the Son of God, and of the Holy Gho&tso he explained in it the
Incarnation of the Wordf He explained that in this book he had interwoven
some things on the Incarnation, like what he had waoitten.

This holy doctor emphasized that the rejectionh&f termTheotokoswas
tantamount to a refutation of Christ's divinity aadalsification of the Divine
Incarnation. Then, Christ would not be true andrfpe” God and “perfect”
man at the same time, he would be a mere tool efxbity, a God-bearing
man? He underlined with passion that Christ was notoa-Glad man, nor did
the Word of God merely dwell in a man, but rathettHe was made Flesh, or
Perfect Man, accordirtg the Scriptures’

Cyril supported that: “the holy Virgin is able te balled the Mother of God.
For if our Lord Jesus Christ is God”, he wonderithw should the holy

% CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Adversus Nestorii Blasphemidsl, 2, PG 76, 129C. Ibid, IV, 4,
PG 76, 189BClbid., V, 5, 1, PG 76, 220C.

3% CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. 1 ad NestoriunPG 77, 41AB.

3" The holy doctor wrote between 424-428 two book®iider to speak abodfoly and
Consubstantial Trinity. It was called “The TreasuieG 75, 9-656), which was divided into
thirty-five titles or sections. The other book oyrC was “On the Holy and Consubstantial
Trinity” [PG 75, 657-1124, G. M. de Durand, SC 2B4(6), 237(1977), 246(1978)],
consisted of seven dialogues, and was composée atquest of Nemesm and Hermias. This
work was also written to prove the consubstangiadit Christ but is more obscure than the
former.

3 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. 1 ad NestoriunPG 77, 41C.
39 H
Ibid.

*0 See a very similar expression in a little treatieSaint Athanasius on the Incarnation,
guoted by S. Cyrilde recta fide to the Princesses Arcadia and Marima48 a ¢, and in S.
Cyril's Defence of his eighth chapter against tbgptures of the Eastern Bishops, p. 178 b
and c. QRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Scholia on the incarnation of the Only-BegotteéfC 47,
Oxford (1881), 185-236. A library of fathers of thely Catholic church: anterior to the
division of the East and West, vol. 47, 206-207.
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Virgin who bore Him not be the Mother of Got.”Nestorius avoided
answering to Cyril’'s letter clearly. He referred @Qyril's attitude against him
and presented himself as a victim of Cyril's miserstianding and empatfi3.
Nestorius avoided exacerbating the already critezallesiastical state and at
the same time he gave no apologies to Cyril's atsua@n the rejection of the
nameTheotokogor the mother of Christ.

3.2.2. The second letter of Cyril to Nestorius. Binewer of Nestorius to the
patriarch of Alexandria.

The answer of Cyril to the letter of Nestorius wpste clever. He didn't
make an attack to Nestorius. He explained to Nestdhat he was accused of
doubting Nestorius’ piety, in order his accuserhitte their wrong actions:

hear that some are rashly talking of the estimathomhich | hold

your holiness, and that this is frequently the casgecially at the
times that meetings are held of those in authoAtyd perchance
they think in so doing to say something agreeablgou, but they
speak senselessly, for they have suffered no iogustt my hands,
but have been exposed by me only to their prdiis than as an
oppressor of the blind and needy, and that as dreewwounded his
mother with a sword. Another because he stolepilusion with his
waiting maid, another's money, and had always legbunder the
imputation of such like crimes as no one would waskn one of his
bitterest enemies to be laden with.

He took little reckoning of the words of such pegpbecause at last they
would give an account to the Judge of all, Jesuss€H Also the holy doctor
underlined to Nestorius that their obligation waeit teaching as bishops
should be in accordance with the teaching of thexigcessor Fathers of our
church. They should be in the faith according tat tivhich is written, and
conform their thoughts (Cyril and Nestorius) to itheupright and

*1 Epist. ad monachos AegyptThey say that God the Word had taken a perfeamt fnom
out the seed of Abraham and David according tad#waration of the Scriptures, who is by
nature what they were of whose seed he was, a redecp in nature, consisting of
intellectual soul and human flesh: whom, man adweature, fashioned by the might of the
Holy Ghost in the womb of the Virgin and made of@man, made under the law, in order
that he might buy us all from the bondage of tive, leeceiving thesonship marked out long
before. He in new way connected to Himself, pragatim to make trial of death according
to the law of men, raising him from the dead, tgkiim up into Heaven and setting him on
the Right Hand of God.” (@RIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Quod unus sit Christuy®G 75, 1273A-D).

PG 77, 44C.
3 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. Il ad NestoriunPG 77, 44C.
44 H

Ibid.
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irreprehensible teachirfg. Otherwise, if they didn’t propose the word of
teaching and the doctrine of the faith with all @ecy to the people, they
would temp their flock. And something like thatwitould be a great sin,

because the giving of scandal to one even of thst lef those who believe in

Christ, exposes a body to the unbearable indignatidsod?*°

Following this letter, Cyril made a short refererioethe symbol of Nice-
Constantinople. He spoke of the Incarnation of$b@ and Word of God. He
explained clearly that the only begotten Son, mrecording to nature of God
the Father, came down, and was incarnate, he paofdtesh and blood like to
us; he made our body his own, and came forth n@n & woman, not casting
off his existence as God, or his generation of @edFather, but even in taking
to himself flesh remaining what he wdsCyril insisted on the Incarnation
because this was the sentiment of the holy Fattieesefore they ventured to
call the holy VirginTheotokosnot as if the nature of the Word or his divinity
had its beginning from the holy Virgin, but becawdéher was born that holy
body with a rational soul, to which the Word, bepeysonally united, is said to
be born according to the fle§h.Christ became perfect man and remained
perfect God, the two natures being brought togeathertrue union, there was
of both one Christ and one Son; for the differeocthe natures was not taken
away by the union, but rather the divinity and lioenanity make perfect for us
the one Lord?

Cyril made use of the words “Christ” and “Son” oarpose, in order to
make obvious to Nestorius that the first one reféno the humanity of Jesus
and the second expressed his deity as the Woraaof TGhere was a real union
of two natures, Hypostatic unioti This term was introduced for the first time
by Cyril's Christological teaching, in order to Nesus’ falsehoods’

As had been the case earlier with the Trinitarianthe, Cyril was fully
conscious of the necessity of positing the unionno@rnation at the level of
person, not that of the nature. As in the Trinitgre were not three natures and
three persons —which would be tritheism— or oneuneaind one person in
different three modes of the Father, the Son, hadHoly Spirit —which would
be modalistic monarchianism—, so in the incarnatiwre was one person, but
two natures. The bishop of Alexandria tried to akplthat neither the divine
nature overwhelmed the human, nor the human andedhatures juxtaposed.
The two natures found their union in the one divimgpostasis and yet
maintained their distinction. In Cyril's words:

* Ibid., PG 77, 45A.

“® |bid. Math. 18: 6.

*" CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. 11 ad NestoriunPG 77, 45B.
B bid., PG 77, 45C.

9 |bid.

* Andrew THEODOROU The Christological terminology and the teaching ®fril of
Alexandria and of Theodoret of Cyrdghens, 1955, p. 81.
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The natures, however, which combined into this teabn were
different, but from the two together is on God 8en, without the
diversity of the natures being destroyed by the@mnkFor a union of
two natures was made, and therefore we confessCbnst, One
Son, One Lord... two natures, by an inseparablenjmet together
in him without confusion, and indivisibR.

In Christ’'s person, there was a true union —hypimsta of the two natures
and this followed from th&xchange of Propertiesr Communion of Idioms.
By this way someone could understand that Chrigesad and rose again; not
as if God the Word suffered in his own nature ssipor the piercing of the
nails, or any other wounds, for the Divine natwécapable of suffering, in as
much as it is incorporeal, but since that which tedome his own body
suffered in this way, lie is also said to suffer @s; for he who is in himself
incapable of suffering was in a suffering bodytie same manner he himself
had suffered death for people, not as if he hadexmperience of death in his
own nature (for it would be madness for someonsay or think this), but
because his flesh tasted death. In like mannefidsh being raised again, it is
spoken of as his resurrection, not as if he hakkrfainto corruption (God
forbid), but because his own body was raised atjain.

The divine Word became true human with flesh armbdl“not merely as
willing or being pleased” ¢v kazd 0éinorv uévyy 7§ eddoxiav).>® On this point
Cyril referred to Theodorus’ of Mopsuestia teachimfpich had been adopted
by Nestorius. Cyril wrote that it would be “abswadd foolish”, to say that the
Word who existed before all ages, coeternal withRhther, needed any second
beginning of existence as GotMary didn’t give birth of a mere holy human,
but She gave birth Christ, the one person of tharmate deity. In Christ, there
was a hypostatic union of Godhead and manhood. feant that Godhead
and manhood took place dynamically because theseomy one individual
subject presiding over the both, the person ofsthri

Cyril proposed the concept of hypostatic union tnmarise his central
objections to Nestorius’ theories:

Rather do we claim that the Word in an unspeakable,
inconceivable manner united to himself hypostdiycatlesh
enlivened by a rational soul, and so became mamasdcalled son
of man, not by God's will alone or good pleasurer by the

°L St. Luke, vol. 1, serm. 1,i cf. Scholia, 200tRR. OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. L\ In Sanctum
Symbolum,PG 77, 304A.Epist. XXXI (XXIX) ad Maximianum Constantinopolitem
Episcopum,PG 77, 152AB.Epist. XL (XXXV) ad Acacium Melitinae Episcopu?® 77,
200A. Epist. XLVI (XXXIX) ad Succensum epistol®#G 77, 232A,CEpist. L (XLIV) ad
Valerianum Iconiensem Episcopum. De Verbis Incéonatexegesi2G 77, 260C.

2 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. |1 ad Nestoriun?G 77, 48B. Hebr. 2: 9.
%3 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. 11 ad NestoriunPG 77, 45C.
54 H

Ibid.
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assumption of a person alone. Rather did two diffenatures come

together to form a unity, and from both arose ohedt, one Son. It

was not as though the distinctness of the natuees destroyed by

the union, but divinity and humanity together mamfect for us

one Lord and one Christ, together marvellously amgsteriously

combining to form a unity. So he who existed and Wwagotten of

the Father before all ages is also said to haven bmgyotten

according to the flesh of a woman ... If, howewsg reject the

hypostatic union as being either impossible oruatvely for the

Word, we fall into the fallacy of speaking of twors. We shall

have to distinguish and speak both of the man asured with the

title of son, and of the Word of God as by natuossgssing the

name and reality of sonship, each in his own wag. dMght not,

therefore, to split into two sottshe one Lord Jesus Chrit.

In the second letter of Nestorius to Cyfilthe bishop of Constantinople

remained stable in his dogmatic teaching. He didmswer to “the insults”

* In this point, Cyril rejected Diodorus of Tarsugaching about the two Sons. Diodore
claimed that the divinity must be compromised & iWord and the flesh formed a substantial
(or hypostatic) unity analogous to that formed logypand (rational) soul in the man. In his
reaction, his own theory led him into holding théire divine and the human) apart and thus
he was led to distinguish the Son of God and the &oDavid. He said that the Holy
Scriptures draws a sharp line of demarcations hmtwie activities of the two Sons.
Otherwise, why should those who blaspheme agalestSon of Man receive forgiveness
while those who blaspheme against the Spirit (tlody Fbpirit) do not? Diodore of Tarsus
argued that the Son of God is not the son of Daviere are two sons. He depended on the
teaching of Jesus Christ when He salind anyone who speaks a word against the Son of
Man, it will be forgiven him; but to him who blagphes against the Holy Spirit, it will not be
forgiven” (Lk 12: 10. Diodore said that blasphemy against the Son of lglait considered
blasphemy against the Son of God because Jesuthatlllasphemy against the Son of Man
will be forgiven, and blasphemy against the HolyriSill not. The Holy Spirit is God; the
Lord Jesus Christ explained that blasphemy agé#iesHoly Spirit is not forgiven because it
is blasphemy against God. Since Jesus is not Gashhemy against the son of man receives
forgiveness. Through this trick, and cunning intetation, he sub-graded, or subordinated the
Son of God to the son of man. He said that the laaxelationship together, or that they are
linked to each other by some type of conjoiningnolwelling. Blasphemy against the son of
man is not against the Son of God. This distincbetween the two sons is the core of the
teaching of Diodore of Tarsus. See Vlassia®Es, Ecclesiastical Historyl, Athens, 1992,

p. 591-592. B. §&FANIDIS, Ecclesiastical History(1995), p. 194,195. A.HEODOROY The
Christological terminology and the teaching of Cyof Alexandria and of Theodoret of
Cyrus,Athens, 1955, p. 15-17.

® CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. 11 ad NestoriumPG 77, 48B. See also:YEIL OF
ALEXANDRIA, Epist. Ill ad Nestorium “Rather we deprecate the term of ‘conjunction’
(synapheiqas not having sufficiently signified the onendé3st we do not call the Word of
God the Father, the God nor the Lord of Christ, \&s openly cut in two the one Christ, the
Son and Lord, and fall under the charge of blasphamaking him the God and Lord of
himself. For the Word of God, as we have said diyewwas made hypostatically one in flesh,
yet he is God of all and he rules all.”

S"pPG 77, 49-57.

De Medio Aev@ (2012 /2) ISSN-e 2255-5889 | 140



Eirini ARTEMI, The rejection of the termheotoko$y Nestorius of Constantinople
and the refutation of his teaching by Cyril of Adexdria

against him contained in Cyril's second lefféHe believed that they would be
cured by his patience and by the answer which ewsatlld offer in the course
of time™ It is obvious that he referred to the audacitytid Patriarch of
Alexandria to challenge the reverence and apprmess of Nestorius’
teaching. He answered to Cyril's accusations oétieteaching, arguing that
everything was said, based on the previous pattistdition of the Church. He
insisted that Cyril had realised the words of b&ching and of the Fathers in a
superficial way. Nestorius urged: “By reading iswperficial way the tradition
of those holy men (you were guilty of a pardonabterance), you concluded
that they said that the Word who is coeternal g Father was passibl&”
He asked Cyril to look more closely at their langeiaand he would find out
that divine choir of fathers never said that thexstudstantial godhead was
capable of suffering, or that the whole being thas coeternal with the Father
was recently born, or that it rose again, seeimg ithhad itself been the cause
of resurrection of the destroyed templeNestorius underlined that Cyril's
belief was that the coeternal Word to God-Fathes \wassible. This was
impossible and he used the passage from Pauks tetPhilippians: “Have this
mind among yourselves, which is yours in Chrisudesho though he was in
the form of God, did not count equality with Godhang to be grasped, and so
on until, he became obedient unto death, even dsath cross® to explain
that in Christ, in one person there were both thpaissible and the passible
natures, in order that Christ might be called withompropriety both
impassible and passible, impassible in godheadilgasin the nature of his
body®® The “conjunction of the two natures of Christ ineoperson™ was a
superficial union and not a hypostatic, a real Bne.

The term conjunctionsynaphei had been used by the holy Fatfigend
by Cyril himself, but now its meaning was hereWée must not forget that the
term conjunction wasechnicus terminu$or Antiochians who supported the
two natures of Christ. If the union had the samamrey with the conjunction,

8 NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist.Il ad Cyrillum,PG 77, 49B.
**bid., PG 77, 49C.

% bid., PG 77, 49CD.

®Ibid., PG 77, 49D.

®2|bid., PG 77, 5B. Filip. 2: 5-8.

83 NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist. Il ad CyrillumPG 77, 52C.
% |bid.

% “In Nestorius eyes was important that the impabisilof the God should be preserved, and
that the man for his part should retain his spagitgrand freedom of action. Hence, though
speaking on occasion ofumion ¢vwoig), the term he preferred wasnjunction gvvagera),
which seemed to avoid all suspicion of a confusiomixing of the natures.” (J. N.H(LY,
Early Christian Doctrines(1968), p. 314.

% JoHN CHRYSOSTOM Homiliae super JohannenX|l, PG 59, 80BC. ®REGORY OFNYSSA,
Contra Apollinarium,PG 45, 1156A. GEGORY OFNYSsA, Contra Eunomiumy, PG 45,
705C. ATHANASIUS OFALEXANDRIA, Contradrianos Il, 70, PG 26, 296B.
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then there would be twarosopaof Christ. This was quite wrong. In the earlier
patristic tradition, the term conjunction was getigr used to explain the
perception of human nature by the Only-begotten dMair God during the
incarnation. It meant the true union of two natuaher than welding theff.

In Nestorius’ letter it meant the not real, natualon of the two natures of
Christ, so Cyril wrote:

One therefore is Christ both Son and Lord, notfas man had
attained only such a conjunction with God as cassis a unity of
dignity alone or of authority. For it is not equglof honour which
unites natures; for then Peter and John, who weegjwal honour
with each other, being both Apostles and holy gies [would have
been one, and], yet the two are not one. Neitheweaunderstand
the manner of conjunction to be apposition, fos thbes not suffice
for natural onenesstfoc évworv povowknv). Nor yet according to
relative participation, as we are also joined te ttord, as it is
written 'we are one Spirit in him Rather we deprecate the term of
“conjunction” (synapheiq as not having sufficiently signified the
onenes§?

Nestorius insisted that each nature had its pvasopon In order to avoid
consuming that if the Son had two natures, he wbalge twoprosopatoo, he
referred to the conjunction of the natures on cemsqn, Christ? “...division of
natures into manhood and godhead and their comumat one person”. He
spoke with ironic way about the Word’s second gatien from Virgin Mary’®
He disallowed the birth of Word as a human, becéessupported Mary gave
birth Christ not God. He said: “Holy scripture, weeer it recalls the Lord's
economy, speaks of the birth and suffering not e godhead but of the
humanity of Christ.*

The conjunction of Christ’'s natures had as consecgi¢he rejection of the
title Theotokosfor the Virgin Mary: “...the holy virgin is morecaurately
termed mother of ChrisChristotoko$ than mother of GodTheotoks).”” He
cited biblical passages which were misinterpresed, were presented to make
a reference only to Christs human nat(tede wrote that Holy Gospels

f” Eirini ARTEMI, “The mystery of the incarnation into dialogues @fril of Alexandria:
Quod unus sit Christugnd ‘De incarnation unigeniti’.Ecclesiastic Farosp5 (2004), p.
237.

® CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. 177 ad NestoriumPG 77, 112BC.

%9 NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist.Il ad Cyrillum,PG 77, 52C.
0 bid.

™ bid.

21bid., PG 77, 53B.

3 |bid., PG 77, 53BCD. Math. 1: 16,18, 20. Math. 2:13.2t4. Act. 1:14. Rom. 8:3. | Cor.
15: 3. | Pet. 4: 1. Lk. 22: 19.
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proclaimed only Christ and not God, son of Davish sf Abrahani* The Son
of God was sent by his Father “in the likenessinfus flesh”.”® By this phrase
he explained that the Son of God had never becarfeq human, but he was
only perfect God. Thus, he proved tl@trist wasa man, in whom the Word of
God dwelt. Consequently if something different veéamed, it would be “a
mark of those whose minds were led astray by Gtbelking or were sick
with the lunacy® of Apollinarius and Arius or the other heresiesrather
something more serious than the§e.”

The bishop of Constantinople was so confident & tlghtness of his
teaching, so he urged Cyril to reconsider his éissefor Christ. Closing his
letter he pointed out: “If anyone is disposed tacbetentious, Paul will cry out
through us to such a one, ‘we recognize no othacte, neither do the
churches of God' "

4. The Virgin Mary is Theotokos and not Christotokos.

Nestorius’ fear of confusing the two natures of i€thled him to be very
reluctant to call Mary asheotokosHe believed that Mary was a human being
and God cannot be born of a human béh@yril denied the rejection of the
term Theotokosfor the Virgin Mary and its replacement with theords
Christotokosor Anthropotokos Mary bore in a fleshly manner the Only-
begotten Word of God made flesh (body and soulLthgoswas united with
human nature hypostatically, and with his humaruneaihis flesh) is one
Christ, Emmanuel, the same God and man. The dgatice of the term
Theotokosand its supersession only wi@hristotokoscreated problems with
the salvation of human race. If Mary bore only hanthrist, in an indirect
way there was a denial that Christ was God®tdn.this point Christ would be
one more of the saint people of Israel. From thadten of view the incarnation
became an illusion and the redemption of the hunma@e was undermined,
since Christ’s sufferings were not those of the &V@od incarnate but of one
who was a mere madhIn the incarnation of the Son of God the most intguat
role belonged t@ heotokos

Cyril used the ternTheotokodor the Virgin Mary as the Great Athanasius,
predecessor to the throne of Alexandria had donfrdze “Our father

" NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist.Il ad Cyrillum,PG 77, 53B. Math. 1:1.
> NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist.Il ad Cyrillum,PG 77, 53C.

® The use of this term makes obvious the Nestotias’ed of Apollinarius and his teaching
and the fear of Nestorius of any potential resucgesf Apollinarianism.

" NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist.Il ad Cyrillum,PG 77, 56A.
®Ibid., PG 77, 5A. | Cor. 11: 16.

"9 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. | ad NestoriunPG 77, 41C.

8 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Quod unus sit Christu®G 75, 1273A.

81 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. ad Succensum Episcoputg 77, 236A-C.
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Athanasius of the church of Alexandria... callece tNirgin Mary as
Theotokog®

A common man was not first born of the holy Virgand then
the Word came down and entered into him, but theruibeing
made in the womb itself, he is said to endure th lafter the flesh,
ascribing to himself the birth of his own fleth.

Because the two natures being brought togethertineaunion, there is of
both one Christ and one Son; for the differencthefnatures is not taken away
by the union, but rather the divinity and the humyamake perfect for us the
one Lord Jesus Christ by their ineffable and inegpible uniori?

By this presupposition, the terftheotoko® declared the hypostatic union
of the godhead and the manhood in one person, J&sust. Of course he
claimed that the Virgin Mary should be call€thristotokosonly if this term
was related toTheotokos(Christotokosand Theotokosat the same time).
Cyril's letter to the Monks of Egypt emphasized thaty of Christ as divine
and human as justification faheotoko$®

Cyril rejected Nestorius’ accusation of not undemging the real meaning
of the Incarnation according to the patristic téagfi’ He stressed him that the
Only begotten Word of God, was incarnate and maaie’h

That was, taking flesh of the holy Virgin, and hayimade it his
own from the womb, he subjected himself to birthdse, and came
forth man from a woman, without casting off thatiethhe was; but
although he assumed flesh and blood, he remained td was,
God in essence and in truth.

He was a perfect man with bodsa¢X) and soul joug and was born by the
Virgin Mary. So it was obvious that the holy Virdgihary didn’t give birth of a

82 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. ad Monachos AegypRG 77, 13BC. Prbl. AHANASIUS OF
ALEXANDRIA, Contra Arianos Ill,PG 77, 349C, 385AB. BHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA,
Dialogus de Holy Trinityy, PG 28, 1272B.

8 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist./l ad NestoriumPG 77, 45C.
84 |1
Ibid.

8 From the time of Gregory of Nazianzus at leasthiiseops of the capital seem generally to
have accepted theheotokoswithout any doubt. The fleotokoswvas a powerfully evocative
term which belonged to the “language of devotidd'F. BETHUNE-BAKER, Nestorius and his
TeachingCambridge, 1908, p. 56-59).

8 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist. ad Monachos AegypRG 77, 20D.
8 NESTORIUS OFCONSTANTINOPLE, Epist.Il ad Cyrillum,PG 77, 49B-57B.
8 CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist.JIl ad NestoriumPG 77, 109C.
89 i
Ibid.

De Medio Aev@ (2012 /2) ISSN-e 2255-5889 | 144



Eirini ARTEMI, The rejection of the termheotoko$y Nestorius of Constantinople
and the refutation of his teaching by Cyril of Adexdria

common man in whom the Word of God dw&ltest Christ be thought of as a
God-bearing man; for all of this the holy Virginaahd be called’heotokos

At last, when Cyril had managed to refute Nestorieaching through his
letters and theological works, he underlined thathrist his two natures were
united hypostatically. And since the holy Virginobght forth corporally God
made one with flesh according to for this reasan Wirgin Mary should be
called Theotokos not as if the nature of the Word had the begigroh its
existence from the flesh. Cyril required Nestoimsccept the 12 Anathemas,
proposed by Cyril and accepted by the Council didsps. The first of them
was: “If anyone does not confess that Emmanuelog i@ truth, and therefore
that the holy virgin iS heotokogfor she bore in a fleshly way the Word of God
become flesh, let him be anathenfa.The fact that Cyril put as the first
anathemahe acceptance of the titlheotokosit showed clearly that the term
Theotokosvas very significant on the teaching@iiristology The rejection of
the term put on a danger the teaching or the hggiostatural union of the two
natures in Christ. If there was not a hypostatiomnirof the Godhead and the
manhood in Christ, the redemption of the human rfagen the shackles of
death and sin would be impossible. Also the mardcoat come near to God
again.

For every ChristianTheotokodVary is not only the mother of God but his
mother too. For this reason Christians beg her tiéns into their eyes to help
them:

O all-praised Mother Who didst bear the Word, rsilief all the
saints, accept now our offering, and deliver usnfrall misfortune,
and rescue from the torment to come those thattaryrhee:
Alleluia! Alleluia! Alleluia! %

Finishing this small essay, we will chant:

More honourable than the Cherubim, and more glsrioeyond
compare than the Seraphim, without corruption Thaue birth to
God the Word: Tru&heotokoswe magnify The®.

5. Conclusions

Through his letters Cyril explained to Nestoriushywthe Virgin Mary
should be calledrheotokos He stressed that if Nestorius refuted the title
Theotokodor the Mother of God, it would be clear that Ghnvas not God
enfleshed Theos sesarkomeno<hrist would be only a divine person and no

% CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA, Epist./Il ad NestoriumPG 77, 112A.
*!Ipbid., PG 77, 120C.

92 Akathist Hymn to the holy VirgitKontakion 13.

% |bid, Kontakion 8.
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the incarnate God. Cyril declared that Christ wiaenge God and Man, and the
union was real and concrete event, or we mightaaybstantive reality” not a
cosmetic exercis¥. Nestorius’ heretic teaching put in a great danter
salvation of human race. The teflfheotokoshad been used by Athanasius the
Great and Gregory of Nazianzus. The acceptan&@hostotokodor the Virgin
Mary should be in use only if it had related to them Theotokos Nestorius
denial of the propriety of the title[heotokos for such a refutation, with its
inherent denunciation of the communication of idgmegated, for him, an
authentic understanding of the Incarnation and hso dfficacy of Christ's
salvific work® Mary gave birth Emmanuel (God and man), for te&son she
deserves the titl€heotokos

3. A. MCGUCKIN, St Cyril of Alexandria, the Christological Controsg (1994), p. 212. In
the Third Letter to Nestorius, Cyril talked of thgpostatic union as a “natural union”, by
which he meant a radically concrete union “sucthassoul of man has with its own body”.

% Thomas G. WINANDY, Daniel A. KEATING, The theology of saint Cyril of Alexandria,
London, 2003, p. 31.
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