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ABSTRACT

THE POSSIBLE INFLUENCE OF ARIANISM ON NESTORIUS
AND
NESTORIAN TEACHINGS

Kaya, Murat
M.A., Department of History
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Richard Dietrich

August 2020, 116 pages

The controversy of Arius was one of the clearest and significant examples of the
discussions regarding the divinity and humanity of Christ. These topics were
discussed during the council of Nicaea in 325 which was also accepted as the first
ecumenical council in the history of Christianity. As a result of this council, Arius
was declared a heretic. However, many Arians who had been already declared as a
heretic could continue to practice their Arian teachings throughout Byzantine
territories. In the 5™ century, the discussions related to the nature of Christ, and the
concept of Logos has continued and these discussions that emerged during the Arian
controversy turned to an explosion by Nestorius and Cyril of Alexandria. It was
claimed that Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople always said in his speeches that
he has disagreed with Arians and Arian theology. Although Nestorius saw himself as
a defender of Christian faith against the heresies, however, the truth was different. In
other words, Nestorius who has been said to be strictly against Arians seemed to
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have practiced similar dogmas or teachings with Arians at certain points. During the
fifth century, Arians were the group of people whom the public has not liked and
during this century, being an Arian or having Arian title or belonging any Arian
groups was not a comfortable position for any person. Therefore, in society, there
were many people who could hide their Arian sides in case they might be charged
and excommunicated. | think that Nestorius was one of those who was successfully
able to hide his Arian sides as it is understood from sources. If Nestorius did not hide
his Arian sides, it is accurate that, he could not become the Patriarch of
Constantinople. Therefore this thesis, examines whether there were possible
influences of Arius and Arianism on Nestorius and his teachings by comparing them

with each other and by examining their interactions with each other.

Keywords: Nestorianism, Nestorian Controversy, Arius, Arianism, Antiochian and

Alexandrian Tradition.
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ARYANIZM’IN, NESTORYUS VE NESTORYAN OGRETILER UZERINDEKI
MUHTEMEL ETKILERI

Kaya, Murat
Yiiksek Lisans, Tarih Boliimii
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Richard Dietrich

Agustos 2020, 116 sayfa

Hz. Isa’nin ilahi ve beseri tabiatina iliskin tartismalarin en belirgin ve somut 6rnegi
Aryus’un dgretileri sonucu ortaya ¢ikmustir. iznik Konsili (325) neticesinde aykiri
gorlslert nedeniyle Aryus ve takipgileri sapkin olarak ilan edilmistir. Bu konsilin
sonucunda da aforoz edilen Aryus, silirgiine gonderilmis ve siirgiin yillarinda
Olmistiir. Ancak Aryus’un takipgileri mevcudiyetlerini siirdiirebilmisler ve 6zellikle
Bizans topraklarinda Aryus’un ogretilerini devam ettirmislerdir. Bu nedenle de
Konstantiniye Aryusgularin faaliyet gosterdikleri énemli bir merkez olmustur. Ote
yandan Aryus’un baslattig1 tartismalar, besinci ylizyilda Hristiyan diinyasinda bir
patlama haline gelmistir. Nestoryus, Hristiyan aleminin yiikselen merkezi olan
Konstantiniye sehrinde Patriklik mertebesine erigmistir. Nestoryus nutuklarinda her
daim Aryusculara ve Aryan 6gretilere kars1 oldugunu dile getirmistir. Her ne kadar
Nestoryus’un soylemleri bu egilimde olsa da hakikat farkliydi. Heretik Aryuscularin
karsisinda oldugunu beyan eden Nestoryus aslinda Aryus’un &gretilerine benzer bir

teoloji Ogretiyordu. Besinci yiizyillda, Aryuscgular istenmeyen insanlar olarak
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etiketlenmisti ve herhangi bir bireyin Aryus kimligini tasimasi ya da Aryusgu bir
gruba mensup olarak taninmasi kabul edilebilir bir durum degildi. Bu nedenle,
toplumda bircok Aryus takipgisi olmasmma ragmen, bu insanlar aforoz edilme
kaygisindan dolay1 Aryan kimliklerini saklamiglardir. Nitekim, altin1 ¢izmek gerekir
ki Nestoryus da Aryan yanlarii saklamig olan bir din adami1 olmustur. Eger o, Aryan
yanlarini1 saklamasaydi, Konstantiniye gibi Hristiyan diinyasinin yiikselen bir sehrine
Patrik olarak tayin edilemezdi. Iste bu calismada Nestoryus’un Ogretilerinin
sekillenmesinde Aryus’un muhtemel etkilerinin olabilecegi tartisildi. Ayrica bu
calismada karsilastirmali olarak Nestoryus’un Aryanizimle olan muhtemel etkilesimi
gbzler Oniine serilmis ve Nestoryus’un Ogretilerinde biiylik etkisi olan Arius ve
Aryanizm’in benimsenmesine imkan taniyan faktorler incelenip, Nestoryus’un neden
Aryanizm’inden etkilenmis olabilecegine yonelik donemin dini, siyasi ve sosyal

kosullarindan bahsedilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Nestoryanizm, Nestoryus Tartismasi, Aryus, Aryanizm,

Antakya ve Iskenderiye Okullari.
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CHAPTER 1

GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND HISTORIOGRAPHY AND SOURCES

1.1. Introduction

Christianity has witnessed several landmark controversies through its past. Until the
first quarter of the fourth century, the disputes within Christian society and
authorities did not result notable in any schism. However, Christianity found itself in
a series of controversies that later on resulted in Orthodoxy as we call it today. The
controversy that was caused by the theological interpretations of Arius and the
theology of Alexander of Alexandria triggered the other controversies. The main
reason for the Arian controversy was the theological conflict between Arius and
Alexander of Alexandria, both of whom tried to comment on the divine and human
nature of Christ in different ways. While Arius basically emphasizes the human
character and nature of Christ, the Alexandrian Bishop, Alexander, stressed the
divine character and deity of Christ. In fact, these were the not only the reflections of
Arius’s opinions or Alexander of Alexandria own views, but in fact these were the
outpouring of the mentality, theology, Christology and religious doctrine of the
Alexandrian and Antiochian Christian traditions which had a vital role in shaping,
educating, training, and organizing the Christian faith. In other words, with the Arian
controversy, Christian Church Fathers, bishops, priests and Christian believers
recognized that they were beginning to face religious and social disputes due to the
different interpretations of the sacred books by Alexandrians and Antiochenes.

Therefore, the Arian controversy involved a main issue of Christianity. Many
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bishops by the invitation, motivation and financial support of Constantine the Great,
met in the Nicaea in 325 to conclude the controversy between Arius and Alexander
of Alexandria. It was a vital council for Christian believers because it aimed at
ending the Arian controversy, and it was the first time that a council had been
attended by almost 300 bishops across all Christian world so it was accepted as the
First Ecumenic Council. However, it is doubtful whether the Council of Nicaea
produced an absolute, long term conclusion or not, but it is certain that the council of
Nicaea demonstrated that the disputes concerning the divine and human natures of

Christ had been raised.

The Arian controversy was a landmark in Christianity and the conflict between Arius
and Alexander was the trigger and motivation case for the Nestorian controversy in
the fifth century. In other words, the explosion of the fifth century took its legitimite

power from the controversy that had occurred one century earlier. *

The Nestorian controversy that emerged between Cyril of Alexandria and Nestorius
has some features in common with the Arian controversy. One visible similarity
between the Arian controversy and the Nestorian controversy is that the dispute was
the result of theological and Christological disagreements about Christ’s humanity
and deity, along with several disagreements about the concept of the Holy Spirit. In
addition to these similarities in context, both of the controversies were the reflection
of Alexandrian and Antiochian traditions. In the Arian controversy, Arius
represented the Antiochian tradition, however, Alexander of Alexandria, and later,
Athanasius who was the pupil of Alexander of Alexandria and a most strict opponent
of Arianism reflected the Alexandrian tradition. Likewise, in the fifth century, while
Nestorius was the defender of Antiochian Schools, Cyril of Alexandria was the

representative of the Alexandrian teachings.

It is known that many of the Christological disputes would lead to some other
disputes later and many of them would be an inspiration for following individuals or

groups. So it can be stated that Arius’ and Arian teachings have more impacts on

! Husbands, M. and Greenman, J. P. (2008). Ancient Faith for the Church's Future. Intervarsity Press.
p.78



Nestorius and Nestorian teachings. This does not mean that Nestorianism copied all
of Arius’s teaching or that Nestorianism is totally similar to Arianism. However, it
does mean that there are more similarities between Arianism and Nestorianism than
differences and this also means that Nestorius might be influenced by previous
theological and Christological controversies, especially by Arianism. These two
controversies that occurred in different centuries have been intensely examined by
scholars. However, most of the studies related to both controversies have been done
in just one manner. That is most of those studies examined either Arius and his
heresy or Nestorius and his dispute with Cyril. However, these controversies must be
examined in relation to each other. This thesis does so by not only focuses on the
direct similarities between them but also pays attention to their differences as
sometimes the interactions originated from the contrast effect. The main idea of this
study is to reveal the background of the Nestorian teachings, its interactions with

previous figures and that Arius’s influences on the emergence of Nestorianism.

Chapter Il demonstrates how the divine and the human natures of Christ, the image
of the Holy Spirit, and the concept of Logos have been recognized and thought about
by several significant bishops who influenced Arius and later, Nestorius. To
comprehend Nestorius and his teachings, and especially to understand the concept of
the singularity of one God and his authority, it is necessary to understand how
Arianism emerged and how various bishops inspired not only Arius but also
impressed Nestorius. | start with the Eboinites, a group that stressed the humanity of
Christ; Origen, Paul of Samosata, (Samosata is Samsat in Adiyaman today) who
became inspiring tutors for Arius. The Sabellianists who also highlighted the human
character of Christ, are mentioned in this chapter. The common character of all these
people, or groups was that they emphasized the humanity of Christ and as we see in
the fourth and fifth centuries, the Arian and Nestorian controversies emerged out of

the same types of debates related to the nature of Christ.

In addition to these figures or groups of people, this chapter explains the importance
of the Antiochian and Alexandrian teachings as the differences in Christological and
theological teachings of these centers are the main reason of most of the
controversies. To extend, the influences of the Antiochian and the Alexandrian
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traditions on the systematic theology of Christianity and the Christian faith were
undoubtedly high and these produced the most important elements to construct and
shape Christianity. Until the rise of the patriarchate of Constantinople, Antioch,
Alexandria, Jerusalem, Damascus, and Rome were the main centers of Christianity.
In particular, many church fathers and bishops were educated and trained in Antioch
and Alexandria. From the foundation of these two schools until the fourth century,
these centers formulated their own theology, and the resulting differences in
theological, Christological and doctrinal concepts led to increasingly bitter debates.
As a result, a schism between these two schools was unavoidable. In this chapter,
how and when the conflict between these traditional schools became clearest, and the
famous people that maintained and shaped their school are examined. Also, |
revealed the names of famous people that maintained and shaped their school. Some
of these would be followed later by Arius and Nestorius from the Antiochian side or
Cyril on the Alexandrian side. Starting by giving the information related to some
significant figures and discussions in pre-Arius periods and mentioning the
importance and the impacts of traditional Christian centers on these disputes, this
chapter concludes by providing more details about Arius and Arian teachings. The
last part of this chapter will examine how Arius thought, and why he was
anathematized, and excluded from society. Specifically, Arius’s opinions about the
divine and human natures of Christ, the Logos and the Holy Spirit will be discussed

to better comprehend Nestorian teachings and Arian influences on it.

Chapter 111 gives detailed information about Nestorius, his life, his theology and how
he interpreted the same concepts that Arius had previously examined so that they can
be easily compared. After discussing the nature of Christ, the concept of the Logos,
and the Holy Spirit, the terms Theotokos and Christokos and Nestorius’s stance over
these issues, this chapter gives detailed information about the Nestorius’s interaction
or connection with other teachings. The influences of the figures or groups in Eastern
provinces, and especially the impacts of the Antioch tradition on his theology are
discussed. His master was the Theodor of Mopsuestia who was an impressive figure
and the defender of the Antiochian tradition so the influences of Antiochian
teachings on Nestorius are undeniable. In addition to Theodor of Mopsuestia, the
other elements or methods inherited from Antiochian tradition were sophisticated. As
4



the previous chapter gives details on Arian theology and Christology, this part gives
genuine information about Nestorius’s opinions on the divine and the human nature
of Christ, the position and function of the Holy Spirit, the Virgin Mary and the
concept of the Trinity by referring to Arian influences. Moreover, this chapter
examines whether the opponents of Nestorius or Nestorian dogmas might have had
any impact as a contrast effect on Nestorius. In other words, it is important to
examine whether the opponents of Nestorius or the reactions to him might have been
motivating factors for Nestorius on forming his teachings. Especially one of his
opponents, named Cyril of Alexandria who was Patriarch of Alexandria, was said to
be too harsh in his speeches against Nestorius. So in the same chapter, Nestorius’ and
Cyril’s mutual accusations of heresy, including Cyril’s claim that Nestorius behaved
like the heretical Arians and other heretics, or speaking like the heretic Paul of
Samosata will be discussed. While doing so, the information about how the dispute
between Nestorius and Cyril of Alexandria began, as well as Cyril’s thesis against
Nestorius and his response will be given. Moreover, how Cyril and Nestorius
approached the concept and position of Mary in terms of the concepts Theotokos and

Christokos, will be examined.

The third chapter also gives information about the twelve anathemas of Cyril of
Alexandria against the Patriarch of Constantinople. In addition to their theological
disagreements, there were other reasons that Cyril wanted to overcome Nestorius.
For example, according to Cyril, for a city which was recognized as leading city of
the Christian world, Constantinople should have a patriarch who comes from the
Alexandrian tradition, but Nestorius came from the Antiochian tradition, resulting in
Cyril’s dissatisfaction with Nestorius and the start of his efforts to get rid of the new

Patriarch of Constantinople.

Chapter IV underlines the possible influences of Arianism on Nestorian Teachings. It
begins with compare and contrast methods and examined the similarities between
both heresies. It is not forgotten to mention about the differences between them. As
much as their similarities, their differences may indicate some interactions.
Moreover, this chapter tries to give an answer to the question related to how the

teachings of Arius transmitted to Nestorius. This issue is highly important to
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comprehend the possible methods, ways or reason that motivated Nestorius to adopt
Arian teachings. For example, the followers of Arius or any person who maintained
Arian dogmas after Arianism was rejected in the Council of Nicaea in 325,
undoubtedly are the focus of this part. At this point, the adoption of Arianism by the
leadership of Ulfila and then by other Gothic Kingdoms might be one of the
significant reasons that made Arianism alive more. For example, thanks to the Gothic
Kingdoms such as Visigoths, Ostrogoths, Vandals, Lombards, and the Burgindian
Kingdom, because they have spread the Arianism around the many parts of Europe,
and North Africa. The information mentioned in this chapter also shows how the
Roman emperors and men who were very close to emperors and the imperial palace,
contributed to the existence of Arius’s teachings. Therefore, the follower of Arius for
instance, Eusebius of Nicomedia who would be the leader of an Arian party later is
just one of the examples of those who defended Arius and his teachings. Moreover,
after indicating how Arian heritage might survive until the middle of the sixth
century and mentioning the methods and channels that enabled Arians to do so, this
chapter also speculates on why groups of people in quite large numbers preferred to
adopt a heresy. That made it necessary to mention the influences of imperial policies,
the behavior of the emperors, the social and religious backgrounds of those people,
as well as elements like the social, the cultural and the religious patterns that could

have formed the possible connections between Nestorius and Arian teachings.

In short, this thesis aims to examine what were the factors that enabled Nestorius to
form his teachings under the influences of Arianism, and what were the political,
social and religious conditions that also motivated Nestorius to be inspired by Arian
dogmas. It gives an answer of the significant questions like: How did Nestorius’
teachings emerge? Which teachings or groups of people he was influenced by? Why
did Arianism have more impact than other heretic groups and could there have been
several influences from the social, cultural and religious groups or environments on
his adoption of some Arian teachings? Was there any impact from the Antiochian
tradition since both Arius’s and Nestorius’s ideas were shaped there? The skeleton of

this study consists of these questions.



1.2. Historiography and Sources

Having difficulty in studying a case that requires an interdisciplinary work, | faced
many challenges. It would be an unsatisfactory work if the history books or articles
were checked only. Instead of using only books of historians, | also took advantage
of books written in different disciplines like the philosophy books that are essential
to comprehend some concepts like Logos, Holy Spirit in the philosophical way or
many books that were written by theologians were used very often. Instead of the
primary sources, the secondary sources written by also historians who study social

and ecclesiastical history were taken adventage in this thesis.

Both Arius and Nestorius penned their defense in Greek and their works were mostly
burnt. However, we know about the Arius’s Thalia which means festivity and
Nestorius Bazaar of Heracleides more. These works are so important as Thalia is
sermonic works of Arius and Bazaar of Heracleides can be regarded as the sermon
of Nestorius. Thanks to these works as scholars or teologians could have a detailed

information about the theologies and doctrines of these religious men.

Thanks to Robert C. Gregg and Dennis E. Groh due to the fact that they produced
excellent work of Arianism named Early Arianism: A View of Salvation by giving
references from Thalia. This book is regarded as a reference book for those who

interest in Arius and Arianism.

That is for that, maybe the most important and challenging thing for the process of
this study was that this study requires the comparative study thereby I have not only
detected some fundamental books of Arianism but also checked the reference books

of Nestorianism

Also thanks to Friedrich Loofs’s Nestoriana: Die Fragmentes of Nestorius and
Nestorius and His Place in the History of Christian Doctrine (1914) and Bethune
Baker who enabled the audience to read Bazaar of Heracleides in English at the
beginning of 20™ century.

Later G. R. Driver and Leonard Hodgson due to their study of Bazaar of Heracleides

(1925) and new translation of this source into English.
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Also as for the Gothic Kingdoms have played important role on spreading Arianism,
it would be an insufficient and narrow-minded study without Guido M. Berndt’ and
Roland Steinacher’s excellent book named Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian
Creed. (2004) This book offers great readings related to the adoption of the Arianism
by the Gothic and other Barbaric Kingdoms and then shows us how Arianism was
transmitted all around the Europe, Africa especially North Africa.

It was not sufficient to read only the old history books, however, to construct this
study, | had to contemporary texts, news, articles, and books. For example,
““Nestorius was Orthodox’’ (1962), excellent article of Milton V. Anastos, is one of
the essential article for sophisticating the ideas and the concepts of the Nestorius’

teachings.



CHAPTER 2

CHRISTOLOGICAL DISPUTES IN THE EASTERN PROVINCES:
ESPECIALLY ANTIOCHIAN TRADITION-CENTERED
CHRISTOLOGICAL DISPUTES

““ The discussion of the Arian heresy will open up a series of controversies on
others, such as the Nestorian, Eutychian or Monophysite, and Menothelite heresies,
all of which are intimately and essentially related to and dependent upon each
other’”.? John Alzog

2.1. Pre-Arius Period

In the fifth century, Christianity witnessed an explosion within itself which has been
recognized by scholars as a landmark in the history of Christianity - the
Christological, doctrinal, and theological conflict between Nestorius and Cyril of
Alexandria that later led to Orthodoxy. It was a theological war due to different
interpretations of the concepts of God, the Holy Spirit, and Christ. In particular, their
different and opposite approaches gave this controversy a Christological character
because Cyril of Alexandria and Nestorius discussed the nature of Christ and the

concepts of Theotokos and Christokos.

There was not only a conflict between religious men but also between two of the
most important centers of Christianity: the school of Alexandria and the school of
Antioch. In fact, the fifth-century controversy was a reflection of the dispute between
the Alexandrian and Antiochian traditions under the names of Nestorius and Cyril of
Alexandria. Undoubtedly, it is clear that both of these schools had a vital role in the

2 Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. p. 519
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development of Christianity because of the missionaries, systematic theological
education, interpretations of the Holy Scriptures, and explanations and descriptions
about doctrinal concepts that were developed in these schools, sometimes by Church
Fathers and sometimes by other leading figures like bishops, priests and presbyters.
However, the different characteristics of the Alexandrian and Antiochian teachings
led to many controversies starting at the end of first century. Moreover, almost each
century until the fifth century ‘‘explosion’” (Nestorian Controversy) there were also
some other controversies or discussions occurred between the two traditional
schools. At this point, it is emphasized that while many think that the fifth-century
controversy was a result of the actions of Nestorius who comes from Antiochian
traditions and Cyril of Alexandria who reflects the basis of the school of Alexandria.
In fact, the core of the controversy dates back to the Arian Controversy which
occurred one century earlier than the Nestorian controversy. In other words, the
Arian controversy was a landmark in the history of Christianity and in my view, it
helped crystallize the basics of what we call ‘‘orthodoxy’’ concerning the divine

persons by triggering many other controversies.

To begin, it is necessary to examine how Arianism emerged, which significant
figures influenced Arius, and what conditions led to the emergence of this heresy to
recognize its influences on Nestorius. Clarifying these issues is essential to
understanding the religious conditions of Nestorius’ age since Nestorius somehow
shared the same concepts, approaches, and interpretations as Arius. Therefore, | will
the mention the general conditions and influences that led to Arianism and the
significant figures who contributed to the development of Arius’s controversial ideas
about the nature of Christ, just as Nestorius would in the following century. Susan

Wessel implies that:

Though the Arians wished to assert the lowly status of Christ, consistent
with their subordinationist understanding of the Trinity based on
Origenism and middle-Platonism, Nestorius sought to preserve the
uniquely Antiochene notion of redemption that preserved Christ’s human
integrity fully intact while simultaneously safeguarding Christ’s divinity.
The arguments Nestorius presented for Christ’s actual increase in moral
stature were an unfortunate coincidence of language with that of the

10



Arians. His Christology could not have been further from Arian
concerns.’

One common characteristic of Arian and Nestorian Christology is that both of them
emphasized the human nature of Christ. Arius’ and later Nestorius’ emphasis on the
human nature of Christ reflects the influences of Origen, Paul of Samosata, Theodore
of Mopsuestia and other Christian groups that focused on the human side of Christ
such as the Ebionites, Monophysites, etc. No one can understand Arianism without
knowing the basics of the theology and Christology of Origen and Paul of Samosata
and no one cannot comprehend the importance of Monophysite perspective without
information about the Ebionites. All these influences affected one another
accumulatively so as | said before to understand how Arianism affected
Nestorianism, we must be aware of that how and under which conditions Arianism
emerged and making it essential to mention some patterns of thought, dating back to
the first century. Cumulatively they created a ‘‘heritage’’ of the concept of the one
absolute God or one monarch concept that ignores the divine nature of Christ as a
God. One of the most important early influences were groups in the first century

referred to as Ebionites of Jewish- origin Christians.

2.1.1. Ebionites and their Importance in the Concept of the One Ruling God

The Ebionites were one of the first groups of people to claim, as E. C. Bragg
explains, that Christ was not Eugene, a term which means well-born but purely
human until he was baptized and the Holy Spirit rested on him.* The origin of their
name, as Aloys Grillmeier implies, has still not been fully explained, but some
possible explanations related to them are that:

They were called Ebionites, (a) because of the poverty of their
intelligence; (b) because of the poverty of the law which they followed;
(c) because of the poverty of opinions that they had of Christ; (d) because
they were “poor in understanding, hope and deeds’.”

% Wessel, S. (2004). Cyril of Alexandria And Nestorian Controversy: Making of A Saint and of A
Heretic. Oxford University Press. p.132

*Bragg, C. Ervene. Systematic Theology Christology. n.d p.14.

*Grillmeier, Aloys. Christ in Christian Tradition. Atalanta: John Knox Press, 1975. p 76
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Another claim related to the origin of Ebionites argues that Ebionites were the group
of people who followed Ebion who was a historical figure. As Pseudo-Tertullian,
Early Christian author and author of Adversus Omnes Haereses, states that Ebion

was the successor of Cerinthus.®

It is known that the Ebionites played a significant role in Christian theology until the
end of the second century. They were Jewish-origin Christians so probably the
reason why they rejected Christ’s nature as God was due to the fact that they
practiced a strictly monotheistic religion, and accepted the commands of the Torah
even though they had become Christian in practice, and so for them, to believe in
Christ as God would damage the nature of the monotheistic religion. Therefore they

were said to be a radical and conservative group during their time.

In other words, Ebionites were the most radical and conservative group or society
who described themselves as real Christians and they always tried to avoid damaging
the absolute authority and singularity of God. According to Ebionites, when someone
states that Christ was begotten of God and shares the same substance with his Father,
all these meant that the authority of the one monarch/God would shrink. As Frank

Leslie Cross described Ebionites as:

The sect flourished esp. on the E. of the *Jordan and two of their
principal tenets were (1) a reduced doctrine of the Person of Christ, to
the effect, e.g., that Jesus was the human son of Joseph and Mary and that
the Holy Spirit in the form of a dove lighted on Him at His Baptism and,
(,) over-emphasis on the binding character of the Mosaic law.’

They reflected their Jewish roots, so as a result, for the Ebionites it was too hard to
assent to the divine nature or Deity of Jesus as this was completely against the Jewish
tradition and it would contradict the one absolute God concept.

Unfortunately, there are few sources and information about them, but it is also
known that the earliest sources that give information about the Ebionites date to the

middle of the second century. It is stated by Irenaeus, born between 120 and 140 and

® Klijn, A. F. And Reinik, G.J. Patristic Evidence for Jewish-Christian Sects. Leiden: E.J. Brill.1973. p
73.

" Cross, F L. The Oxford Dictionary Of Christian Church. Oxford: Oxford Univesity Press,1997.p.523
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who served as the Bishop of Lungdunum, that the Ebionites used the Gospel of
Matthew. Also in the fourth century, Eusebius was aware of the Ebionites and

claimed that they used the Gospel in respect of Judaistic tradition.

Additionally, another source of the information related to the Ebionites was saved by
Epiphanius who was the Bishop of Constantia in the last quarter of the fourth
century. He not only thinks that ‘‘the Ebionites receive the Gospel according to
Matthew and call it the Hebrew Gospel but he quotes passages from Gospel used by

Ebionites’’.2

In addition, Susan Ashbrook gives some details about them stressing the impact of
Jewish concepts and texts on their theology, including the acceptance of the authority
of the Hebrew scriptures, and reliance on Jewish theology, and she underlines the
adoptionist Christology that the Ebionites believed.® According to this adoptionist
perspective, Jesus was regarded only as a human being who has been ‘adopted’ by

God to be His Son, and rejects of the virginal conception of Jesus.'®

Ebionites believed that Christ is the elect of God and above all, the true prophet. ™
However, they did not accept the pre-existence of Christ. According to them when
the Holy Ghost descends upon Jesus and enters into him and the voice of the Father
declares him to be Son, and then Jesus, a human being, gains his divinity.*?

All of this information shows that there were people or groups that examined the
divinity and humanity of Christ even in the second century; Arius or Nestorius were

not the only men who concentrated on the human nature of Christ.

In addition to the Ebionites, in the second-century Christendom witnessed Origen

who influenced many bishops in the Christian world not only through during his life

8 Cross, F. L. The Oxford Dictionary Of Christian Church. Oxford: Oxford UnivesityPress,1997.p.523

Harvey, S. A. (2008). The Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Studies. Newyork: Oxford University
Press. p.74

% Harvey, S. A. (2008). The Oxford Handbook of Early Christian Studies. Newyork: Oxford
University Press. p.74

! Grillmeier, Aloys. Christ in Christian Tradition. Atalanta: John Knox Press, 1975. p.77
12 Grillmeier, Aloys. Christ in Christian Tradition. Atalanta: John Knox Press, 1975. p. 77
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but also in the following centuries. Robert Gregg, an expert scholar on Arianism,
highlights Origen’s approach to underline the divine and human nature of Christ and
the position of Christ, arguing that Christ was a mediator, designation of Word as
God’s image. Origen maintains that “the Father and Son possess a common nature
and of which the Father is the origin of all and which he communicates to the

Son 5513

In other words, Origen’s idea was that the Son was an emanation and created
by the Father. The Holy Spirit, in other words, the Word/Kelam/Logos (or we can

also say Wisdom) made him a saviour.

Before giving detailed information about the concept of the Logos in Origen, it is
essential to discuss Origen’s main teachings and his life because he was an
influential figure that underlined not only the human nature of Christ, but also took a
controversial approach to and interpretations of the concept of the Holy Spirit that

inspired his successors, specifically like Arius and Nestorius.

2.1.2. Origen and the Basis of His Teachings

Origen is one of the most remarkable men in history for his genius and learning, for
the influence he exerted on his age, and for the controversies and discussions to
which his opinions gave rise.** It is known that he was born to Christian parents in
the year 185 and grew up in Alexandria.® The common idea about his baptism is that
it had been performed when he was a child and he was purified according to the
Egyptian custom. He learned theology and studied the Bible; thanks to his Greek
studies he was able to use Greek literature and copied some manuscripts. His
intelligence, abilities, and curiosity enabled him to hold significant chairs. In the
early years of the third century, Origen was nominated by the bishop Demetrius, and

was promoted to head of the catechetical school of Alexandria.'® This position also

13 Gregg, Robert C., ve Dennis E. Groh. 1981. Early Arianism - A view of Salvation. Philadelphia:
Fortress Press. p. 110

14 Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church. Volume 1. Newyork: Grand Rapids, 1882. p.692
' 1bid, 692-693
165chaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church. Volume I1. Newyork: Grand Rapids, 1882. p. 693
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contributed to the expansion of his intellectual horizons. Philip Schaff describes the

significance of his new chair:

To fill this important office, he made himself acquainted with the various
heresies, especially the Gnostic, and with the Grecian philosophy; he was
not even ashamed to study under the heathen Ammonius Saccas, the
celebrated founder of Neo-Platonism. He learned also the Hebrew
language and made journeys to Rome (211), Arabia, Palestine (215), and
Greece. In Rome, he became slightly acquainted with Hippolytus, the
author of the Philosophumena, who was next to himself the most learned
man of his age."’

Origen would convert many eminent infidels and heretics and bring them into the
Catholic church. His reputation spread beyond Egypt; Julia Mammaea, Emperor
Alexander Severus’s mother, brought him to Antioch so that she could learn from
him the doctrines of Christianity and also an Arabian prince honored him with a visit

for the same purpose.®

Generally, he preferred to maintain an ascetic life because according to him the first
principle is to renounce earthly things which are not indispensably necessary.® It is
also known that, due to his ascetic life, he always refused the gifts given by his
pupils. Being an ascetic man, he seldom ate fish, never drank and dedicated most of
his night to prayer and study, and it is also noted that he tried to sleep on the bare

floor.?°

In the year of 228, he was ordained presbyter by two friendly bishops, Alexander of
Jerusalem and Theoctistus of Caesarea in Palestine who requested him to teach
publicly in their churches and to expound the Scriptures to their people.?

The rising fame of Origen triggered jealousy among both some heathens and
Christians like Demetrius of Alexandria who accused Origen of corrupting

Christianity, a charge that resulted in assembling two councils against him in 231 and

" 1bid, 693
¥ bid, 693
' Ibid, 694
%% |bid, 694
21 Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church. Volume 1. Newyork: Grand Rapids, 1882. p. 694
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232. The reasons for these charges were due to his false doctrine, his self-mutilation
and his violation of church laws.?* The result was that he was deposed from his

offices of presbyter and catechist and was excommunicated.

The number of Origen’s works has been estimated at about six thousand in number
but Philip Schaff explains that this number counts all his short tracts, homilies and
letters as separate volumes.”® His oral lectures are also included in this total.
Moreover, one of his contemporaries, Jerome, described the works of Origen saying

that ‘‘he wrote more than other men can read’’.**

Undoubtedly, even though he passed away in 254 in Tyre, his theology,
interpretations, and teachings remained at the core of Christianity and Origenist ideas

gave different forms and perspectives into the Christian world.

2.1.2.1. The Idealism of Origen

Perhaps Origen’s most significant characteristic was that he interested in philosophy
in addition to theology. Scholars came across Platonic idealism in his works because
as one of the greatest scholar of his ages, he was also a fan of Plato and had a
tendency to harmonize Christian doctrines with Greek philosophy by leaning to
idealism. Therefore, due to his tendency to harmonize Christianity with Greek
Philosophy he got a significant amount of criticism. In other words as Philip Schaff

states that:

...leaning to idealism, his predilection for Plato, and his noble effort to
reconcile Christianity with reason, and to commend it even to educated
heathens and Gnostics, led him into many grand and fascinating errors.”

The question which must be put at this point is that how Platonism affected Origen’s
theology and Christology. A. Edward Scienski says that Origen’s theology of the
Trinity has traditionally been considered subordinationist, as a result of his

% Ibid, p. 694
% Ibid, p.698
?* |bid, p.698
% Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church. Volume 11. Newyork: Grand Rapids, 1882.p. 698
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appropriation of Platonic philosophy and his substitution of Christian personalistic
theology for the impersonalistic system of Neoplatonism.?® Also, another explanation
of this was done by Sergius Bulgakov and he says that he provided reconciliation of
the reason and Christianity by replacing the Hypostasis of the Father with a
Neoplatonic God, the personality of the Son with Neoplatonic Reason and the
personality of the Logos was centered at place of World Soul *’

According to Origen in his passages, the Father alone is God while the Son and the
Holy Spirit are in the position of secondary and tertiary hypostases, and they gained
their divinity by participation or derivation. Therefore his tendency to idealism
caused an unavoidable dualism as Henry Chadwick also maintains that ‘‘as a
Platonic idealist, the whole thought of Origen is dominated by the conviction of the
inferiority of the material and visible as compared with the immaterial and invisible,

and consequently by the dualism involved in this outlook.”*?®

2.1.2.2. The Humanity of Christ in Origen’s Works

Origen has made himself unique from his contemporaries for not only due to his
attraction into Platonic idealism but also because of his efforts to interpret the nature
of Christ in different ways, speculating about the pre-existence of Christ and also
concentrating on his human nature. Origen underlines that the preexistence soul of
the Christ was superior than other souls and was so absolutely holy that he was
supposed to be a mediator between the divine and human body.?® Orgien in the assist
of Plato’s Timaeus formulated a solution for the preexistence of soul of Christ to him

Christ had a human soul which is a soul in solidarity with all souls. When his human

% Sjecienski, A. Edward. The Filioque-History of A Doctrinal Controversy. Newyork: Oxford
University Press, 2018. p. 34

%" Siecienski, A. Edward. The Filiogue-History of A Doctrinal Controversy. Newyork: Oxford
University Press, 2018. p. 34

%8 Chadwick, H., & Quilton, J. E. (2006). Alexandrian Christianity. Kentucky: Westminster John Knox
Press. p. 192

2% Chadwick, H., & Quilton, J. E. (2006). Alexandrian Christianity. Kentucky: Westminster John Knox
Press. p. 192
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soul united with the divine logos, he became dependent with the divine love. In other
words as Henry Chadwick penned:

But by being united to the divine Logos this soul adhered to the divine
love indefectibly and inseparably. To illustrate this union Origen used a
simile which Stoic philosophers had used to illustrate the union of soul
and body, saying that the union was like that of white-hot iron in the fire
which acquires the properties of fire.*®

In some passages, it is clear that Origen has always been aware of the human nature
of Christ and he emphasized how the human and the divine nature of the Savior were
integrated with each other. He gives the case of white-hot iron in the fire metaphor as
an example to describe this integration clearly. As it is known, fire in iron cannot be
seen but it makes iron hot so two elements were combined in a material, fire and hot
energy in iron or like the humanity and divinity of Christ in one body. Maybe the
most important point in the previous metaphor was that until Origen, the concept of
the human nature of the Son had not been asserted so strongly. While this emphasis
improved the Christian theology and Christology, it also led to occur unpleasant and
opposite reactions to Origen. According to him, Christ was an anima mediatrix®*
(intermediary soul/person) between the creator and all creatures and it is interesting
that this idea would later be adopted by Arius who was excommunicated as a heretic.
Aloys Grillmeier questions Origen’s new interpretation about the human nature of
Christ and he examines whether the Origen’s concept of Christ produces a new
picture of the place of Christ in the Alexandrian’s System.*” Therefore Grillmeier
wrote that Origen’s Christ should be regarded as a mediator of the mystical union of
the soul with hidden God and also should be seen as intermediary person between the
Church and God.*® At this point, Origen believed that the [divine] soul of the Christ,
Logos and the humanity of Savior are the means that served in this process to

intermediate.

% Chadwick, H. (2002). The Church in Ancient Society From Galilee to Gregory the Great .
NewYork: Oxford Press. p. 516

31 Grillmeier, Aloys. Christ in Christian Tradition. Atalanta: John Knox Press, 1975. p. 153
%2 Grillmeier, Aloys. Christ in Christian Tradition. Atalanta: John Knox Press, 1975. p. 162
*\bid, p. 141
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Logos, soul of Christ, the humanity of the Lord, are seen in the service of
that movement in which God goes out from himself and returns to
himself. The Platonic pattern of antitype-type shows the poles between
which this movement takes place and in addition helps to make clear the
tension there is between them. The whole drive is from symbol to reality
(truth). Despite the extent to which Origen's Christology incorporates the
traditional doctrine of Christ, his Godhead and manhood, and of body and
soul, it is completely moulded by his subjective interests and thought
patterns and hence by his mysticism.**

In Origen’s mind, the relation between the Christ who is already divine and Jesus
who is an earthly man is illuminated accurately and to extent as Aloys Grillmeier
states that Origen underlined the difference between the titles Christ and King. The
title king has its basis in the statue of the firstborn of all creation, that is his divine
nature.””*> Moreover, Grillmier goes further and maintains that Origen interpreted the

nature of Christ in a different way which would later be adopted by the Arians.*

About the pre-existence of Christ, Origen also argued a controversial position that
affected the following generation as well as his contemporaries. He claimed that
whereas the Father is eternal and has no beginning, the Son came into being by the
will of his Father and the Son has a distinct hypostasis so Christ differs from the
Father. Therefore being distinct from his Father as a result of his substance, to
Origen, Christ is not the same and equal with his Father. Henry Chadwick argues that
Origen disagreed with the idea that the Father and Son are merely names for the
same divine being; there is indeed one God, but the Father is the Father and not the

Son.*’

Moreover, Origen also opposed the ‘Monarchian’ answer, considering all persons in
Trinity are coexisting and consubstantially One, and he rejected Monarchian the idea
of that Father and Son are just different titles for describing one God as Chadwick
states that if Origen accepted the monarchian idea, Origen’s words or speeches

would be like below:

3 Ibid, p.141
% Ibid, p. 141
% Ibid, 144

" Chadwick, H. (2002). The Church in Ancient Society From Galilee to Gregory the Great .
NewYork: Oxford Press. p. 143
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If he then wanted to affirm monotheism, it seemed necessary to say that
the Son is divine but not as fully divine as the Father. That proposition
would bring a legacy of controversy in the following century.®

2.1.2.3. The Concept of the Logos in Origen’s Works

“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God. ’John 1:1

The Logos has been a fundamental concept and one of the bases of Christianity but it
has been debated by the Church Fathers in different ways and, undoubtedly, Origen’s
approach to this concept is still disputable since it has been a major point in theology
since from Origen’s time. Terminologically, Logos has been used with different
meanings throughout the history of Christianity but it has been commonly
familiarized or associated with the ‘“‘Second Person’’ in the Christian Trinity. It is

3

basically defined as ‘‘word” or ‘‘reason’” and refers to the Holy Spirit in
Christianity. However, throughout history, it was used by pagans or Jews, and Frank
Leslie Cross explains that Heraclitus (c.500 B.C) conceived of the Logos in a
pantheistic way as the universal reason governing and permeating the world; later
neo-Platonists took over the idea and popularized that.*® He also maintains that in
Hellenistic Judaism the concept of Logos as an independent hypostasis was further

developed, and Logos also came to be associated with the figure of Wisdom.*°

Moreover, Philo, a Jewish thinker who lived in BC 20- AD 50, was the most
important figure among the Hellenistic Jews of his age and fertile author.** Philo
tried to prove that the Torah and Greek Philosophy are identic to each other,
combining the Greek and biblical terms. He described Logos as the divine pattern

from which the material world is copied, the Divine power in the cosmos, the Divine

% Chadwick, H. (2002). The Church in Ancient Society From Galilee to Gregory the Great .
NewYork: Oxford Press. p. 143

% Cross, F. L. (1997). The Oxford Dictionary Of Christian Church. Oxford: Oxford Univesity Press. .
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purpose or agent in creation and an intermediary between God and man.* Also when
the New Testament is examined in detail, the prologue of the Gospel John (verses
such as *1:1 and *1:14) claims that Logos is described as eternal like Father so
scholars lived in patristic times accept Logos as God from eternity, the Creative

Word, who became incarnate in the man, Jesus of Nazareth the Christ.*

In addition to all these descriptions related to Logos, it is widely known that it gained
more speculative and complicated meanings, especially in Patristic times. Ignatius
and the Apologists saw it in a welcome means of making the Christian teaching
compatible with Hellenistic philosophy. As F.L. Cross penned in his book The
Oxford Dictionary of The Christian Church that Theophilus, following the Stoics
distinguished the Logos as being immanent in God before creation; Logos was
externalized as the instrument of creation.** He also goes further and informs us
about that Clement of Alexandria also made the Logos doctrine as a chief part of his
teaching. In the light of all these cases, it is clear that the concept of Logos was a

significant matter of study in the history of Christianity.

The preceding paragraphs should give some indication of how the concepts of Logos

developed and changed over time.

Perhaps the most influential figure who contributed to the description of Logos and
its characteristics was Origen, and he brought new approaches to the concept of

Logos that were alien to the Alexandrian tradition.

According to Origen first of all, without integrating with the Logos, Christ would not
become totally divine and he argues that having a human body, Christ’s mortal body
and human soul reached its magnificence or holiness not merely by communion with

the Logos but also by its genuine union and intermingling so that they were rendered

*John 1:1 says that in the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word wasod.

**John 1:14 also says that and the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us (and we beheld His
glory, the glory as of the only Begotten of the Father), full of grace and truth.

*2 Ibid, 992
“ 1bid, 992
* Ibid, 992
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divine.*® Moreover, as Henry Chadwick maintains Origen tried to solve the
Christological problem by absorbing the humanity of Christ wholly into the divine
Logos.46 Origen’s Logos was the image of God however the soul of Christ was
image of Logos.47 Grillmeier also uses Origen’s metaphor to define the position and

characteristics of Logos which says that:

It is worth noting that 'Logos' stands as a personal name for the
'bridegroom of the soul'...The soul is the bride of the Logos ... she takes
him to herself, him, the God-Logos who was in the beginning with God,
who of course does not always remain with her...but sometimes visits her,
sometimes leaves her so that she will long for him still more.*®

At this point Origen targets to emphasize that the Logos is not eternal in the same
way as the Father, coming into existence by the will of the Father. Grillmeier points
out that Origen indeed assumed that God is the creator from eternity, but because he
refused to accept that the real creation is eternal like God, the Logos had to become
from eternity the point of reference to which God's creative will and activity relate.*°

However, Philip Schaff criticizes Origen on the following points:

Among these are his extremely ascetic and almost docetistic conception
of corporeity, his denial of a material resurrection, his doctrine of the pre-
existence and the pre-temporal fall of souls (including the pre-existence
of the human soul of Christ), of eternal creation, of the extension of the
work of redemption to the inhabitants of the stars and to all rational
creatures, and of the final restoration of all men and fallen angels. Also in
regard to the dogma of the divinity of Christ, though he powerfully
supported it, and was the first to teach expressly the eternal generation of
the Son, yet he may be almost as justly considered a forerunner of the
Arian heteroousion, or at least of the Semi-Arian homoiousion, as of the
Athanasian homoousion.*

* Chadwick, H. The Church in Ancient Society From Galilee to Gregory the Great . New
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Therefore these views resulted in the final declaration of the denial of the Origenist
ideas was when the council of Constantinople in 543 was gathered and Origen’s

ideas were solemnly condemned as heretical.>*

However, even he had been condemned, it can be stated his opinions about the
human and divine nature of Christ and his position about the Holy Spirit were
criticized by his contemporaries but, were also either partly or totally adopted in
following centuries by other men like Arius and Nestorius making it necessary to

illuminate his teachings in detail.

2.2. Theodotus and Paul of Samosata and Their Influence on Arianism and

Nestorianism

Before discussing Paul of Samosata, it is essential to give summary information

about his master, Theodotus who had a severe influence on him.

Theodotus who was the pioneer of the concept of Dynamic Monarchism, a doctrine
arguing that Christ was a mere man and he gained his divine character by the will of the
Father, in 190s and had been said to be a leather merchant was able to had an
influence on many bishops like Paul of Samosata, Arius, and Eunomius who was the
most famous representative man of the idea and the concept of Dynamic
Monarchianism in the fourth century. In midst of the third century, one of his
followers named as Artemon maintained Theodotus's ideas by emphasizing on the
human characters of Christ. Then it is notable that Paul of Samosata would follow
Theodotus’s teachings and theology of Theodotus formed the basis of Paul’s
teachings. As Turhan Kagcar reveals on his article (2003) that Theodotus’s theology is
associated with the sole monarch and it implies Christ’s position as not an
incarnation of God in a human body but as a human who took his wisdom and power

from God, absolute monarch.>?

51 Schaff, Philip. History of the Christian Church. Volume 1. Newyork: Grand Rapids, (1882).p. 697
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Undoubtedly, besides Origen, another figure who had a significant influence on
Arian and Nestorian theology was Paul of Samosata. His original name was
Dionysius of Alexander and his master was Theodotus. Paul of Samosata was the
bishop of Antioch from 260 until he was forced out from his position and lived
almost five decades earlier than Arius. Paul of Samosata, during his time as bishop of
Antioch, confirmed or described Christ as a man who was a born of Mary.>® He
argued that the Logos has a status higher than Christ and also his interpretations
about the title theotokos (to be explained later) would be adopted by Nestorius in the
fifth century. Paul’s stand resulted in bishops gathering twice or three times to
discuss his ideas related to the humanity of Christ and the position of the Logos.
They came from Asia, Syria, and Palestine, and it is even said that Dionysius of
Alexandria was too old and ill to attend to this council, the Council of Antioch.
Moreover, according to Paul of Samosata, Christ is solely a human that Mary gave
birth to and he gained his divinity of when the Logos has appeared and they
intermingled. When he rejected the inherited divinity of the Son, it was considered a
scandal in the Alexandrian School, accelerating the antagonism between the

Alexandrian and the Antiochian Traditions. On his teaching, Paul says that:

The Logos was greater than Christ; for Christ became great
through wisdom. The Logos is from above; Jesus Christ is a man from
here. Mary... bore a man like us, but greater in all respects since he was
from the Holy Spirit. It would appear, then, that Jesus was a man inspired
by the wisdom or logos of God; and the logos of God is none other than
the one God, *solitary Monad.**

What is clear from this passage is that the thing or fact which makes the Son divine
was the Logos. Mary gave birth and indeed Jesus was an ordinary man like us but

Christ got his divine nature or characteristics that made him superior to all creatures

% Kagar T. (2003) Ebonitler'den Arius'a: Eskicag Dogu Hristivanlhiginda Isa Teolojisi Tartismalart.
AUIFD Cilt XLIV. Vol. 2. p. 202

> Mitchell, Margaret M, ve Frances M. Young . 2009. The Cambridge History Of Christianity.
Volume 1. Cambridge University Press. p.468

*Monad is a term that was used in many fields differently. However, in Christian perspective, monad
is first used by neo-Platonists to signify the One i.e undivisible unit of God. In the work of the
Christian Platonists such as Synesius God was described as Monad of Monad. The opposite of
Dyad**

** Dyad is basically understood as Duality.
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from the Logos of God. By excluding the divine nature and underlying the humanity
of Christ, Paul of Samosata was subjected to many challenges, criticisms and he was
accused of being Jewish by some of his contemporaries. In other words, some
scholars connect with his teachings that highlight a solitary monad i.e. unit, and

Judaism as J. W. Etheridge cites below:

According to him (Paul of Samosata), the Lord Jesus Christ was
illuminated by the divine wisdom, which was in him by habitation and
operation, but not by any kind of personal union. All the sentiments of
Paul of Samosata tended to Judaism; and, according to some of the
fathers, were inculcated with the purpose of flattering his great patroness,
gueen Zenobia, the wife of Odenat, prince of Palmyra, who was a
Jewess.”

It is probable that Paul had close interactions with Jews and it is also revealed that he
preferred to go under the title derived from his secular office, namely Ducenarius, the
chief of the collectors of taxes in the service of Queen Zenobia with a salary of 200
sesterces, rather than that of a bishop.”® The main point is that the Ebionites, people
who came from the Jewish tradition, or who lived and had contact with Jewish
subjects like Paul of Samosata, gave more interest and focus on the human character
of Christ. Therefore it is probable that due to his personal interest related to Judaistic
tradition which declares the authority of a sole monad, Paul preferred to focus and

teach more the humanity of Christ.

Moreover, we also notice that Paul of Samosata influenced many bishops because of
not only his ideas about the humanity of the Savior and the concept of the Logos, but
also his ideas regarding the denial of the term ‘‘theotokos’’. Later, Nestorius would

be one of the bishops that maintained views of Paul of Samosata on this issue.

The concept of theotokos might be the main issue that Paul studied, and so it should
be defined in detail. The term theotokos was appeared after the cult of veneration of
Mary spread. It is said that the veneration of the Mary, in the manner of a Virgin who
gives birth to God, might be seen in the Alexandria in the early years of third

century. Then this veneration resulted in the emergence of the term theotokos which

% Etheridge, J. W. (1866) The Syrian Churches With Their Liturgies and Literatures. Longman,
Brown, Green and Longsmans Press. p. 28

% Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. pp. 350-351
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means God-bearer, attributed Mary to refer that she gave birth God Jesus. However
it did not get universal acceptance easily and in 427 Nestorius, the patriarch of
Constantinople who regarded this veneration as a pagan tradition and lacking logical
tenability, rejected it. Instead he proposed the term of Christotokos (Christ-bearer) as

Mary gave birth to a man, Jesus.”’

According to him, it is not accurate to use title theotokos for Mary because theotokos
means God-Bearer. However, Mary did not give birth to God, but to Jesus who was
born as a mere human. As a result of this, Paul refused to use the title theotokos and
he called Christ “‘God firom the Virgin’*.>®

As a result of his controversial teaching at three synods held in Antioch between 264
and 269 Paul’s ideas were condemned and at the last of these synods was he deposed
from his position and excommunicated. His followers, who went under the names of

Paulianists and Samosatists, continued as a distinct sect down to the fourth century.*

2.3. Sabellianism

In addition to all, before moving on to the next chapter which is the main concern of
this study, and titled Nestorius’ Teachings and His References from the Past, it is
necessary to discuss Sabellianism, a movement which denied the distinction of
Persons in the Divine Nature.

The Sabellianist groups were not only important for their ideas stressing the absolute
unity and indivisibility of God, but also because it has appeared when the rudiments
of Arianism were being worked out, and subsequent rivalry between Sabellianists
and Arianists. John Henry Cardinal Newman describes the main concern of

Sabellianism as:

*" MacGuckin, and John Anthony. 2011. The Encyclopedia of Eastern Orthodox Christianity. Volume
I. Pondicherry: Wiley-Blackwell.

%8 Lardner, N. (1815)The works of Nathaniel Lardner. In Five Volumes. Volume I. Newyork. T.
Bensly Press. p 625.

% Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. pp. 350
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The Sabellian peculiar tenet is the objection to the distinction of Persons
in the Divine Nature; or the doctrine of the Monarchia, as it is called by
an assumption of exclusive orthodoxy, like that which has led to the term
Unitarianism at the present day.®

In other words, they taught that these three (the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit)
are one: ‘‘if the three testimonies are one and the same, then each of them has the
same Divinity, the same substance.””®! Having accepted this formula, they refused to

separate these three from each other.

The movement emerged about the middle of the third century and the pioneer of this
disturbance was Sabellius, who gave his name to the movement. It is said that he was
a bishop or presbyter in Pentapolis, a district of Cyrenaica, included within the

territory afterward called, and then virtually forming, the Alexandrian Patriarchate.®

The interaction of Sabellianists with Arianism is quite interesting because they
sometimes expressed the same points of focus, however sometimes they were said to
have been opposed to each other. For instance, Philip Schaff indicated that Arius

accused his enemy, Alexander of Alexandria for being Sabellianist as below:

Arius...pressed and overstated the Origenistic view of the subordination,
accused Alexander of Sabellianism, and taught that Christ, while he was
indeed the creator of the world, was himself a creature of God, therefore
not truly divine.”

In contrast, Aloys Grilmeier in his book Christ in Christian Tradition states that
Arianism and Sabellianism shared the same purposes that are to protect the authority

of the one absolute monarch as below:

For Arianism, Sabellianism, the supporters of the formulas of one
hypostasis and three hypostases all pursued the same goal: preserving the
strict unity of God.*

% Newman, J. H. (1890). The Arians Of Fourth Century. London: Longsman, Green and Comp. p.
117

81 Liguori, A. M. (185). History of Heresies and Their Refutations. Dublin: James Duffy. p. 422

%2 Newman, J. H. (1890). The Arians Of Fourth Century. London: Longsman, Green and Company. p.
118

83 Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. pp. 518-519

® Grillmeier, Aloys. Christ in Christian Tradition. Atalanta: John Knox Press, 1975. p. 277
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Moreover, the relations between Arian and Sabellian teaching is said to be that
Arianism, in particular, emerged as a counter-effect or reaction. In other words,
according to St. Thoma, Arius avoided the Sabellian heresy, however, his zeal
against to the teachings of the Sabellius resulted in the emergence of his heretic ideas

related to accepting the divisions of Persons in Trinity.®

The significant point to be mentioned in this section is that both the Alexandrian and
the Antiochian tradition were the primarily reason for the emergence of most of these
various, opposite teachings. In other words, Alexandria and Antioach had become
two important centers of Christianity since their foundation. They had a
determinative role and influence on those theologies and Christologies. In particular,
the impact of the Antiochian tradition is highly visible on Arian and Nestorian
teachings and similarly, the influence of the Alexandrian tradition is recognizable
clearly on Alexander of Alexandria and Athanasius who were opponents of Arius
and on Cyril of Alexandria. Therefore, it is necessary to cover their past and

functions.

2.4. A main cause of these disputes: the Alexandrian and Antioachian

Teachings

The classical Christian schools were the centers where pupils received their religious
education and gained their theological, Christological and doctrinal backgrounds.
Naturally, each school displayed different characteristics or taught their students
different methods or concepts on several points. When we consider the general
situation of third century Christianity, it was the age when heresies appeared and
there was a real threat to the unity of Christianity and the Empire. However it was
not only an age of emerging heresies and struggles against them, but it was also the

period when the conflict between religious schools appeared.

Up until the fourth century the significant religious schools and centers of
Christianity were Alexandria, Antioch, Rome, and Jerusalem. After the middle of the

®Worral P. (1956) St Thomas and Arianism. Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale, Vol. 23
Peters Publishers. p. 217
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fourth century, Constantinople began to take its own place in this list and would soon
be one of the main centers of Christianity. However, the schools of Alexandria and
Antioch in particular played a very significant role in shaping Christianity. These
schools educated many Christian pupils who would later enter the clergy, some of
whom would be among the Church Fathers. The problem was that students who were
educated in these schools naturally reflected what they had been taught, but disputes
between churchmen from these two schools over theological issues had the potential
to develop into a schism within Christianity. For example, according to John Alzog,
Arius’s dispute with his opponent, Athanasius, was also a reflection of the
controversy between two systems of thought i.e. the Antiochian tradition and the
Alexandrian tradition. According to him, while Arius represented the teachings of
Antioch, Athanasius reflected the ideology and theology of the tradition of

1.°6 The main reason for these controversies was the fact

Alexandrian Christian Schoo
that two schools interpreted the writings of Christianity and the words of the Christ
differently. In order to better understand the fourth-century controversy between
Arius and Alexander of Alexandria and his pupil Athanasius, and the fifth-century
dispute between the Cyril and Nestorius, it is necessary to examine the teachings of

the Alexandrian and Antiochian traditions.

Prior to the foundation and rise of the Constantinople, the most significant city of the
empire was located in the Egyptian port city of Alexandria. Its only potential rival
was Antioch, however, Antioch was located inland while Alexandria had an

excellent harbour.

2.4.1. Alexandrian Tradition and Its Impacts on Cyril’s Theology

Alexandria was a center of population and a major port, so it attracted many
Christian missionaries. In less than two hundred years, Alexandria became a center
of the Christian faith. The origin of this city’s religious significance was the tradition
that Mark the Evangelist had been sent by the disciple Peter to Alexandria as his

representative. Mark became the pioneer of the missionaries there and was accepted

% Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. pp. 563-564
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as the first Bishop of Alexandria.®” Saint Mark’s first followers were Anianus,
Abilius, and Cerdon. In addition to this legend related to Sts. Peter and Mark, there
was another important reason for Alexandria to take precedence over other
bishoprics or patriarchates, and that was that the first Christian catechetical school,
the Catechetical School of Alexandria was founded there. In the late second century
Pantaenus, introduced a number of innovations that contributed to Catechetical

School’s later fame as a center of Christian learning.

Two of the most remarkable theologians who were educated at this school were
Clement of Alexandria and Origen. Turhan Kagar point out that Origen was expelled
from Alexandria for political reasons.®® Origen, in particular, brought new
interpretations to the sacred writings by combining elements of Greek philosophy
with Christianity. As a result, his ideas and comments were accepted in certain
points, but due to some of his other interpretations, he was declared a heretic and his
name was put on the list of heretics for a long time. It was only after the Second
Council of Constantinople in 553, that his name was taken off this list. Having tried
to integrate Greek philosophy with Christianity, Clement of Alexandria and Origen
were rejected and strictly criticized by others. As in his papal Bull ‘‘Postquam
Intelleximus’’, Pope Benedict XIV, refused Clement the honors of a saint, due to a
suspected want of orthodoxy in their works.®® J. B. Bury also mentioned that the
controversies between the traditional school of Alexandria and Antioch began with
an attack made by an influential theologian, Theophilus of Alexandria, as a result of

Origen’s anthropomorphic approach that gives the Christ a human character.”

The Alexandrian tradition raised many Church Fathers and theologians who stressed
the divinity of Christ, among them Alexander of Alexandria, Athanasius, Basil the

Great, Bishop of Nyssa Gregory and Gregory Nazianzen the Theologian, Eusebius

¢” Fortescue, A. (1908). The Orthodox Eastern Church. London: Catholic true Society. p. 11

%8 Kagar T. (2003) Ebonitler'den Arius'a: Eski¢ag Dogu Hristiyanliginda isa Teolojisi Tartismalari.
AUIFD Cilt XLIV. Vol. 2. P. 199

* Ibid, 12
*Hypostatic union can be defined as the singularity in Personalities.
0 Bury, J. B. (1991). The History of Medieval History. Newyork: The Macmillian Company. p. 490
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the Bishop of Caesarea, St. Hillary, Augustine, Cyril of Alexandria and many others.
The common characteristic of all these churchmen was that almost all of them
insisted on the union of the two natures in Christ or *hypostatic union of two natures

in one person.

2.4.2. The Antiochian Tradition and Its Impacts on Arian Theology

In the same way that Alexandria was the leading city of Egypt, Antioch was the chief
city of Syria. Antioch was built by the Seleucid king, Seleucus Nicator in 301 B.C.
Even before the Roman control over this territory, Antioch was already a great and
famous city in Asia. Many Roman emperors, among them Trajan, Marcus Aurelius,
and Diocletian had lived in Antioch and they had many bathes, temples, and palaces
built.

Antioch was the place where Christians were first called Christians and it is said that
St. Peter was the Bishop of Antioch. During the Roman persecution of Christians,

many Christians from Antioch became martyrs.”

In a short time, Antioch was able to become the one of the vital centers of
Christianity and the Bishop of Antioch was the head of all bishops in Syria, as well
as the bishops in Cyprus, Cilicia, Mesopotamia, Arabia, and Phoenicia. It maintained
its significance until the Persian conquest of the city in the last quarter of the fourth
century. Although the Roman Empire lost its authority in those territories and the
Persians took the city, Christians continued to accept the authority of Bishop of

Antioch for a long time.

Similar to Alexandria, Antioch also had its own school of theology. However,
according to the Alexandrians, Antiochenes was suspected of unorthodoxy. In other
words, according to those educated in the Christian school of theology in Alexandria,

the Antiochian school of theology was doing a disservice to Christianity.

™ Fortescue, A. (1908). The Orthodox Eastern Church. London: Catholic true Society. p. 15
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In fact, the Antiochian tradition was defended by influential bishops like Paul of
Samosata, who was the Bishop of Antioch until he was excommunicated in 269,
Lucian of Antioch who was the master of Arius, Eusebius of Nicomedia, Eustatius of
Antioch, Diodore of Tarsus, Theodor of Mopsuestia who was regarded as the father
of Nestorianism, Theodor of Cyrus, and St. John Chrysostom. However, keeping the
enmity between the Alexandrian and Antiochian traditons in mind, it should not
come as a surprise then that Arius and Nestorius, who would be declared heretics,

were also pupils of the same tradition.

2.4.3. The Rivalry between These the Two Sees

The bitter rivalry between the schools of Alexandria and Antioch had a long history.
These two theological schools each maintained its own respective theological and
Christological system, and mainly they argued different proposals or claims related
to these topics. Despite the different positions they maintained, they were not at war
with each other until the Origenist controversy when the differences became acute.’

James Franklin Baker describes these two schools as follows:

“‘the muystical tendency prevailed at Alexandria the historical and
practical at Antioch; and these distinct tendencies shewed themselves in
different methods of study and different ways of expounding Scripture
and presenting doctrine.””"

To extend, as Philip Schaff explains in detail that:

The Alexandrian school of theology, with its characteristic speculative
and mystic turn, favored a connection of the divine and human in the act
of the incarnation so close, that it was in danger of losing the human in
the divine, or at least of mixing it with the divine; while, conversely, the
Antiochian school or Syrian school, in which the sober intellect and
reflection prevailed, inclined to the opposite extreme of an abstract
separation of the two natures. In both cases the mystery of the
incarnation, the veritable and permanent union of the divine and human
in the one person of Christ, which is essential to the idea of a Redeemer

2 Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. p. 566
" BAKER, J. F. (1908). Nestorius and His Teaching- A Fresh Examination of The Evidence.
Cambrige: University Press. p. 9
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and Mediator, is more or less weakened or altered. In the former case the
incarnation becomes a transmutation or mixture of the divine and human;
in the latter, a mere indwelling of Logos in the man, or a moral union of
the two natures or rather of the two persons.”

As understood from the text above, the Alexandrian schools taught a more mystic,
sophistic and philosophic theology than the Antiochenes who practiced and favored
the use of allegoric interpretations of Scripture. However, it is clear that the

Antiochian schools generally stressed sober, literal teachings.

The mystic nature of the Alexandrian tradition is not surprising because the
integration of Christianity with Greek philosophy gave it a more sophistic character.
However, in the Antiochian School, the interpretation of Christianity was more strict
and maintained some characteristics inherited from the Judaistic tradition. For
example, Antiochian theology strictly upheld the tenet of the unity of God so they
interpreted the concepts of Logos, the divine nature of Christ, the human nature of
Christ, and theotokos differently from Alexandria.

The Antiochenes argued that ‘‘Mary bore the Christ, not the Logos and the Logos
has an omnipresent character. However he was incarnated in Jesus and after this

incarnation, Christ became a divine person”’

and so they rejected the concept of
theotokos. Alexandrians took an opposite stance to this view. However, Alexandrian
theology underlined that Mary bore God, she was the mother of God and so she must
be called theotokos (God-Bearer). Also, while Alexandrians claimed that Christ had
always existed as God with his Father even before Mary bore him, the Antiochians
believed that Christ lived life as a man among men after a certain time.”® Moreover,
another difference between these schools was that the Alexandrians stressed that
Christ shared the same substance with the Father whereas Antiochenes taught that

Christ did not come from the same, but from a similar substance to the Father.

™ Schaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume III: Nicene and Post- Nicene
Christianity A.D 311-600. New York: Grand Rapids. pp. 612-613

> Schaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume Ill: Nicene and Post- Nicene
Christianity A.D 311-600. New York: Grand Rapids. p. 622

® BAKER, J. F. (1908). Nestorius and His Teaching- A Fresh Examination of The Evidence.
Cambrige: University Press. p. 3
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These are the main differences in interpretation on some of the significant topics
between Alexandria and Antioch. In the light of this, it is more understandable how
and why the controversy between Arius and Alexander of Alexandria and the dispute
between Nestorius and Cyril emerged. At this point, it is clear that while Alexander
of Alexandria and Cyril were representatives of the theology of the Alexandrian
tradition, it is clear that Arius and Nestorius reflected the perspectives of the
Antiochian Schools. Therefore, as previously mentioned, the controversy between
Arius and Alexander of Alexandria must also be understood as a controversy
between the two traditions of Christianity, and the dispute between Nestorius and
Cyril of Alexandria should also be understood as a dispute between the two Sees. In
other words, the dispute between Arius and Alexander of Alexandria and Nestorius
and Cyril are a result of the differences between the Alexandrian and Antiochian

teachings.

Furthermore, since Nestorius and Cyril were two representatives of the great
theology schools, the dispute between Cyril and Nestorius was a landmark
controversy in the Christian schools in late antiquity. The conflict between these two
schools not only damaged their own systems and reputations, but also led to the rise
of the See of Constantinople. In other words, the clash between the Patriarchate of
Antioch and the Patriarchate of Alexandria was a great opportunity for
Constantinople. Due to the lack of authority or the inadequacy of existing authority
within Christianity, the Patriarchate of Constantinople was able to assert its authority
within a short time. Having come from the Antiochian Tradition, Nestorius also
reflected this theology and Christology in Constantinople. But Cyril, being an
Alexandrian Bishop, maintained his opposition to Nestorius and accused him of
behaving and speaking like a heretic in Constantinople. O. Bardenhewer explains
why, as an Antiochian, Nestorius opposed Cyril, claiming that Nestorius was himself
intensively imbued with the Christological and theological perspectives of

Antiochian tradition. Additionally, Nestorius believed that the *Apollinarists

heresy’” lurked in the teachings of Cyril of Alexandria.”® This means that while Cyril

*Apollinarism was proclaimed by Apollinarius the bishop of Laodicea. He rejected the existence of
the rational human soul and he was regarded as a vigorous advocate of orthodoxy against the Arians.
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accused Nestorius of being a heretic due to the similarity of his speeches with the
teachings of Paul of Samosata and Arius, Nestorius accused Cyril of causing the
emergence of the Apollinarist’s heresy. Of course, this was just one reason for the

conflict between these bishops.

While Nestorius reflected the ideas of his Antiochian master Theodor of Mopsuestia,
there were other links in this chain of teaching. It has been said that members of the
Antiochian tradition succeeded each other and contributed to Nestorian theology.
According to scholars, Artemon took his theology and knowledge from Ebion; and
Paul of Samosata took his heresy from Artemon, and then Diodore maintained Paul’s
theology; Theodor of Mopsuestia followed Diodore and Paul of Samosata; finally,

Nestorius was the pupil of Theodor of Mopsuestia.”

To sum up:
Antiochian School Alexandrian School
Ebion l Clement of Alexandria l
Artemon lv (Integration with Greek Philosophy) l
Paul of Samosata l Origen ( He changed his position later
and defehded some Antiochian teachings)
Diodore l Alexander of Alexandria l

It was also known that he was the close friend of Athanasius. (Cross, F. L. (1997). The Oxford
Dictionary Of Christian Church. Oxford: Oxford Univesity Press. p.86)

The doctrine of Apollinaris was firstly condemned in by a council held in Alexandria in 362, in Rome
in 375, and finally, it was formally condemned in 378. However, Apollinarian doctrine spread through
most of the eastern churches, in 388, Byzantine Emperor Theodosius who already forbade them had
many meetings whether there were any bishoprics, ecclesiastics dwell in cities. (A. Bell and C.
MacFarquhar. The Encyclopedia Britannica. The Dictionary of the Arts, Sciences and Micellaneous
Literature. Vol. 1l p. 123. Edinburgh)

’® Bardenhewer, O. (1908). Patrology- The Lives and Works of The Father Of the Church. Germany:
B. Herder, Freiburg im Breisgau.

" E.P.B. (1881). Five Tome Against Nestorius. Oxford: James Parker and Co. and Rivingtons. p.
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Theodor of Mapsuestia l Athanasius l

Nestorius l Cyril of Alexandria l
e Paul of Samosata also inspired e As Cyril followed the Alexandrian
Arius and we know that Arius Tradition, it can be said that the
also reflected Antiochian dispute between Nestorius and Cyril
tradition so this brings Arius and was a conflict between Alexandrian
Nestorius at same group. tradition and Antiochian tradition.

It is noteworthy that Origen even he was a strict Alexandrian-taught bishop, he
would be accused of being heretic for teaching some Antiochian teachings. It is clear
that avoiding a Christianity which was integrated with Greek philosophy and

mysticism, Arius adopted and defended the Antiochian teaching.

Moreover, Arius was a supporter of Paul of Samosata. In the light of this chain, we
have to believe that Arius and Nestorius both received an education from the same
tradition and the same religious center and shared the same stances. Also, it is known
that Nestorius was charged with echoing the ideas of Paul of Samosata on the

doctrine of the Incarnation.

2.5. Arius and Arian Teachings

2.5.1. Arius

Arius, a pupil of Lucian, was a priest in Antioch and became known because of his
new interpretations on significant topics related to Christ, the Holy Spirit and the
concept of the Trinity. He was born in Libya. When he grew up, it is known that his
father taught him three languages: Latin, Greek and Hebrew.®® Thanks to his father,

Arius could practice these languages at the same time. When he was twelve years

8 Couns N. C. (1922). Arius the Libyan. New York: D. Appleton and Company Press. p. 25
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old, he was said to have been fluent in Greek and Latin and be well-informed about
the Hebrew language.®® Later, he concentrated on theological and Christological
concepts. His approaches to Christological issues would result in his

excommunication later on.

In general, he argues that in Christ there existed two natures; one is divine and the
other one is human nature. Arius’s main claim was to underline the humanity of the
Christ. Sometimes it was said to he exaggerated when he claimed that Christ is just
one of the sons of God, and in fact, all men are the sons of God. However, some men
became a son by creation, and others acquire the divine nature by adoption, but
Christ had it by generation and he was begotten.®?

Arius himself traced his doctrine to Lucian of Antioch, who advocated the heretical
views of Paul of Samosata on the Trinity, and was for a time excommunicated, but

afterward rose to great reknown, and died a martyr under Maximinus.®

However, Arius’ new approaches to Christology resulted in him being exiled
immediately after the Council of Nicaea (325) during the reign of Constantine the
Great. But what were the ideas, situations, obligations and systems or mechanisms

which sent Arius into exile?

8 |bid, 26
%\bid, p. 42

8 Schaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume III: Nicene and Post- Nicene
Christianity A.D 311-600. New York: Grand Rapids. P. 377
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Icons by Eileen McGuckin (Trinity) (http://www.sgtt.org) retrieved in 27/10/2019

2.5.2. The Hierarchy in the Trinity

“For the Father is greater than I.”’ John 14:28

The term is said to derive from the Greek word Tpid¢ which means a set of three. In
the manner of Christian theology, the word Tpiagc was first mentioned on in the
works of Theophilus of Antioch who lived in A.D 180. However, he did not mention
the Trinity of God. The person who used the term Trinity in his works as referring to
the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, was Tertullian. It is said that Tertullian, who

was a Christian theologian and scholar living in the first quarters of the third century,
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used this term to explain that the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are one in

substance.®*

The Trinity is a central doctrine of Christian theology and is described as one God
who exists in three persons and one substance: the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit. According to this dogma, God is monad i.e. one, yet self-differentiated and the
God who presents Himself to mankind is one God equally in three distinct modes of
existence, yet remains one through all eternity.® Orthodox Christians believe that the
Trinity is three divine Persons and these three Persons shares One substance. In other
words, they are consubstantial with each other and coeternal. The unity and the
source of the Holy Trinity is the Father from whom the Son and the Holy Spirit
proceed. In 325 the council of Nicaea established a formula related to the Holy
Trinity and this Creed was formulated against the Arians. But why? Did Arius and
Arians not believe the Holy Trinity, or did they misunderstand the concepts, or did
their opponents falsely accuse the Arians of rejecting the Holy Trinity?

First of all, there has been a common misconception among some scholars that Arius
did not believe in the Trinity. On the contrary, he believed in the Trinity, but he
asserted that there must be a hierarchy within the Trinity because of the differences
of the position between the ‘‘uncreated God’’ and the ‘‘created Gods’’ i.e. the Son

and the Holy Spirit.

Moreover, Philip Schaff implies that the Arian trinity was therefore not a trinity
immanent and eternal, but arising in time and in descending grades, consisting of the
uncreated God and two created demi-gods.® In other words, according to his view of
the hierarchy within the Trinity, each one (Father-Son -Holy Spirit or Logos) had
different positions as the Father is unique and has no beginning, and nothing has ever
existed similar to the Father. The Son was a superior form of man who was

incarnated by the will of the Father, but unlike the Father he had a beginning and end

8 Cross, F L. (1997)The Oxford Dictionary Of Christian Church. Oxford: Oxford Univesity Press. p.
1641

% Ibid, p.1641

8 Schaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume III: Nicene and Post- Nicene
Christianity A.D 311-600. New York: Grand Rapids. p. 403
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in his earthly life. Additionally, as a creature, the Holy Spirit was also made by the
Father and dwelled in Christ by the will of the Father. In this understanding of the
Trinity, Arius wondered how each person in the Trinity could be equal to others in
position. As Robert Gregg in his book Early Arianism- A View of Salvation (1981)

wrote:

The preserved utterances of Arius about the Trinity are vivid- their
“purpose is to prohibit belief in any substantialist connection between the
Persons:

There is a triad not in equal glories; their subsistences are unmixed with
each other, one infinitely more estimable in glories than the other. The
essences of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are separate in
nature and are estranged, unconnected, alien and without participation in
each other. They are utterly dissimilar from each other with respect to
both essences and glories to infinity.’

Also similar to Arian view, Augustine who was also far more important in the history
of Christianity for his theological writing and ideas, describes the relations between
the Father and the Son like Arius even two century later and says that ‘‘The Father is
not the Son nor the Son the Father, one is unbegotten, other is begotten.””® This
approach is based on the problem of homoouisios, meaning same substance, and was
used for describing the relations between the Father and the Son. It emphasizes that
each one shared the same substances, but as a person who did not accept homoouisia
as a genuine concept, Arius believed that they shared not the same but a similar
substance. Since their substance is not same, this places them in a distinct hierarchy
within the Trinity. As Christ says in John 14:28 Christ says: “‘For the Father is
greater than I.”” For the Arians, all this meant that Christ and Logos were different
from the Father in many aspects and it does not make a sense to if one says they are

same in Trinity.

8 Gregg R. C . and Groh D. E. (1981). Early Arianism- a view of salvation. Fortress Press.
Philadelphia. p.98

88Rea, Michael C. 2009. Oxford Readings in Philosophical Theology. Volume I. Oxford University
Press.p.116
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2.5.3. Christological Concepts

2.5.3.1. The Pre-existence of Christ

Another controversial claim asserted by Arius, concerned the pre-existence of Christ.
In other words, the common belief, regarding the eternity of Christ was that Christ
like the Father had no beginning, but Arius opposed this idea and in his work Thalia
which means festivity he writes that:

The Father is alien in being to the Son and he has no origin,

Know that monad was monad but dyad was not, before it came into

being.*
Moreover, Christ was a mediator who came into existence by the will of the Father
as God wanted to create human beings. Therefore, the Son has a beginning and
limited knowledge, unlike his Father; and he was able to know only as much as God

allowed him to know. Like Robert Gregg says:

For neither perfectly normal accurately does Logos know the Father, not
is he able to see him fully. And indeed the Son as he is does not even
know his own essence.*

According to Arius, due to the fact that Christ is not eternal like the Father, God
gains the title *“ Father’” when he creates the saviour and as John Alzog expressed

that:

Arius also held, in common with Sabellius, that God had not been the
Father from all eternity, but became so only after His Son had gone out
from Him, as an agency or mode of action to create the world.Adopting
such a theory, Arius was, of course obliged, like the Gnostics and
Manichaeans, to make the whole work of Christ's redemption consist
merely in His teaching and in the example of His life.*

8Grillmeier, Aloys. 1975. Christ in Christian Tradition. Second. Volume One. Atalanta:John Knox
Press. p. 224

%Gregg, Robert C., ve Dennis E. Groh. 1981. Early Arianism - A view of Salvation.
Philadelphia:Fortress Press. p.7

% Alzog, J. (1912). History Of The Church. New York: Benziger Brothers. p. 521
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The main idea of all these points is that the Father who begat must have had a
priority of being before the son who was begotten, latter (the Son) must not be

eternal nor, consequently, in the absolute sense, divine.*

2.5.3.2. The Human and Divine Nature of Christ

In addition to all these opinions, perhaps the major reason for Arius’
excommunication was his ideas on the nature of Christ. The nature and existence of

Christ for Arius is described in Aloys Grillmeier’s study and stated that:

Now Arius has various definitions of the nature, the existence and the
function of the Son: Because of the unavoidably narrow understanding of
the divine monad, Son and pneuma must be removed from the divine
sphere and put ill the order of creatures. Although the Son is 'theos' in an
analogous sense, he is not true God. He is therefore alien to the Father
and dissimilar from him. It follows from this difference and alien
character that the Father himself cannot be truly known by the Son.”

In his work, Grillmeier also emphasized that before the Council of Nicaea, there was
no terminological distinction for describing the substance of God and the Son,
however when the discussions appeared about ‘‘the begotten one’’ and ‘‘unbegotten
one,”’ meaning uncreated things and things which came into being, if the divine
monad is considered as uncreated, then the Son and Logos were understood by Arius
to have come into existence by the will of Father.** Therefore the Son, being a
creature, could no longer become prominent from his Father as who was in truth
begotten.” Also, Johannes Quasten in his famous book series of Patrologia describes

how Son and Father are different from each other as below:

It was said Father was not always Father, there was a time when he was
not the Father. The wisdom of God was not always existed but he was
come into being. The Father who has always existed created him (Word

% Etheridge, J. W. The Syrian Churches with Their Liturgies and Literature. London:
Longman, Brown, Green and Longmans, 1966. p. 59

% Grillmeier, Aloys. 1975. Christ in Christian Tradition. Second. Volume One. Atalanta: John Knox
Press. p. 228

% Ibid, p. 230
% Ibid, p. 230
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of God) out of nothing who was not always existed. The Son who was the
creature and the work of the Father is not the same as Father in his
substance and his wisdom.*

Many scholars and theologians argue that Arius did not believe the two natures, the
divine and human natures of Christ. However, when classical sources like religious
and theological writings are examined in detail, it refutes the arguments that Arius
and Arians did not believe in the divine nature of Christ. In other words, unlike the
image his opponents created, Arius believed in the divine and the human natures of
Christ, but the main issue was whether these two natures were mingled with each

other or.

Basically his theology and Christology accepts two different natures of Christ but
regards them as separated from each other. To strengthen their theology, Arians
stressed those biblical passages which focused on and emphasized the human
characteristics of Christ. Arius and his followers clearly tried to legitimize their
ideas appealing to the verses of the Holy Gospel. For instance, some verses of the
Holy Bible were interpreted as providing information on the human nature of Christ
which has been already existed before he gained his divinity. Therefore, the divine
nature of Christ was an incarnation of the Holy Spirit or Wisdom of God or Logos in
his human nature. For example, they pointed to Luke 2:52, ‘“And Jesus increased in
wisdom and stature, and in favor with God and man.”’ and claimed that he (the Son)
was not equal with the Father, because the text implies that he gained his divinity
through Wisdom. Another example which Arians interpreted it as a hint to
understand Christ’s humanity, focuses on the Baptism of Christ which gave Christ

his supreme nature as Mark 8-9-10 says:

I have baptized you with water, but he will baptize you with the Holy
Spirit. In those days Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee and was
baptized by John in the Jordan: And when he came up out of the water,
immediately he saw the heavens being torn open and Holy Spirit
descending on him like a dove.

With these verses, Arians tried to prove that Christ was a human being like everyone
and needed also to be purified as much as any human being. As a result of their view

which strongly emphasized Christ’s humanity, Arians always were subjected to

% Quasten, Johannes. 1969. Patrologia . Volume I1. Utrecth: Spectrum Publishers. P. 19
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intense criticism from their contemporaries, such as Alexander of Alexandria and
Athanasius who was a pupil of Alexander. They accused Arius and his followers of
being heretics, saying that by emphasizing the human characteristics of the Saviour
they (the Arians) have considered Christ as a creature.”” Robert Gregg also
maintained that while they hear and see the Saviour’s human attributes in the

Gospels they have utterly forgotten the Son’s paternal Godhead.*®

2.5.3.3.The Concept of Logos for Arius

The Father and his creatures as Johannes Quasten says in his Patrologia are like that
““Neither the Son of the God nor the Logos are truly God. The Logos take an

intermediary seat between the world and God who made creation.”*

As is clear from the quotation above, Logos is believed to have an intermediary role
between the world and God who made creation. Due to the fact that Logos has a
limited, intermediary position, in Arius’ theology, Logos is considered inferior to the
Father.*® Naturally, even though Logos is inferior to the Father, its interaction with
Christ is like that *“Word was made flesh so Logos and the flesh of Christ constituted
a single nature.””*®* At this point, another comment was made by Grillmeier who
says that Arius described Logos as having no rational soul so he is accepted as mortal

and capable of suffering in addition to having a divine nature.'%? Grillmeier maintains

%Gregg, Robert C., ve Dennis E. Groh. 1981. Early Arianism - A view of Salvation. Philadelphia:
Fortress Press. p. 1-2

%Gregg, Robert C., ve Dennis E. Groh. 1981. Early Arianism - A view of Salvation. Philadelphia:
Fortress Press. p. 1-2

% Quasten J. (1969). Patrologia I1. Dal Concilio di Nicea a quello di Calcedonia. Spectrum Publishers
Utrecth. p.11

100 gchaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume III: Nicene and Post- Nicene
Christianity A.D 311-600. New York: Grand Rapids. p. 517

101 Chadwick, H. The Church in Ancient Society From Galilee to Gregory the Great . New York:
Oxford Press. (2002). pp. 516-517
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that “‘the suffering itself is not of free will, as the flesh without soul no longer has
free motivating principle.””*® He also describes Logos as below:

By nature Logos itself is changeable, like all creatures; but his own
freedom of will he remains good as long as he wills. But he so wills, he
can also change as we can. As he has a changeable nature. But because of
God knew before and that would be good, he gave him this glory by
anticipation which after he also had from virtue as thus from his works
which God foresaw, he allowed him to become the Logos that he now is
(i.e. unchangeable and in glory).”***

When we recall what Origen taught about the Logos, it is clear that Arius maintained
some Origenist ideas reflected perspectives of Antiochian School. As Liguori says
that “‘the roots of the Arian controversy are to be found partly in contradictory
elements of Christology of great Origen which reflected the crude condition of the
Christian mind in the third century; partly in antagonism between Alexandrian and

the Antiochian traditions’”.**

Although Arius and Arianism were severely criticized due to these unusual
interpretations among the others, Arianism was adopted by significant numbers of
people, and it has even been claimed that Constantius by an Arian bishop. As it is

narrated by St. Gregory of Nazianzen that:

Constantius, just before his death, repented, but in vain, of three things:

1) Of the murder of his relatives;

2) Of having made Julian, Caesar;

3) And of causing such confusion in the Church. However, he died in the
arms of the Arians, whom he protected with such zeal and Euzoius,
whom he had made Bishop of Antioch, administrated him baptism just

before his death.”>1%

Regarding this issue, it must be underlined that there has been always suspicion

related to Constantine’s baptism by Arians. In particular, the historian Socrates,

193 1bid,p. 241
1%%bid, p. 241
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Theodor, Sozomen and also St. Athanasius examined the aspect of the Constantine’s
baptism in detail. Moreover, the legends about Arius were spread in many places and
people credit Arius with magical or miraculous Powers. There was even a rumour
which spread to around the corners of the empire, saying that if one is disagreed with

Arius, undoubtedly God would punish him. For example, it was narrated that:

St Alexander, grieved to the heart, went to the church accompanied by
only two persons, and prostrating himself on the floor, with tears in his
eyes, prayed to the Lord: O my God, either take me out of the world or
take Arius, that he may not ruin your Church. Thus St. Alexander prayed,
and on the same day, Saturday, at three o'clock, the Eusebians were
triumphantly conducting Arius through the city, and he went along,
boasting of his re-establishment when he came to the great square the
vengeance of God overtook him; he got a terrible spasm in the bowels,
and was obliged to seek a place of retirement; a private place near the
square was pointed out to him; he went in and left a servant at the door;
he immediately burst open like Judas, his intestines, his spleen, and his
liver all fell out, and thus his guilty soul took her flight to her Creator,
deprived of the communion of the Church when he delayed too long, his
friends came to the door, and on opening it, they found him stretched on
the floor in a pool of blood in that horrible state This event took place in
the year 336."

Unlike the positive accounts of Arius and Arianism, it should not surprise use that
many believed that Arius died in his own excrement in his cell. Other accounts claim

that Arius sought the wrath of God, and died in bad conditions in his exile.

Moreover, at first glance, even though it appears that there is no connection between
Arianist concerns related to Logos and Nestorian doctrines, on closer examination it
is clear that Nestorius shared some approaches to the Logos that were similar to
Arianism. It was for his reason that, Nestorius was accused by his opponents of being
heretic for sharing approaches to a number of issues that were similar to those of

heretics.

Before moving on following chapter, it is necessary to remind how the different
teachings, previously mentioned, and the Christian tradition, taught in Antiochia and

Alexandria influenced the Arius’ teachings.

97| iguori, A. M. (185). History of Heresies and Their Refutations. Dublin: James Duffy. p. 69
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In the light of all this information, it can be stated that Ebionites were the groups of
Christian people that had been reflected some aspects and the rule of Jewish tradition
so they refused to assert that Christ was a God to preserve the authority of the one
monad. Otherwise, acceptance of Christ as God would have been damaged the
authority of the one supreme and absolute God. Therefore it may be true to certain
extent that Arius was likely to adopt the idea that Ebionites already had to product

the authority of one monarch.

As another impressive figure, Paul of Samosata inspired Arius so much that Arius
formed his teaching by referring Paul’s ideas related to the purity of the human
nature of Christ and the concept of the Logos. Like Paul, Arius regarded the Savior
as mere human. Therefore unsurprisingly we witness that forming the roots of Arian
teachings, the Paul’s views caused Arius excommunication too. As it was mentioned
in following chapter, his (Paul’s) ideas concerning the veneration of Virgin and the

concept of Theotokos were adopted by Nestorius in the fifth century.

Moreover, maybe one of most important who influenced Arius was Origen. He
brought new interpretations about the nature of Christ and the concept of Logos. He
underlined that Christ was a mere human and he gained his divinity through the
Logos. Whenever the Logos incarnated and intermingled with Christ and then Christ
attained his divine nature. As Phillip Schaff also maintains that the roots of Arian
theology are to be found partly in the Christology of Origen but it (Origen’s
Christology) led to an antagonism between Alexandrian and Antiochian theology.'®
On the one hand while he taught a theology that attributed to Christ divine
characteristics which later on leads to logically to the Orthodox doctrine of the
identity of substance, basically meaning Christ is a person with a fully human nature
and a fully divine nature, as Schaff states on the other side Origen, also due to his

zeal for personal distinctions in the Godhead and the subordination of Christ as a

198 Schaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume III: Nicene and Post- Nicene
Christianity A.D 311-600. New York: Grand Rapids. p. 697
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secondary or secondary God below the Father, was criticized for furnishing a starting
point for Arian heresy.*®

In addition to these, J. Rebecca Lyman (2008) in her article ‘“ Arius and Arians ”’
stated that Arius is depicted as indebted to the thought of Origen concerning the

human soul of Christ!°

and Arius was seen as a person who reframed the Origen’s
process of incarnation by modifying Origen’s claim of the eternal generation of

Logos.**

Edward Scienski confirms these claims and expresses the relation between Origen
and Arius as that while Origen readily affirmed that the Son is eternally begotten and
thus not a creature, as Arius did in the following century when he adopted this idea
and made it the core of his theology, his language concerning the Spirit is less
precise, at the time questioning whether he was begotten like the Son, created or

brought forth in some manner.**?

Lastly, Sabellianism on the one hand, is said to have shared the same aims of the
Arians such as a tendency to protect the unity of God but on the other hand, it is also

described as an opponent of Arianism.

In the light of this information it is clear that all of these people and groups that were
mentioned formed the intellectual and spiritual backgrounds of Arius and then the
previous discussion of Arius and his theology will help in understanding the issues

and controversy surrounding Nestorius and his teachings.

The reason why whole these concepts were mentioned by corresponding in Arian
perspective is because of indicating where Arian ideas may have influenced

Nestorius’ thinking to some extent. Also, the following chapters will reveal how

109 Schaff, P. (1889). History of the Christian Church, Volume III: Nicene and Post- Nicene
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Nestorians were affected by Arian theology or Christology but to recognize the
interactions between them the first step was to examine all these concepts and their

process in a historical manner from their origin to pre-Nestorian era.

49



CHAPTER 3

NESTORIAN TEACHINGS and ITS REFERENCES FROM PAST

3.1. NESTORIUS

3.1.1. Who was Nestorius?

About his earlier life, we do not have so much detailed information, however, it is
known that he was a native of Germanicia, a small city of Syria, in the Euphrates
region, which was under the responsibility and control of the Patriarch of Antioch.
He was brought up in the Monastery of St. Euprepius. Nestorius was tutored to
become a priest by Theodotus and appointed his catechist, to explain the faith to the
catechumens,*™™* and defend it against heretics. It is said that he was the most
ambitious and zealous person who was against the heretics and then he disturbed the
Eastern Church- Arians, the Apollinarists, and the Originists and he professed
himself a great follower of St. John Chrysostom and he tried to imitate the St.

John14

Nestorius was educated at the School of Antioch, became a priest, and then obtained

his theological and Christological knowledge from Theodor of Mopsuestia. He was

3% £ | Cross described the catechumen as that:

In the early Church those undergoing training and instruction for preparatory to Christian Baptism.
They were assigned a place in the church but solemnly dismissed before the Eucharist proper began.
Since F. X Funk’s researches, the older view that they were divided into several grades, corresponding
to the well-known stages of those undergoing penance, has been generally abandoned. Only those who
had reached the stage of awaiting Baptism at the coming Easter formed a separate group. (Cross, F L.
The Oxford Dictionary Of Christian Church. Oxford: Oxford Univesity Press, 1997.)

14 iguori, A. M. (185). History of Heresies and Their Refutations. Dublin: James Duffy. p. 119
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also said to have been under the influence of Diodore of Tarsus who was the founder
of the Antiochian dogmatic school.'*® So it should not surprise us when Cyril
regarded Theodor of Mopusestia and Diodore of Tarsus as behind Nestorius and
insisted on their condemnations. Cyril’s assumption was reasonable to a certain
extent and it can be seen clearly when their teachings were examined. For instance;
Diodore of Tarsus claimed that in Jesus, there are two different persons, the Logos
(who Diodore calls him as the Son of the God and the Son of the David and in fact,
the Son of the David was born of Mary but not the Logos.**® Adrian Fortescue

describes this case as pure Nestorianism.

In Antioch, Nestorius met with John who became Patriarch of Antioch later on, and
with ““Theodore of Cyrus, who was considerably younger than himself, lie was
clever and brilliant, gifted with a talent for eloquence and possessed a stock of varied
learning but was superficial withal.””**” While many scholars confirm that he was
good in Greek-speaking, Fortescue even confirms too that Nestorius always speaks
and writes in Greek, however he also has some concerns about that whether

Nestorius could speak any Syriac or not.**8

After the Patriarch Sisinnius passed away, it is said that the Church of
Constantinople fell into disagreements over who would succeed him. To put an end
to the disagreement the Emperor Theodosius himself selected a bishop to become the
new Patriarch-Nestorius. Since no one could complain about an imperial decision the
emperor summoned Nestorius from Antioch and honoured him as Patriarch.® When
he became Patriarch of Constantinople, his ambitious, zealous instincts and feeling
against heretics appeared publicly. His public speeches made his ambition clear to all
his listeners. However, it was just a three-years duration that Nestorius was the

Bishop of Constantinople. Having assigned by Theodosius in 428, Nestorius was

115 Fortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. pp. 59-60
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suspended from his position when his teachings were rejected at the council of
Ephesus in 431. At the end of the council of Ephesus he was enforced to return to his
monastery where was located at Antioch and the patriarchate of Constantinople was
succeeded by an archbishop named Maximian. The exact date of Nestorius’ death
was not known. However, it is assumed that since his place of exile had been
changed, he also stayed in a monastery at bottom of the Libyan deserts and after he
spent the rest of his life there and passed away on the eve of the Council of

Chalcedon.*?°

As an imperial edict taken in 431, disallowed the meetings of the Nestorians and
declared that those who do any affairs or actions to copy, preserve, and even to read
any writings related to Nestorius which had already ordered to be burned, would be
subject to heavy penalties.*** Even he was said to have written six works named the
Tragedy, the Bazaar of Heracleides, a Liturgy, a letter to Cosmos, a book of
Homilies and Sermon, the two of them, Liturgy and Bazaar of Heracleides are well
known.?? 1t is very interesting that the full name of the latter book is the Bazaar of
Heracleides of Damascus. G. R. Driver and Leonard Hodgson answer the question of
why not Nestorius but Damascus by saying that Nestorius’s own name was very
dangerous and his works would be destroyed or burnt.**® Normally, Nestorius penned
his Bazaar of Heracleides in Greek, however, we know more about him and his
teachings through the Syriac copies of his books as Greek original of his books were
burnt. Just several letters and sermons which were written in Greek and Latin could

survive.

Before discussing Nestorius’s time in Constantinople and investigating rigorously his
teachings, it is necessary to give information about the most important person who
trained, ordained and shaped the basis of theology and Christology of Nestorius and

Nestorianism: Theodor of Mopsuestia.

120 Eortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. p.65

2! Driver, G. R. And Hodgson, L. (1925) Nestorius- Bazaar of Heracleides. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
p.9

122 1pid, pp. 9-11
12 Fortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. p.66

52



3.1.2. ““Theodor was Nestorius before Nestorius”’

It has been claimed that Theodor was regarded as the Father of Nestorianism.
However, he is also remembered as a vigorous defender of the Church doctrines
against the heresies of his day when he was consecrated the bishop of Mopsuestia in
Cilicia. As we can learn from the sources he was one of the active figures who made
up the contemporary history of the Church in the East. It is assumed that the school
of Antioch was under the influence of Theodor of Mopsuestia since 430 and said that
his teachings were translated Syriac language and thanks to this translation his works

would reach Syriac-speaking worlds. For example, Qiore who was the ascetical and
brilliant leader of the school of *Edessa had magnificent contributions to these

translations.?

Besides his teachings and writings, Theodor should be remembered as for that he
was also very good at winning back people who had converted themselves from
Christianity into other religions or who belonged to heretic groups. In 449, he wrote

a letter to Pope Leo and stated that:

““With the aid of divine grace, I have cleansed more than a thousand
souls from the virus of Marcion and from the party of Arius and
Eunomius. | have led back many others to Christ the Lord.”***

The things that make Theodor significant for this study are his critical and unusual
interpretations related to some Christological and theological positions that were held

by Nestorius, earning him title of ‘“Nestorius before Nestorius’’.

It is interesting that while many of the scholars accept that Nestorius was a student of
Theodor, there are few scholars who have taken more sophisticated approaches to
this issue. For example, F. Loofs wrote in his book Nestorius and His Place in

History of Christian Doctrine that:

124 Baum, W. and Winkler. D. W. (2003) The Church Of the East-A Concise History.Routledge
Curzon Press: London

125 Bardenhewer, O. (1908). PATROLOGY- The Lives and Works of The Father Of the Church.
Germany: B. Herder, Freiburg im Breisgau. p. 371
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““Nestorius was an Antiochian as regard as his theological upbringing. |
do not believe that he was a personal pupil of Theodor of Mopsuestia-the
chronology contradicts this, and there are no convincing arguments for
this assumption. But that he was educated in the traditions of the
Antiochian school is without a doubt.””'?°

Theodor was the one who underlined the human nature of Christ even though he also
accepted the divine nature of Christ. However, Theodor would not use the word

theotokos, using instead the Word anthropotokos that means ‘‘mother of man.”’

To extend, the most obvious impact of Theodor of Mopsuestia on Nestorius was that
he believed and taught that Christ had two persons in himself thus his nature is
consisted of two substantially different persons. The divine nature is a person and the
human nature is a person. In particular, his ideas related to Christ’s human nature
were derived from the concept of theotokos and the position of Mary. According to
Theodor, Mary gave birth to a man, not God. He says that ‘‘in the womb of the
virgin Mary was conceived by the Holy Spirit that son of Man, in whom, as in a
temple, the divine Word dwells as a perpetual inhabitant.””*?” He also maintains that
he (Christ) who was born was the man and not the God; and he who died was the
same.”’? Theodor criticized the ones who claimed that “‘the three-month-old baby
Jesus was God.”” Among the followers of Theodor, it would take so much time to
accept the divine nature of Christ. Each of these statements is vital for this study
because these same statements can be found in Nestorius. For example, as Bishop
Theodotus of Ankyra narrated that, Nestorius’s argument was that “‘a baby two or
three months old cannot be called God’’ and so he Nestorius rejected the basis of the
canons and the letter of Cyrill.®® This is merely one example of Theodor of

Mopsuestia’s influences on Nestorius. Therefore the first issue to examine is the

concept of Theotokos.
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3.2. HIS TEACHINGS

3.2.1. The Concept of Theotokos

Theotokos was a term that means ‘‘God-bearer’” and it was generally used to indicate
that the Virgin Mary bore a God. This term has become a popular concept during the
time of some significant theology teachers of theology such as Origen, Athanasius,
Eusebius of Caesarea and Cyril of Jerusalem.™*® According to the Church historian
Socrates, who was said to have a weak knowledge about the Nestorius, ‘‘he
(Nestorius) simply made a bug-bear of the term theotokos, acquits him of this charge
and gives it as his opinions that Nestorius was no follower of Paul or of
Photinus.”*** In fact, theotokos means for the Nestorius, that the Virgin Mary gave
birth to God, so he never accepted the use of this term in regard to Mary. Instead, he

formulated another word Christokos, ¢‘Christ-bearer’’.

Moreover, Nestorius’s approach emphasizes that Mary was the mother of a man who
gained his divinity when the Holy Spirit appeared to him. For him, Christ did not
pass through Mary like water a pipe.** Actually, this was the result of the
theological disputes since Origen, Paul of Samosata, Arius, and Photinus who was
the Bishop of Sirmium (a small city in Roman Pannonia) since the third century.
According to Paul of Samosata, Mary cannot be called theotokos or in the Arian
view, Christ was the just a man like us, so Mary simply bore a man like us. As a
result, Mary was not the Mother of God, but the Mother of Christ. The passage
expressed in Philippians 11, was also motivating for Nestorius. As this passage says
that Christ Jesus who though he was in the form of God, did not count equality with
a God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, taking the form of a servant being

born in the likeness of men. Therefore God has highly exalted him and bestowed on
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him the name which is above every name.””*® It is remarkable that this was a
common nature of the Arians that they also used these kinds of passages to illustrate

the pure humanity of Christ.

3.2.2. The Human Nature of Christ Among Nestorius

Discussion related to theotokos, in fact, was the result of differences in
comprehending the human and the divine nature of Christ. As an Antiochian bishop,
Nestorius regarded the nature of Christ as a unity which was formed by various
prosopon (person). According to him, in Christ, there are two different prosopon and
these two persons are separated from each other. In other words, Christ had one
nature and had two distinct characters (persons) in that. In his Bazaar of Heracleides
Nestorius says to Sophronius that: | say therefore that they (running water and water
frozen) have no distinction in nature; and things which have no distinction in nature,

* In other words,

and are distinguished, are distinct in the prosopon i.e schema.™
water can exist in different shapes like running water and frozen water and this
means that they are the same in nature. Like this, Christ’s body is same for his
divinity and humanity however his human character and the divine character are
distinct from each other. He also thinks that during the integration of the persons,
none of them are changeable and neither the human nature nor the divine nature
affects the other one. In fact, the both of those persons are always in harmony and

they function and operate together incoherence without any mutation.*®

3.2.3. The Logos

Nestorius’ tendency towards the nature and the function of the Holy Spirit was the

important reason for his excommunication. He maintained a dogma similar to Arian
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doctrine and claimed that Christ is God only by participation.**® This participation
means that the logos indwelled upon Christ and his human prosopon intermingled

with his divine prosopon which the Logos provided.

The idea of ‘‘indwelling of Logos’’ might be found in the teachings of Theodor of
Mopsuestia. According to George Evan, his formula was bequeathed to Nestorius by
Theodor™®” and to Grillmeier, Diodere was also familiar with the indwelling
formula.®® Therefore Nestorian maintained the concept of indwelling of Logos.
However, this indwelling of logos undoubtedly was completely arisen by the will and
the power of God the Father. Grillmeier points out that the idea of the divinization of
man through the Logos is notable in Nestorian teaching and described that: As the
power of the Most High, ke takes ‘servant form, the substance which was born of the
Virgin Mary, to raise it to his own exalted status and to transform it into the pure

and divine nature.**®

That was not the incarnation of God into the human body but it was the deification of
man.'*® At this point, Logos was the person who made man deified. However, it is
clear that in this deification of man, neither the nature of God is changed into bodily
frame by mixture or by changing or the human body changed itself divine image of
God so they are not mixture to each other.**

If the union of the divinity and the humanity resulted in one nature, the one nature is
neither that of God nor that of man, but another nature which is foreign to all

natures.'*? Therefore he rejected the mixture or changeability of the natures.
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Consequently, the second man was created by the Holy Spirit and the power of the
Most High and he has received from him to be holy and the Son of God.**?

3.3. Nestorius as a ‘‘Heretic”’

Being a student of the traditional School of Antioch and according to many scholars
a student of Theodor of Mopsuestia, Nestorius later expanded and sometimes gave
new forms to his theological and Christological perspectives. His denial of Theotokos
and emphasis on the human nature of Christ were such kind of concepts that not only
reflect the ideas and approaches of his former master, but they are also the main
concepts that Nestorius in some aspects or interpreted differently. Significantly, these
changes that Nestorius made share some mutual characteristics with the teachings of

some people or groups who had been declared as heretics.

One of the most problematic issues is that Nestorius was accused of being a heretic
due to his teachings and giving speeches similar to those of Paul of Samosata, the
Arians, and others. For example, due to his denial of the concept of the theotokos, it
is stated that in “‘carly spring of 429 Eusebius, afterward bishop of Dorylaeum,
accused Nestorius by means of a public placard of thinking as Paul of Samosata.””***
As we mentioned earlier, Paul was one of the most influential figures on Arius who
was excommunicated and declared as a heretic so on this issue, Nestorius seems like

a heretic.

In fact, he was not only accused of being an imitator of Paul of Samosata, and he was
also associated with other heretic groups such as the Sabellians, Arians, and
Gnostics. J. W. Etheridge stated that:

Nestorius did not, with Arius, regard the Son as inferior in nature to the
Father; nor maintain with the Docetae and the Gnostics, that his humanity
was merely phantasmal; nor with Apollinarius, that he had but the

43 1bid, 60
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exterior of our nature; nor, with Paul of Samosata and the others, in
afterdays, that he was a perfect man and only a man.'*

According to the same author, Nestorius rejected the Son in the manners of his
divinity. As a result, it is obvious that ‘‘Nestorius fell notwithstanding, into a great

- 146
and grievous heresy.”’

Regarding the same issue, the Bishop of Sirmium rejected the idea that Christ was
not consubstantiality with God the Father and he insisted on that the divine nature of
Christ came into existence only after Mary bore him. Even Photius argued this
doctrine, but at the end of the Council of Sirmium in the year 351, his proposals were
rejected. However, this was not the first time that this proposal had been presented.
This doctrine had been argued previously by the Arians. As a reaction to the Arians,
Nicene Creed was declared at the council of Nicaea in 325. This creed says that
anyone who rejected that Christ, the Son of God was before all ages and by whom all
things were called into being, and claimed that he had no existence before he was
born of Mary and he gained his divinity only afterwards, should be anathematized.

A. M. Liguori, in his book named The History of The Heresies And Their
Refutations, stated that this formula also brings into minds Arian views and he also

strictly says that this formula indeed includes an Arian sense.'*’

Moreover, J. F. Baker underlined that this is how Paul of Samosata thought and the
opponents of Nestorius accused Nestorius of being the same as Paul of Samosata
who had been anathematized a hundred and sixty years ago. Similarly, the historian
Socrates criticized Nestorius for claiming that Christ was a mere man, and by doing

so he brought the doctrines of Paul of Samosata and Photinus into the Church.**®
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Nestorius’s view related to the concept of the indwelling of the Logos to Christ also
raised the tension between Nestorius and his opponents. As he claimed that Christ’s
divine nature was gained by Logos he was subjected to notable criticism. His
opponents claimed that to Nestorian formula, the divine nature comes with Logos so
this might be understood that Christ does not have anything in himself. How can it be
as they questioned? For his opponents, this idea was quite erroneous. Cassian critics
and Nestorius and accuses him of sharing Pelagian ideas. Cassian says that despite
Nestorius® speeches, Jesus does not need to be filled by the Holy Spirit and if he
needed this so what leaves to Christ so everything in Christ would be a gift of the

Holy Spirit.**

3.3.1. The Insincerity of Nestorius towards Heretics

It is said that the public was satisfied with the decision given by the emperor and
declared Nestorius as the patriarch of Constantinople. According to one account in
his first sermon, Nestorius tone was harsh and ambitious, as were his words on his

reception by the Emperor:

““‘Give me. Emperor, the world free from heretics, and | will give thee
heaven in return, help me to destroy the heretics and | will help thee to
destroy the Persians!”’**

Or, according to another report:

““Emperor, drive heretics from thy empire, and I will grant to thee the
kingdom of Heaven; strengthen my hands in putting down the enemies of
the Church and I will aid thee in conquering the Persians.””**"

So having attacked the heretic groups, in his first days as Bishop of Constantinople

Nestorius found a chapel which was believed to belong to the Arians and ordered it
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152 Afterward, Nestorius was

to be burnt down along with many adjacent buildings.
given the nicknames Incendiary and Firebrand.™ However, according to J. F.
Baker, this event was a well-organized plan that was made by the Arians. In other
words, Baker explains that the Arians had burned their own church down and
damaged their neighbor’ houses believing that after the fire, Nestorius would be

blamed and, as a result, he would lose his public popularity.**

This story is significant because it seems to reflect Nestorius’ hatred of Arians.
However, it is actually a reflection of Nestorius’ insincerity. That is, Nestorius was
accused of not being sincere in his opposition to heretics and that he used all his
actions against heretics only for his own benefit. A. M. Liguori explained this

situation as below:

In the beginning of his reign, it is true, he was a most ardent persecutor of
the Arians, the Slovatians, and the Quartodecimans; but, as St. Vincent of
Lerins tells us, his chief aim in this was only to prepare the way for teaching
his own errors. He declared war against all heresies, to make way for his
own." He brought a priest from Antioch with him, of the name of
Anastasius, and he, at the instigation of the Bishop, preached one day the
blasphemous doctrine that no one should call Mary the Mother of God,
because she was only a creature, and it was impossible that a human creature
could be the Mother of God. The people ran to Nestorius, to call on him to
punish the temerity of the preacher; but he not only approved of what was
said, but unblushingly went into the pulpit himself, and publicly defended
the doctrine preached by Anastasius. >

This passage shows that Nestorius was accused of not being sincere in his words
regarding heretics. Although the passage claims that Nestorius even took a stance
against the heretics, he did not take the necessary measures to stop his ‘‘heretical’’
priest. Nestorius’ purported speech given in the section following the previous

passage, is given to demonstrate his heretical beliefs:

In that sermon, called afterwards by St. Cyril the Compendium of all
Blasphemy, he called those Catholics blind and ignorant, who were
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scandalized by Anastasius preaching, that the Holy Virgin should not be
called the Mother of God. The people were most anxiously waiting to hear
what the Bishop would say in the pulpit, when, to their astonishment, he
cried out: " How can God, then, have a mother? The Gentiles ought to be
excused, who bring forward on the stage the mothers of their Gods; and the
Apostle is a liar, when, speaking of the Divinity of Christ, he says that he is
without father, without mother, without generation: no, Mary has not
brought forth a God. What is born of the flesh is nothing but flesh; what is
born of the spirit is spiritual. The creature does not bring forth the Creator,
but only a man, the instrument of the Divinity.*®

In addition to all these, Martin Luther also criticized Nestorius on the grounds that he
thought what the Arians and Apollinarists thought. Luther states that as a being a
disciple of Theodor of Mopsuestia, Nestorius wished to safeguard the church’s
confession of Jesus Christ from Arianist and Apollinarianist views and so he rejected
to the title of theotokos for Mary.™®’ Martin Luther maintains that according to
Nestorius, God the Logos had no beginning as the Arians said, he did and he did not
substitute for any components of the man Jesus e.g his soul or his spirit, as Arians

and Apollinarists said.*®®

As a result of this interpretation, having thought like the
heretic Arians, Nestorius claimed that God the Logos could have no mother and

Mary could not be theotokos."**

Another indication that held heretical views is John Alzog’s criticism that
Nestorius’s efforts were targeted mainly against the few existing advocates of Arian
and Apollinarian beliefs and that he promised to give his community some carefully
considered instructions of their heresy. However, at the same time, he kept the leader
of the *Pelagian heresy™®®, who was exiled from the West, under his protection. That

is, on one hand, he was giving speeches against heresies, and contesting with them,
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on the other hand, he maintained the opposite image.*®* For example, the sentences
that were written below also shows us how Nestorians hated and criticized heretics

like the Arians, but also gave speeches like them:

Woe, and woe again, to all the conclave of heretics.

Woe, and woe again, to all who say that God died.

Woe, and woe again, to all who do not say that God is immortal.

Woe, and woe again, to all who say Mary is Mother of God.

Woe, and woe again, to all who do not say Mary is Mother Of Christ.

Woe, and woe again, to all who do not confess Three Persons in one Essence.

Woe, and woe again, to all who do not confess the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit.

Woe, and woe again, to all who do not confess in Christ two Natures, two Persons

and one Parsopa of Filiation.
Woe, and woe again, to Simon, Arius, and Eunomius.
Woe, and woe again, to Macedonius and Sabellius.

Woe, and woe again, to Apollinaris and Origen

Woe, and woe again, to wicked Cyril and Severus..."*

All these show that he was not serious or sincere in his approach to heresies; on the
contrary, it clearly appears that all his speeches and actions regarding the Arians and
other heretics were a method to fulfill his plans and dreams.

In the light of all of these cases and information, it is clear that two different
approaches or behaviors were acted by Nestorius and now two different Nestorius

were recognizable. Nestorius who combated with heresies also contested with
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himself who was not serious and sincere on his oppositions related to heresies and
who kept his Arian side in secret. Therefore as Luke 3:9 says that:

Now the ax is already at the roots of the trees. Every tree that does not
produce good fruit will be cut down and thrown into the fire.'®

In other words, Arius spread his teachings and his teachings produced some fruits
that Nestorius took. At this point, if the teachings of Arius were regarded as not good
fruits, the teaching of Nestorius would be considered as not good fruits too. If an ax
cut down the heresy of Arius, it was probable that the same ax should cut down the
heresy of Nestorius. However, the fifth-century Christianity witnessed Nestorius’s
Patriarchate. This means that Nestorius who followed Arius in some manners

produced good fruits. Therefore Cyril’s reactions and accusations were unavoidable.

3.4. Disputes with Cyril of Alexandria

Cyril is one of the most influential figures in the first half of the fifth century. He was
a very intelligent person and was also a well-educated Christian theologian who
solved the challenging problems of Christological and theological patterns and
explained them by logical terms and distinctions that he had gotten from Neoplatonic
writers. Cyril is remembered for his theological and Christological doctrines against
Nestorius and those who denied the Theotokos.'®* For example, Gabrielle Zagarese
in his book described Cyril as one who contested with heretics and wrote that during
the Council of Ephesus against Nestorius, the father who combatted against heretics,
St. Cyril of Alexandria showed us his errors.””*®> He is known as Cyril of Alexandria
because of that he was the Patriarch of Alexandria in between 412 and 444. His
spiritual father and his master was St. Athanasius of Alexandria who taught strict
catholic Christology and theology and was also a defender of these dogmas against

heresies, especially Arianism and Nestorianism.
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Cyril focused on the same topics, such as the doctrine of salvation, the divine nature
of Christ, the concept of theotokos, the Holy Spirit and Mary.

It is known that Cyril never tolerated heretics, pagans, and Jews because he thought
that his duty was to overcome heresies. His commentaries generally included
criticism for Arians, Sabellians; he also wrote about the interpretation of Old
Testament texts like the Pentateuch and wrote commentaries on Isaiah and the Minor

Prophets.*®®

The dispute between Nestorius and Cyril of Alexandria clearly arose when Nestorius
became the Patriarch of Constantinople. It seems that both of them technically
accepted the clause of the Nicene Creed declaring that the Trinity is co-equal in
essence, dignity, power, and will; and all confess of Christ that he was perfect God
and perfect Man as approved by the Church Fathers of 318.)°" However the
disagreement arose when the Nestorius rejected the term theotokos that was related
to Mary and Cyril maintained the use of this term, calling the Virgin Mary the
Mother of God. In addition to insisting on the use of theotokos, Cyril also wrote
twelve anathemas that excommunicated those who believed that Christ has two

different natures.

Prior to the Council of Ephesus, Nestorius firstly was excommunicated in Rome by
Pope Celestine. Having good relations with Cyril of Alexandria, Pope Celestine
requested Cyril to write about the errors of Nestorius to legitimize his decision. As a
result, Cyril wrote a letter that described the failures of Nestorius, and Cyril proposed
that twelve anathemas below be applied to Nestorius.

3.4.1. Cyril’s Twelve Chapters

1. That Immanuel is God: Therefore the Virgin, inasmuch as according to the
flesh she gave birth to Him who is the Word made flesh, may be called
"Mother of God."**®
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2. The Word who proceeded from God the Father is hypostatically united to the
flesh,leagnd with his human nature made one sole Christ, who is alike God and
man.

3. This union is not a mere connection of dignity, authority, or power, but is
substantial and real. *"

4. Hence the things affirmed of Jesus by the apostles and evangelists are not to
be attributed to the man as considered separately from the divine nature, nor
to the latter considered apart from the fact of the incarnation.'”

5. Nor can we accurately call the Lord Jesus a man who carries, or bears, the
divine nature, inasmuch as the Word was made flesh,—made partaker of our
nature.*

6. Nor that the Word who proceeded from the Father is the God or the Lord of
Jesus Christ; the Redeemer being himself God and man in one person; for
the Word was made flesh.'"®

7. Nor that the Lord Jesus, as man, was actuated by the divine Word, and
investedwith the glory of the only begotten Son, as being another person
than himself.'"

8. Therefore in offering that worship which is due to Jesus Christ, we do not
adore the human nature as with the Word, nor the divine nature as apart from
the hL117rg1anity; but we worship and glorify one Immanuel, the Word made
flesh.”™.

9. We must not say that Jesus was glorified by the Holy Spirit, as receiving
from him an extraneous power for the performance of miraculous works; for
the Spirit by whom he performed those works was his own Spirit.'"

10. And with regard to the sacrifice which Jesus as our High Priest had offered
for us unto God, it may not be said that our High Priest is not the Word of
God himself, but a man born of a woman, as if he were another person than
the divine Word; nor that he who knew no sin offered that sacrifice for
himself. *'

11. The flesh of the Lord is vivific; because belonging hypostatically to the
Word, who proceeded from the Father, and who quickened all things, and
not to another only morally one with the Word through his dignifying
inhabitation.*"®
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12. The Word, the Lord and Giver of life, suffered according to the flesh, and
was crucified, and was the first-begotten from among the dead.*

According to Cyril, if one argues the opposites of all these points, he should be
anathematized. In response, the Patriarch of Constantinople, Nestorius insisted on the
rightness of his dogmas and urged Cyril of Alexandria to reconsider again his
proposals for Christ. In his last letter to Cyril, he wrote that: *“ If one is disposed to
be contentious, Paul will cry out through us to such a one, were recognize no other

practice, neither do the churches of God.**"’

According to Cyril, the divine nature and human natures of Christ exist together in
one body and they are not separated from each other. As Cyril explains, when one
fills a cup with some water and wine it is visible that the water and wine are mingled
with each other and nobody can say that they are separated from each other.'®! The
human and divine natures of Christ are like water and wine in same cup and so
inseparable.’® However, Nestorius used a different metaphor to explain the two
nature of Christ. According to him, if one puts some water, and oil into the same cup,
he sees that the water and the oil that were filled do not mix each other because the
oil rises to the surfaces of the cup. Since the human and divine natures of Christ are
like water and oil in same cup, they are separate from each other. This is similar to
what Arius taught about the two natures of Christ, that human nature and divine
natures of Christ are not mixed with each other and that they served each other. His
divine character enabled Christ to fulfill his religious duties, while his human

character helped his divine nature to complete his mission.

When Nestorius tried to bring to Cyril’s attention the fact that neither the writings
nor speeches of the Prophets or the Apostles had said that Mary was the Mother of
God, so she should be called the Mother of Man as Paul of Samosata, Photinus of

Galatia and Arius had claimed. As a result, instead of using theotokos, Nestorius

79 1bid, p. 134
180 Nestorius of Constantinople, Epist. Il ad Cyrillum. PP. 77, 57A. | Cor. 11:16

181 MacCulloch, D. (2009). Christianity.-The First Three Thousand Years. New York. Penguin Books
Ltd. pp. 167-168

182 1hid, 168

67



used the term Christokos meaning Mother of Christ. This doctrine led to a division
within the Church with some Christians following Nestorius, and others who

accepted the teachings of Cyril of Alexandria.

For Nestorians, accepting the term of theotokos in reference to the Virgin Mary
would be so problematic because if Mary is accepted as the Mother of God, then who
is the Mother of Christ? As George Percy Badger explains about Nestorius’s defense

against Cyril in his book, Nestorius says to Cyril:

If the Mary is the Mother of the God, and Peter testified of Him whom
she brought forth, saying: thou art the Christ, the Son of the Living God;
then according to you, she is not the Mother of Christ, but the Mother of
His Father, and Christ is her grandson, not her Son, and she is the mother
of His Father. Where, then is the mother of Christ? 18

The debate over these theological and Christological grew increasing heated and
divisive within a short time and resulted in the summoning of a church council in
Ephesus in 431.

3.4.2. The Council of Ephesus (431)

As an Antiochian bishop, Nestorius became the Patriarch of Constantinople and
bishops like Cyril, who came from the Alexandrian tradition could not bear his
enthronement because, in their view, one who came from the Antiochian tradition
and was averse to understanding and the language of salvation, was taking the chair
of the patriarchate of Constantinople. Therefore, the emperor’s decision caused
dissatisfaction within the Alexandrian camp and inflamed the rivalry between these
two schools. Then, Cyril has delegated four of his apocrisiaries to Constantinople to
request the emperor to hold an inquiry into Nestorius and his teachings. However,
Nestorius did not respond to the questions and requests of those nuncios and
protested against them. Meanwhile, Cyril was aware of the ideas and positions of the
monks in Constantinople, attempted to bring them to his own side by making

speeches and presenting his ideas to the monks. He knew that there was a tradition of
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distrust between patriarchates and monasteries since the time of John Chrysostom.
As a result, he presented the monks with an encyclical which described him as the
defender of theotokos, and listed the monks’ concerns about Nestorius. Later, the
atmosphere in Constantinople became worse and when Nestorius became aware of
all these scenarios regarding himself, he appealed to the emperor to call a synod to
examine the accusations against Cyril."** For instance, Nestorius accused Cyril of
being a supporter of Apollinarian heresy. Therefore, during the last days of June of
431, the Council of Ephesus, under the leadership of Cyril, was begun. Every stage
of the council was highly problematic due to the fact that while Cyril rejected
Nestorius’s views, also Nestorius was equally opposed to Cyril’s positions. However,
thanks to the bribes that Cyril gave to the Emperor’s men and relatives and his close
relations with influential figures in the empire, Cyril was able to have his views

accepted by the council.

As a result of this council that has been accepted as third ecumenical council,
Nestorius was declared a heretic and later, his name was entered into the list of
heretics in 435.

184 Chadwick, H. (2002). The Church in Ancient Society From Galilee to Gregory the Great . New
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CHAPTER 4

THE INFLUENCES OF ARIANISM ON NESTORIAN TEACHINGS

After Arius was excommunicated and his teachings were rejected at the end of the
Council of Nicaea, many of his followers tried to find more comfortable territories
for themselves so that they could continue to practice Arius’s teachings. It is known
that some of Arius’ followers who were talented and well educated, were able to be
elected as bishops. This is interesting that even though Arianism has been regarded
as a heresy, Arians were heretics who had bishops (like many other heresies), but it is
important that they had their own church unlike many other heresies. In other words,
many heretic groups might have their own bishops, but few of them were able to
establish their own church. However, Arians not only had effective bishops but they
also established and served in their own churches. It is known that Pelagianism could
never build their own church and Manichaeism formed many communuties however
they disappeared later on.’® In addition other heretics such as the Bogomils,
Paulicians, Albigensians, and Bonshommes disapppeared too and even though
Monotheletism founded their church, they eventually returned to the Catholic Faith.
However, Arians enjoyed the formation and the organization of their churches in

many districts until the middle of the sixth century.

It is known that they acted as missionaries in Constantinople. For example,
Demophilius who was a devout Arian, occupied the seat of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople until the emperor Theodosius drove him from his position.
Demophilus was just one of those bishops who had been a supporter of Arian

teachings. There was a significant number, of bishops and emperors who were Arian

8Fortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. p. 4
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Christians. For example, the emperor Constantius Il, and Valen, and many of the
kings of the Goths and some bishops from Edessa and Antioch, like Leontius (344-
357) who was the bishop of Antioch, contributed to keep Arian teachings alive.'®®
Those are the means of transmission which exposed people to Arian perspectives on
Christological and theological issues. It can be stated that Nestorius, who professed
similar teachings at certain points with Arians, might have been taught Arian
teachings as a result of those figures who were defenders of Arianism. Therefore this
chapter indicates the possible influence of Arianism on Nestorian teaching by
stressing the similarities between them and then it covers how Nestorianism received
Arian teachings or what are the reasons or methods that were transmitted those
dogmas to Nestorius? At this point, it is useful to show their similarities and

differences with each other.

4.1. Comparing Nestorianism with Arianism

As was mentioned earlier some of the people who were contemporaries of Nestorius
accused him of being insincere in his speech against the heretics. When the Nestorius
actions or reactions toward the heretics are examined Nestorius’s insincerity towards
heretics is highly visible. Also when his religious teachings are investigated, it is
visible too. One can easily recognize the similarities between Nestorius’ and Arius’
teachings. As those similarities encourage us to think about the possible Arian
influences on Nestorius so it is necessary to discuss the similarities between both of

them.

4.1.1. The Similarities between Arian and Nestorian Teachings

One of the similarities between the teachings of Arius and the teachings of Nestorius
is the human sense of Christ. Both accepted the human and divine nature of Christ.
Arius believed that in Christ there were the human and divine natures and claimed

that these natures are separated from each other. They do not get confused with each

¥\Woods, D. (1993).Three Notes on Aspects of the Arian Controversy ¢.354-367. The Journal of
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other as if there has been an invisible barrier that preclude the integration of these
natures. He believed that as a born of Mary, Christ at the beginning was purely
human and he gained his divinity when the Holy Spirit descended upon him. Like
Arius, Nestorius taught a Christology which confirms that Christ was a man who was
born of Mary. As he was born of a woman he cannot be regarded as God. Therefore,
to Nestorius, Christ gained his divinity when he integrated with the Holy Spirit.
While his human nature comes through by born, his divine nature comes from the
indwelling of the Holy Spirit. These are completely different and distinct from each
other. He regards it as impossible that the Divine nature of God can not be altered or
mixed with human nature when Christ was praised by Holy Spirit.**" This was a
perfection of man for Arius and the deification of man for Nestorius. In other words,
according to Arius stated that Christ’s human nature was so perfect that this purity
enables Christ to get his divinity or deify himself. Similarly, Nestorius thought that
the divine nature of the Savior was not formed as a result of the incarnation of God
into the human body but that by his will, God deified a man.'®® Ultimately for both
Arius and Nestorius, the two of the natures of Christ work in harmony and they form
a union together, but in this union both natures function without confusing the other

one.

Nestorius also maintained the Arian idea related to the preexistence of Christ. Both
rejected the words of the Nicene Creed which accepts that the Son is eternal and was
created before all ages. According to Arius, Christ had a beginning and as he says
there was a time when the Son did not always exist.'®® Arians underlined the
beginning and the full creaturehood of Christ in this way. Similar to the Arians,
Nestorius and his followers believed that the human body of Christ came into being
by Mary, however, as a divine being he came into existence when the Holy Spirit

appeared to him. After that he began to be called the Son of God.*® Nestorius
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believed that Jesus is the one who was made a faithful priest of God and who did not
exist as such from eternity.*®* This is why he denied the title theotokos as Mary’s son
was not God.®* At this point, it is better to point out that Arians can be assumed to
have opposed the term theotokos practically but not terminologically. In other words,
even if they did not use any specific term like theotokos it is clear that they rejected
the idea that God could be born of a woman.'® Thus it can be stated that both
theologies assigned a certain beginning for Christ. Meanwhile, they agreed on the
Father’s eternal existence and none of them claimed that the Father had a beginning

or an end.

Another similarity between Nestorian and Arian teaching is that both theologies
accepted the Holy Trinity. Although some scholars have claimed that Arius rejected
the existence of the Trinity, in fact, he believed in the Holy Trinity. However in fact
his Trinity existed through the creation of the distinct and subordinate being by the
original monad-a delegation of functions.*** The thing which makes Arius different
from other perspectives is that he believed that there must be a hierarchy within the
Trinity as the three persons in Trinity are substantially different from each other. As
it was reported in the first chapter, to Arius each member of the Holy Trinity has
distinct character and substance. They are also different in many manners like their
pre-existences, their functions, their mortality or immortality, their knowledge and
abilities for they are diverse in nature and substance.'®® Arius was condemned as he
asserted that Father is one person and the Son is another one and the Holy Spirit is
another person so their essences of substance are different from each other. Therefore
there must be some differences in their role or functions in the Holy Trinity. He

basically believes that the Son and the Father are not equal to each other. Former is
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creator and latter are creatures so how can they be equal in the Trinity? However,
Arius’s these ideas were followed by Nestorius. As it is understood from his
teachings, Nestorius stated that as it was written in passages in Phillipians Christ
should not be count as equal with his father. Like Arius, Nestorius the deification or
perfection of Christ was arisen by the exaltation and the bestow of God.**® Therefore
the Father and the Son and the Spirit are different from each other in nature, in
function, and in character so Nestorius sophisticates that each person in Trinity is
different from each other and so their functions and operations must be different too.
As a result, it can be stated that Arian and Nestorian ideas regarding Trinity are
against the Nicene Creed that declares the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit are

equal in Trinity.

It is not surprising but very meaningful that the controversy surrounding Nestorius
was mainly induced by those heretic ideas or rejections of that all persons within the
Trinity, are equal to each other and resulted in the discussion of Filioque, a term used
to signify Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son. To Arians, only the Son
proceeds from the Father'®” and they put an order like that they made Father greater
than the Son and also regarded both the Father and the Son as greater than Holy
Spirit.*® In other words, they put the Son below the Father and the Holy Spirit below
both.’® That was the tendency to deny the Filioque. At this point, David T. Ngong
penned that being an Antiochian bishop, Nestorius though he was with the zeal for
heretics like Arius, became the victim of his own theological zealousness due to his
ideas opposing the Filioque.?®® Then Nestorians believed that the Holy Spirit comes

solely from the Father.
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Moreover, it is interesting that the concept of ‘* salvation’’ in Nestorian teaching is
not so far from the Arian idea of salvation. Robert Gregg describes the Arian view of
salvation is like that Arians thought that the Son came into existence for the sake of
all humankind but not for his own humankind.?®* In other words, as Arius said in his
Thalia:

Christ was made for our sake in order that God might create us through
him by an instrument.®

As it is understood that Christ, for Arians, took on himself for the salvation of all
humanity and his divine nature enabled Christ to do so. Like Christ, saints and
religious men, ordinary men can also contribute to their salvation by their religious
practices. In Nestorian thought, by his own merit, the man Jesus earned the
acceptance of a Son.”® As he learned from Theodor, Nestorius believed that Christ
sacrificed himself for the human race and exalted his status.”®* In his Bazaar of
Heracliedes, he says that:

Whereas | have said that Christ has offered the sacrifice of himself for his
race and for himself, for his race, in deed that he may release them from
the condemnation of the signed bond of sin. While he was free from sin,
he yet offered himself for himself that there might be given unto him a
name which is more excellent than all names, and he was obedient unto
death and accepted the death upon the cross, he who was free from sin.
For he who was not found with sin was obedient death he might die for

US.205

Nestorius copied the Arian idea of Christ’s salvific efficacy and he also thought that
salvation was the task of human as Arius claimed. To remind, as it was previously
mentioned Arius believed that men are supposed to do their duties to reach salvation

or, in other words, men need to make efforts to gain their redemption. Thus,
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Nestorius similarly accepted ‘‘salvation’” as a largely human task with God’s

assisting grace which raises men from an imperfect human stage into the perfect

human stage.’® This assisting grace of Nestorius is exactly equal with the bestowal

of the divine favor and approval of obedient creatures, mankind.?%’

Another possible impact of Arianism on Nestorius is that both heresies thought that
the exaltation of God upon Christ occurred through the indwelling of Logos. The
position and the function of the Logos were adopted by Nestorius not fully but
generally. As mentioned earlier Logos was the authority or power which gave a
divine statue to Christ among the Arians. Being a man like us Jesus became the Son
of God after his integration with the Logos. In same way, Nestorius also stressed the
function of the Logos by its indwelling with Christ. He believed that Father bestowed
Christ with his wisdom by the Logos’s embodying on Christ. These similarities
existed between them due to the fact that both approached the position and the nature
of the Logos in similar ways. In fact, it is visible the Nestorian adoption of Arian
Logos. In addition to the fact that they both recognized the differences between the
Father and the Son in substance, they also agreed that the Logos has a distinct nature
from other persons. That is what Arius and Nestorius claimed about the diverse
substance of the Holy Spirit and its function to deify the Son. It can be stated that due
to this function Arius regarded the Logos as ‘‘a Mighty God*®® and Nestorius
thought it as he was the God the Word who created the Son of God, from a two, three

months old baby Jesus.?

The last but maybe the most interesting similarity between Arius and Nestorius
becomes visible if we remember that both Arius and Nestorius were the

representatives and defenders of the Antiochian teachings. Arius was the follower of
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Paul of Samosata, and of Lucian of Antioch who were both tutors of Antiochian
teachings. In addition, Nestorius is said to have been the pupil of Theodor of
Mopsuestia who had more influence and control over the Alexandrian school in the
5" century and after the 430s in the schools in Edessa. Therefore the direct impact of
the Antiochian tradition on Nestorius became remarkable and its main purpose was
to protect the authority and the uniqueness of the One-Monad. In particular, his ideas
related to the divine and the human nature of Christ were imposed by Theodor. As T.

E. Pollard stated about the general motivation of the Arians:

there can be no doubt that the compelling motive of the Arianism was to
desire to preserve a strict monotheism.**°

Nestorian theology was also centered on this perspective. Since they were
influenced by the same teachings, is it surprising that both of these systems were
rejected and accused of being heretical by the same theologies of the Alexandrian
tradition? As much as they shared mutual center in that their teachings were formed
by the same tradition, it is highly meaningful that they were rejected by a mutual
enemy i.e the Alexandrian tradition. Athanasius who was a strict defender of
Alexandrian teachings vehemently opposed Arian teachings and the Arians; Cyril, a
rigorous speaker of the Alexandrian tradition rejected the teachings of Nestorius.
Athanasius accused the Arians of reviving the teachings of the Samosatene, the

211

followers of the Paul of Samosata,”™~ similarly, Nestorius was charged for being a

placard of ideas of Paul of Samosata®*?

as mentioned earlier. In short, this important
detail as much as their teachings have many similar points, their opponents were also

originated from the same tradition, formed in Alexandria.

These similarities show that there existed more similarities between Arius’s
teachings and Nestorian teachings than expected. This was the result of the adoption
of Arian dogmas by Nestorius. As previously explained, Nestorius did not copy all of

Arius’s theology therefore, some differences between their teachings are notable.
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Those differences may be stated to have existed only in details, however their
theologies mainly agree with each other. Nevertheless, at this point, it is helpful to

mention the significant differences in their theologies.

4.1.2. The Differences between Arian and Nestorian Teachings

While both Arius and Nestorius agreed that two different natures existed in Christ,
one human and the other divine, it is visible that there were the differences in
understanding the character of these natures. Arius believed that Christ has an
entirely changeable nature while his opponents Athanasius insisted that Jesus Christ
was the same yesterday, today and will remain the same in the future. *** As
Athanasius reported, the Arians described his thesis related to changeability that:

Someone asked them if the Logos of the God is able to be changed, as the
devil was, and they were not afraid of to say, Yes, he is able; [to be
changed] for being begotten and created, he has a changeable nature.”*

The Arians also stated that as he has free will and he can change by his own
choosing. Since he is not like a stone remaining unchangeable he must be
changeable.?® The Arian idea of changeability is sometimes yoked with Christ’s
advance.”’® Some scholars claimed that Arian changeablity refers to the Son’s

improvability. The Arians highlighted that Jesus:

Having a changeable nature, on account of the diligence and exercise of
conduct did not undergo a change for worse.”’

In light of this kind of reference, scholars claimed that Arian changeability of Christ

should be regarded in the sense of the advance and improvability of Christ.
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In contrast to this, Nestorius rigorously rejected the changeablity of the natures in
Christ, he even agreed with the idea that two different natures existed in Christ.
According to Nestorius, neither the divine nature of God that was incarnated in Jesus
nor Jesus’s human nature are changeable. He writes in his Bazaar of Heracleides
that:

It is not possible that the nature of God should be changed into bodily
frame or by change, not yet that the body should be changed into the
nature of God the Word.?®

Nestorius’s idea, in fact, was related to his comprehension of the Logos. In other
words the Logos deifying Christ cannot be changeable, thus Christ’s human nature
too is unchanging. Both of the natures function in harmony but without mingling
with each other and each of them is able to preserve itself. His main concern is likely
to be that the divine nature of Christ is not changeable. However, it is interesting that
Nestorius hesitated over whether the man Christ is changeable or not. He underlines
the time when Christ had not yet become God the Son. In other words, however,
strictly he rejects the changeability of the divine nature of Christ, it is clear that he
had some concerns about the changeability of Christ’s human nature. In his work, he
stated that:

For in so far as he is God, he is unchangeable but when he was not God,
he was nothing.**

In the light of this information, it can be stated that Nestorius disagreed with the
Arian idea which says Christ has a changeable nature, however, he might adopt
Arius’s idea at certain points as he had a concern regarding the alteration of the

human nature in Christ.

The other difference between Arianism and Nestorian teaching is that they
interpreted the preexistence of the Logos in different ways. Even they both accepted
the Logos as a creature and the wisdom of God that made Christ deified by

incarnation, their ideas related to whether the Logos is eternal or not conflicted with
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each other. While Arius assigned a beginning to the Logos, Nestorius thought that
God the Logos is eternal, descended from heaven and he was joined with the human
nature in the womb of Mary.??® Arian views, arguing that the Logos was not eternal,
said to have originated from the term ‘‘made’’ used in Paul’s *Letters to Hebrews
for referring the Son of God.??! In this commentary on Hebrews, Theodor explained
why Arians did not think the Logos as eternal that:

the writer of the Hebrew uses the term ‘‘made’” when referring Christ.
The Arians recognizing the support of this, give their argument, quickly
jump to the conclusion that Hebrews says the Word was made and is
therefore a creature like men.??

Therefore, it is a notable difference between Arius’s teaching and Nestorian
teachings that while the former thought that the Logos had a beginning like all

creatures, the latter did not.

The other interesting difference between them is about the holiness of Christ and the
saints. In other words, according to the Arians even though Christ is the most
superior man, he could be just one of those who might or would be in perfection. The
Arians claim that God the Word visited one man, and sanctified Christ and became
manifest in him and also in the others.(saints)®*® Furthermore, they believed that God

has and will have many sons but they also knew that Christ is the most excellent of

*Letter to Hebrews Chapter | (Prologue) 4: Being made so much better than the angels, as he hath
inherited a more excellent name than they. 5 For to which of the angels hath he said at any time,
Thou art my Son, today have | begotten thee? And again, | will be to him a Father, and he shall be to
me a Son?

Letter to Hebrews Chapter 2 (Appeal to Faith) : 5 For God hath not subjected unto angels the world to
come, where of we speak. 6 But one in a certain place hath testified, saying: What is man, that thou art
mindful of him: or the son of man, that thou visitest him? 7 Thou hast made him a little lower than the
angels: thou hast crowned him with glory and honour, and hast set him over the works of thy hands: 8
Thou hast subjected all things under his feet. For in that he hath subjected all things to him, he left
nothing not subject to him. But now we see not as yet all things subject to him. 9 But we see Jesus,
who was made a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death, crowned with glory and
honour: that, through the grace of God, he might taste death for all.
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men and God will not create anyone superior to him.??* However, Nestorius did not
adopt this idea. To him Christ was unique and one. In his Bazaar of Heracleides, he
implied that:

It is not said that God became incarnate also in one of the prophets or
saints, nor even that he made use of any of them in his own prosopon i.e
person or nature.”

In the light of these words, it is understandable that Nestorius had a stance against
the Arian idea that Christ is one of many brothers.

After the possible influences of Arius on Nestorius and his teaching by revealing
their similarities, and underlying that their differences in very detailed minutes, now
it seems necessary to cover how the Arian teachings might be transmitted to
Nestorius. The reasons for the Nestorian adoption of the Arian theology (to a certain
extent) may be from a lack of conviction or remain insufficient to comprehend unless
the methods of the transmissions of Arius’ thoughts and the driving reasons why
people still adopted Arianism partly or totally even though it had been declared a

heresy are examined.

4.2. The Methods of the Transmission of Arius’ Thoughts

4.2.1. Imperial Policies

It is better to discuss the channels, methods, and conditions at first for conceiving
why people sympathized with Arianism. As it was mentioned earlier that Arianism
even it was rejected by the Council of Nicea in 325 and its supporters were sent to
exile, it was able to survive longer than assumed. The important channels which kept
the Arian heritage alive were the Barbaric Kingdoms, Goths, Visigoths, Ostrogoths,

Lombards, Burgundian Kingdom Suebi Kingdom, and Vandals.??®

224 |bid, p. 56
*®Driver, G. R. And Hodgson, L. (1925) Nestorius- Bazaar of Heracleides. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

226 Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
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Having realized that Arian dispute would divide the unity of the church and would
damage the entire empire, emperor Constantine did not hesitate to seek the mediate.
Therefore he called the Council of Nicea as he thought himself as pontifex maximus.
It is said that Constantine took sides with the anti-Arian party and he assigned a term
homouoios to reject Arius’s opinions related to the subordination of the Son with his
Father. Eusebius of Caesarea narrates that the term homouoios was used just because
Arius had polemically branded it as Manichean and as a result, Arius and a few his

followers were driven from the city.?’

4.2.2. Arius’s First Supporters

However Arius until this period, had already had supporters in many territories so his
supporters expressed their solidarity by local synods in Bithynia and Palestine and
outside of the Egyptian Metropolis. When he was sent to exile those supporters
maintained their sympathies. The letters, wishing Alexander to receive Arius into
communion, were supported by many Palestinian bishops.??® Therefore it would not
take so much time®?® that Arius was rehabilitated by a local synod but assembled by

the order of the emperor. It is known that Arius died after his return to Alexandria

227 Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
Ashgate Publishing. p.12

228 Baynes, N. H.(1948). Sozomen Ecclesiastica Historia I.The Journal of Theological ~ Studies, Vol.
49, Published by: Oxford University Press. p.167

229 This local council is assumed to have been held in Jerusalem shortly before 335. This local synod
may refer to the synod of Jerusalem in 335. As emperor Constantinen confessed that if Arius signs the
Decrees of the Synod he was ready to see him and to send it back to Alexandria. This event dated in
the years of 330 or 331 and then with the motivations and efforts of other bishops, these
attempts resulted in calling upon the synod of Jerusalem in shortly before 335. (Hefele, C. J. (1896) A
History of The Councils of The Church, From Its Original Documents. VVolume 1l A.D 326 to A.D
429. Translated by Henry Nutcombe Oxenham. Edinburgh: T&T Clark)

In another account:

““Again, the Arian movement did not seem to have been suppressed by excommunicating the Arians
and sending the leaders into exile; on the contrary, their opposition became more active. The Emperor
felt that it would be well to call the synod together again in Nicaea in the late autumn of a.d 327 in
order to reach a final settlement. Arius and his fellow-sufferer in exile Euzoios, had prayed for
clemency, and a petition had been supported by a lady of the royal house. In compliance with the
Emperor’s orders, Arius had presented a confession of faith....When given an audience, Arius assured
the Emperor that he assented to the Nicene Creed; it was thought appropriate to accept his word. They
synod readmitted Arius to their fellowship.”” (Lietzmann H. (1967). A History of Early Church.
Lutterworth Press.)
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however his followers increased in number. They continued to worship their faith in
many districts outside of Alexandria, Constantinople, Gaul, Spain, Toledo, and
Thrace and many other places where were controlled by Arian emperors. For
example, if the population of Arians reaches a considerable number in
Constantinople, it must remind us the emperor Valens’s contribution to his Arian
subjects. Maurice Wiles states that the fall of the emperor Valens in Adrianople
should be regarded as the fall of the Arianism.”* He thinks the succession of
Theodosius was the beginning of an end for Arians for Theodosius would embark on
many strict laws against Arians. Theodosius’ law included some orders rejecting
Arian worship and the existence of any Arian church in his empire. He also did not
allow Arians to assemble in towns.?' Furthermore, in 383 these restrictions were
extended and even in their private homes, they were prohibited to assemble any kind

of meetings.?*?

4.2.3. Goths, Arianism and Gothic Arianism

However, Arians were believers who did not simply go down and die. That was
mainly, but not fully, due to the contribution of the Gothic kingdoms to Arianism and
their adoption of this faith. They kept alive Arianism alive in many places even in
Constantinople even it was where Emperor Theodosius condemned Arians at first. It
was accounted that with the leadership of Gothic Count Gainas, nearly 7,000 Goths
who wanted an Arian church in Constantinople were massacred in 400.> The
church historian Sokrates informs us about the Arians who were referred to Arian
Goths in around 400s. He reported that there were many Arians in Constantinople
and they were maintaining their rituals in contrast to all challenges that they faced

with. Sokrates reports that:

20 Wiles, M. (2001). Archetypal Heresy: Arianism Through the Centuries.The Oxford
UniversityPress. p.32

2 |bid, p. 32
232 1bid.
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The Arians, as we have said, held their meeting outside the city. As often
therefore as the festal days occured- I mean Saturday and the Lord’s day-
in each weel, on which assemblies are usually held in the church, they
congregated within the city gates about the public squares, and sang
responsive verses adapted to the Arian heresy. This they did during the
greater part of the night: and again in the morning, chanting the same
songs which they called responsive, they paraded through the midst of the
city and so passed out of the gates to go to their places of assembly.?*

It may be more interesting that when the Visigoths plundered to the city of Rome in

235

410, Arian Goths and Nicene Romans sang hymns together.”™ According to Ralph

W. Mathisen, this means that both groups had some familiarity with each other’s

liturgy. >

Moreover, it should be understood that both faiths were moving together
when a foreign incursion occurred. It will be true a quite extent to assert that the
Goth maintained the Arian faith since they adopted this belief. At this point to
comprehend the entire picture it is essential to mention the past of Gothic

Arianism* 2%’

Arianism began to be adopted by Goths under the pioneer Ulfila who was said to be
an Arian leader of Goths and Gothic Arianism. The cradle of the Gothic Arian®*®
Christendom is a small Christian group of Goths that settled on the Roman territory
in Lower Moesia (where Bulgaria and Romania are located today) during the period
of the emperor Constantius from 337 to 361.*° In his entire life, he practiced an
Arian belief that subordination of Son to the Father and the Logos to the Son.
However, as he or many of the Arian Goths knew that none of the supporters of the
Arian teaching would satisfy better life so they instead of using the of Arian,

preferred to be remembered as being a homoian, a theology defending the similar

24 |bid, p.183

2% Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
Ashgate Publishing. p.182

2% 1hid, 182

27 Gothic Arianism as a term, was said to be defined by its creed and its use of the Gothic language.
(Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
Ashgate Publishing. p.46)

2% The author uses the term Gothic homoian Christendom as Goths avoided directly to pick up the
term Arian instead. The label Homoian is used to signify the relationship between the Father and the
Son and specifies that the Son is not same with the Father but similar to him.

9 |hid, p.45
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dogmas to Arians and formulated at the Synod of Sirmium in 357. Otherwise how
and why his ideas would be understood as being more closer to the early supporters
of Arius including Arius himself.>*° Also, it was known that Ulfila was memorialized
as Sanctus Ulfila by the strict Arian supporter, Maximinus.?** Whether Ulfila wished
to be called as an Arian or not has been still controversial. However, there is a
common idea that he might show some efforts to avoid for being called as Arian
directly due to the political reasons. Knut Schiferdiek claims that even Arius was
rehabilitated and readmitted to communion by the imperial and religious authorities
of Constantinople, it was highly interesting that he died suddenly after this
rehabilitation and so his friends thought the suspect of any poison or witchcraft for
his death.?** Therefore, if Ulfila released his affection or his adoption of Arius would
have resulted in bad consequences.?*® Similarly, this may be possible answer to show

how and why Nestorius shrouded his Arian sides.

When the political reasons to adopt or reject the Arianism are considered, it should
be mentioned that political reasons not only caused the rejection of Arianism, and if
we re-turn the Ulfila’s affection for Arius, and remind his adoption of Arianism, it is
visible that the political reasons were said to be effective on his adoption. Even some
scholars accept him as an Arian from birth, many of the scholars made a consensus
on that he became an Arian during the Arian emperor Valens. It is assumed that
““when he was expelled from Gothia in 347 and he flock were settled South of the
Danube, Ulfila had effectively been kicked to touch[with the Arian emperor
Valen.]”’?* Maurice Wiles takes all attentions into the fact that Ulfila’s missionaries
is just one of the remarkable activities and remind us that there was existed Christian

presence among the Goths before Ulfila’s time.?*® Even it is accounted that the first

240 1bid, p.51
1 |bid, p.51

242 Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
Ashgate Publishing. p.58

3 |bid, p.58
4 |bid, p.76

5 Wiles, M. (2001). Archetypal Heresy: Arianism Through the Centuries. The Oxford University
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Gothic bishops were identified as Nicenes until when Valen inducted Visigoths,
including Ulfila, to become Arian.?*® This may be interpreted as that Ulfila gave an

Arian character to the existing Christianity.

Starting with Ulfila, many Gothic kingdoms began to practice the Arian version of
Christianity. Many of the Visigothic Kingdoms practiced it all around Spain, where
was said that Arian heresy lasted longer than anywhere®*” and almost the entire rulers
of the small kingdom of Burdian on the soil of Gaul, were Arian emperor and they
had Arian clergy. The references dates back to the Vandal Kingdoms revealed the

Arian heritage in North Africa.

Moreover the Arian heritage in Central Europe would be neglected if the references
and evidences showing that in the Ostrogothic Italy not only Arian churches existed
in the cities of Ravenna and Roma but also Arian Clergy existed.?*® Furthermore, it is
also known that Ostrogothic king Theodoric offered a tax exemption to the Arians.?*°
In last circle of these Barbaric kingdoms, there existed the Lombards. They were said

to be last of the Arian Germanic gentes.*®

4.3. Arianism in India, Albyssina, Ethiopia, Asia

Undoubtedly, all of the kingdoms contributed to maintaining Arianism and in the
light of these information it can be assumed that Arianism had a huge number of
believers inside and outside of Roman soil; in North Africa, Central Europe, East and
West of the European Continent. However, that was not all. In other words, there is
so much information that Arianism also reached to India, Albyssina, Ethiopia, Asia.
As Gothic Kingdoms kept it alive in their territories, there were also other

motivations or reasons that moved the Arian teaching to countries which are so far.

2% Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
Ashgate Publishing. p.150

247 Fortescue, A. (1908). The Orthodox Eastern Church. London: Catholic true Society. p. 381
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For example, in Cappadocia there was a famous Arian bishop named George of
Cappadocia. It is said that he is an attractive figure for the emperor Julian, and when
he passed away in 361, the emperor Julian ordered his men to bring the library of this
Arian bishop to him as he regards George’s library as considerable.”®* Meanwhile, it
is said that Arian Ulfila even he did not have a direct connection with any bishops
from Pannonia, there are some clues that he might have had some indirect relation
with Cappadocian bishops. Also, the name of George of Cappadocia appears in the
sources as a influential figure on the bishop Frumentius who was one of the founders
of the Abyssinian Church. It is known by the letters of the emperor Constantius when
he wrote the Abyssinian King. In his letter, Byzantine emperor requested Abyssinian
King to send the Frumentius to Alexandria who might be an influenced by the Arian
Patriarch of George in 3652 In this letter, it does not refer directly the George of
Cappadocia however the chronology corrects this as George of Cappadocia was
murdered in a rival in Alexandria. It means that by wishing the bishop Frumentius in
Alexandria again, the emperor was knowing that George of Cappadocia, the possible
master of Frumentius was in Alexandria. In the same letter, the emperor also warned
the Abyssinian King against the Arius’s enemy, Athanasius.”®® By his way, the
Roman emperor might have wished to strengthen the existing Arian faith there. As
for this, it can be stated that Abyssinian church even with its Arian ingredients,

formed the core of the Ethiopian Church later on by the efforts of the monks.

Also during the period of Constantine the Great, Theophilus of Diu who was an
Indian bishop came to Constantinople and stayed there for a while. During his stay,
he had adopted Roman manners.?** However, most important thing regarding him is
that he became an Arian during his stay and when he returned to India it is said that

he made some attempts to propagate Arianism there.**®

B Gamble, H. Y. (1995). The Books and the Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early
Christian Texts. New Haven and London. Yale University Press. p. 175

22 Fortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. p.297
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4.4. Arian Bishops in Constantinople until Sixth Century

Although Arianism was satisfying with finding new followers outside of the Roman
territories, Constantinople as the religious tension raised after the Council of
Constantinople, would experience bad days. The Council of Constantinople in 381 as
metioned earlier, condemned the Arianism over its entire territories. Unfortunately,
in 386 Demophilus passed away. He was a very famous and influential Arian bishop
who was able to gather the Arians outside of the city of Constantinople in contrast to
Theodosius’ declaration. After Demophilus’s death, the significant Gothic Arian
bishops have led the Arian communities. For example, an Arian bishop Marinus was
summoned from Thrace and soon later he was replaced with another Gothic Arian
bishop named Dorotheus.?®® This chain was maintained by another Arian bishop of
Constantinople and when he died in 430 he was succeeded by Sabbatius. %’Lastly,
Deuterius was known as a Roman Arian bishop in Constantinople during the years
491- 518.%°

These are indicating that when Theodosius condemned the Arian teaching in
Constantinople, those who are defining themselves as Arian didnot disappeared but

Arian practices were maintained unlike the imperial order even for long years.

All these show that how and where people adopted the teachings of Arius. Now it is
necessary to mention about the reasons why people might have been a follower of

Arianism that had already been declared as heresy.

2% Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
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4.5. Why would People Prefer to Believe in a Heresy?

4.5.1. Imperial and Political Reasons for Adopting Arianism

In fact, one of the reasons why people practised Arian Christendom has already been
mentioned - political reasons. For example, if we concentrate on the question of why
Ulfila adopted Arian Christianity, it was due to the fact that the emperor Valen
encouraged Ulfila’s Arian adoption. Could the policy of an emperor be influential in
altering someone’s faith? Absolutely, for conversion and rejection both. In other
words, the Church historian Sokrates claims that Eusebian bishops who were later
remembered as an Arian party and called Eusebians, did not admit that Arius had
taught the errors of which he was accused, however they signed the Nicene Creed.”*
This may be a sign that many might accuse Arius of being a heretic for political
considerations. Although it is doubtful, it is said that Eusebius and another bishop,
Theognis of Nicaea bribed an imperial notary i.e scribe to erase their signatures from
the Creed. Similarly, although Ulfila was an Arian, he did not define himself as
Arian but described himself as homoian which is an alternative term. Therefore it can

be said that many Arians might hide their Arian beliefs.

Another reason why Arius’s heresy survived for a long time is the support that came
from imperial authorities and the palace. As it was mentioned earlier about the
imperial authorities, there were the Roman emperors who tolerated or directly
supported the Arians. Constantine the Great, Constantius, Valen were only a few of
those emperors. Also, the rulers or the kings of the other kingdoms such as Gothic
kingdoms might be said to have supported the Arian heritage all around Europe as

said below:

As foederati (federates) the Gothic, Vandalic or Herulian barbarians were
not bound to the religious legislation of the Emperors. For that reason,
they just adhered to the form of Christian faith they had adopted in the
first place. Even after 381 Germanic military contingents in Roman
service could officially remain ‘Arian’. As we know, this is the
background of the famous conflicts around the basilicas in Milan between

9 Hefele, C. J. (1896) A History of The Councils of The CHurch, From Its Original Documents.
Volume Il A.D 326 to A.D 429. Translated by Henry Nutcombe Oxenham. Edinburgh: T&T  Clark

p.2
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Bishop Ambrose and Valentinian II’s mother Justina. Since the shift of
imperial church policy towards ‘orthodoxy’ under Theodosius and
Gratian, however, these barbarians became Arian heretics in the eyes of
the Imperial Church. Finally, the establishment of barbarian kingdoms
within the Western Roman Empire since the beginning of the fifth
century led to the rise of Arian Churches in Gaul, Spain, Italy, and
Africa.”®

However, there existed some periods that the support to Arians was not directly
handed by an emperor’s ownself. In other words, there were Arian bishops who were
serving in the imperial palace. For example, being a strict Arian, Eusebius of
Nicomedia was the service of the emperor Constantine. It is said that he was very
effective on the emperor and his policies over Arians.?®! Being an effective bishop
who enabled Arius’s rehabilitation by his efforts convincing the emperor for
remitting Arius, Eusebius by his party was also maintaining the Arian dogmas by his

own party since from the Council of Nicaea.

4.5.2. Ulfila’s Bible Translation

Moreover, one other reason why Arian teachings remained alive in practice is due to
the fact that Arius’s teachings might be suitable, comfortable and consistent with the
character of any local tribes, communities or bigger societies. To extent. In Guido’s
books, Henry Lietzmann sophisticates the question of that why Gothic or Germanic
Kingdoms adopted and maintained the Arianism for a long time. Regarding the case
of the Gothic Arianism, Uta Heil rejeted the idea of arguing that Arianism as
naturally suitable to Germanic religion and to him this term was resulted by Nationist
desires to create a Germanic religiosity.?®> However, in his article, he mentioned
about the Gothic Arianism’s three hypostasis and this was the Arian view expressing
the subordination of the Son and Holy Spirit. Ulfila enjoyed this Arian idea. This
may claim that Germanic Kingdoms prefer a religion that preserves the authority of

the sole monad. So this is general for the people who adopted Arianism they present

20 Berndt G. M. and Steinacher R.(2014). Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian Creed. England:
Ashgate Publishing. pp. 122-123
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some characters or tendencies protecting God’s absolute authority. As for this, Goths
might wish God’s authority not to be damaged thus they practiced a theology that
knew the position of Trinity without damaging the nature and authority of the Father.
That was the language of Arians. Otherwise, why did the Arians want the new
converts to accept this formula mentioned above like Ralf Bockmann penned that
Arians requested from new converts that they use the Arian dogma of Homoian

formula?®®®

Also, the bible translation of Ulfila can be seen as another reason which enabled to
Arian senses to release. Ulfila’s bible translation has spread among the barbarian
kingdoms soon. As he was an Arian and used and Arian terminology, in fact, he also
might transmit or impose the Gothic Arianism through this translation. Ralf
Bockmann also states Gothic Arianism and Ulfila’s translation spread together

within the Barbarian federates.?%*

4.5.3. Supports from Other Heretic Groups

In addition to all this support for Arius and his teachings, at this point, it is necessary
to mention the social patterns in Alexandria regarding the relations between the
Arians and the Meletians who were declared heretics and led by bishop Meletus. The
Meletians, after their leader Meletius died, survived for the following two centuries,
and were known for their close interactions with the Arians. This claim might be
true. It is said that Melatians in Egypt, had always stood against Athanasius, Arius’s
zealous opponent and they had exerted significant efforts to bring Arius into the
communion of the church.?®® The reason for their support of Arius is said that have

been due to the fact that Arius and Meletus had had close relations.
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4.5.4. The School of Edessa

Another factor that might be effective in transmitting Arian teachings to Nestorius is
the city of Edessa. (today Sanliurfa) This city was said to be one of the cities where
Arians were found in quite large numbers. It is even reported that St. Ephrem, who
was the leader of the school of Edessa until his death in 373, resisted the Arians,
however, when he passed away the Arians took possession of the school for a
while.?®® However, the school of Edessa also was a center where Nestorius’s tutor,
Theodor of Mopsuestia taught. Theodor’s theologies were spread there. Living
within a great number of Arians Theodor might have been influenced by Arian
teachings and so Nestorius adopted these ideas. It is highly remarkable as Adrian
Fortescue highlights that:

After his [St. Ephrem] death they [Arians] got the possessions of it
[Edessa] for a short time and drove out the Catholic bishop Barses with
his followers in 361. But their triumph lasted only a short time; then the
Catholics came back. It seems, indeed, that the later Nestorian
controversy was taken up at Edessa, at least partly...?*’

It is noteworthy that the Nestorian heresy occurred where Arian heretics were active.

Each of these factors is a possible reason that Arianism survived for longer than

expected. Each of them contributed to save and to transmit the Arian teachings.

Under the leadership of Ulfila, if Gothic kingdoms had not adopted Arianism how it
would it have spread through all of Europe, or North Africa? Is it surprising how
many Gothic Arians were influenced by Ulfila’s Arian terminology, used in the

process of the bible translation?

Also, could Arius and his followers be re-saved or forgiven if Constantine and the
men who were close to the emperor did not follow such tolerant, adaptive and self-

preserving strategies among them?

Or what would happen if Demophius did not maintain to gather missionary meetings

in and out of the gates of Constantinople?

2% Fortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. p.36
%7 Fortescue, A. (1913) The Lesser Eastern Churches. London: Catholic True Society. p.36
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It is possible that some churches in Albyssinna, India, Ethiopia were influenced by
some of the Arian bishops who were sent there by imperial policies? It is interesting
that the Arian heresy was able to establish its own churches, something that few
heresies achieved. It must be also interesting that there are indications showing that
Arian bishops existed even until the middle of the sixth century. In short, all of these

patterns are a means of preservation and transmission of Arian Christendom.

In the light of all this information above, it can be stated that when the Nestorius
arrived in Constantinople and was promoted to Patriarch of Constantinople, he
probably knew that there were still many Arians since he immediately gave several
speeches arguing that he was against Arians. However, it should not be forgotten that

the emperor promoting him was Theodosius Il who was a strict opponent of heresies.

Therefore, if Nestorius did not side with the imperial power, he would never be able
to remain in the leading city of Christianity, so he concentrated on hiding his
teachings and practices, mentioned in first part of this chapter, that were similar to

Arius.

In other words, assigned as a Patriarch of Constantinople, how much or in what sense
did Nestorius behave and speak freely? Might he become another Ulfila in the
manner of hiding his Arian sides? However in his disposal, there might be also some
internal and external policies kept by empreror Theodosius Il and his elder sister

Augusta Pulcheria. At this point, it is better to mention briefly those reasons.

4.6. The Inter-Imperial Reasons for Nestorius’s Disposal

Since it is said that the emperor Theodosius venerated Nestorius and even ‘sat his
feet’ as a disciple,?®® it is highly interesting why he deposed or ‘‘had to depose”

Nestorius later.

One more factor to keep in mind is the internal and external political conditions in

Constantinople during the period of Nestorius’s patriarchate. In other words, there

2%8 McGuckin, J.A. (1996).Nestorius and The Political Factions of Fifth-Century Byzantium: Factors
in His Personal Downfall. page 8.
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were some explicit conditions that had already developed in Constantinople,
including ecclesiastical and imperial policies that eventually led to Nestorius’s
disposition. When Nestorius become the Patriarch of Constantinople in 428, he
addressed the emperor Theodosius by making a promise that he would assist the
emperor in his battle with Persians. That meant that a unified, orthodox church was
regarded as a huge military advantage for the empire®®, since Nestorius apparently
believed that by linking spiritual and imperial authority he would easily overcome
heretics (Arians) and secure the empire’s border from Persian attacks. At this point, it
is thought that Nestorius did not fully perceive the ecclesiatical political condition in
Constantinople. Eager to fulfill his project Nestorius started to dismantle
apprehensive Arians and their church.2® With this attack, Nestorius created
dissatisfaction and triggered an increase in public tension as there were many
supporters of the Arian teaching and many Germanic groups who practiced Ulfila’s
Homoian orthodoxy i.e Gothic Arianism. J.A. McGuckin writes that the fatal mistake
with Nestorius’policy of insisting on purging the last Arian elements in
Constantinople was that the Arian presence in the capital was significant and they
were supported by Gothic troops of Arian faith who were stationed there in large

numbers.?’

There were other reasons which made Nestorius a victim. Having been a Syrian
monk, Nestorius was said to be keen to confine the monks to their monasteries as
Nestorius recognized that they were behaving improperly in the streets and planning
hidden visits to the houses of the rich. He also accused the abbots of these monks of

272 It

not taking care of their flocks. is known that even though monasticism appeared

relatively late in Byzantium it developed there quicker than in other regions.

269 \Wessel, S. (2004). Cyril of Alexandria And Nestorian Controversy: Making of A Saint and of A
Heretic. Oxford University Press.
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Byzantine monasticism developed in a pecular way, in close proximity to the affairs
of the city; the monasteries were patronized by the nobility, and Augusta Pulcheria™
had shown herself to be an active patron and protector of the monks.?”® She was said
to be an influential figure in the internal policies of the imperial administration.
Therefore, Pulcheria tried to prevent Nestorius’s strategies on monastics. By doing
so, she increased her own popularity and influence in Constantinople. Now, there
was a power struggle between Pulcheria who wished to control her brother and
imperial power and Nestorius who wanted to reduce monastic involvement in the
affairs of the church and the city.””* The near future would soon show which side

would win the fight.

These were not all the mistakes or mistakenly followed implementations that
Nestorius carried out. Another of the wrong policies that Nestorius practiced
concerned the women in Constantinople. Nestorius planned to make some restriction
regarding some women’s (deaconesses, and dedicated virgins- Pulcheria among
them) involvement in church affairs®”>. As McGuckin wrote, Nestorius wished to
rein in the activities of certain virgins as he suspected that these women sinned a
great deal during by being promiscuous with men.?”® It is said that this act exposed
him to almost being stoned by these women.?’" In effect, Nestorius was damaging the
social character of Byzantium that offered social rights to highly placed women.

Unsurprisingly, his most challenging opponent was Pulcheria.

In the same way that he attempted to interfere with the social structure in Byzantium,
Nestorius made other interventions related to cultural habits there. He aroused public
anger when he restricted “immorality” of the entertainments. Even Nestorius

believed that these things were immoral, in fact, many others did not regard like him.

23 McGuckin, J.A. (1996).Nestorius and The Political Factions of Fifth-Century Byzantium: Factors
in His Personal Downfall. page 14

2 |bid, page 14
2 |bid, page 16
2’% |bid,page 16
" |bid, page 16
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For example, he prohibited nudity in the theatre, circus, and stadium,?’® and this was
seen as an attempt by Nestorius to destroy the traditional entertainment of the Roman
past. Therefore, Nestorius faced large demonstrations with crowds chanting slogans
against him that are said to have lasted three days. After they occupied vital buildings
in the capital, these crowds demanded the emperor depose his unpopular bishop.?”
In such conditions, Theodosius ultimately decided to abandon his protection of
Nestorius, especially when the Sees of Rome and Alexandria condemned Nestorius'

teachings.

At the beginning, it was significant that Theodosius I tried to find an outsider bishop
for the see of Constantinople. Aware of his sister's influence among Constantinople’s
monks and aristocrats, he did not permit Proclus, said to be Pulcheria’s man, to
succeed the patriarch Sisinus. Instead, Theodosius appointed Nestorius as Patriarch,
in an attempt to reduce his sister’s involvement in imperial affairs. However, when
Nestorius made fatal errors that raised public discontent he had to confirm
Nestorius’s deposition. However, Pulcheria was a brilliant woman and she married a
general named Marcion. Later, when Theodosius passed away, Marcion was the man
who took the throne. Being under the influence of his wife, Marcion was determined
to reverse the religious policy of their predecessor and convoked a new council in
451 in Chalcedon. In this council, the emperor sided with the language of the Pope in
Rome, Cyril of Alexandria was supported by Pope Leo, monks in Egypt, and
Constantinople. As a result, Nestorius Christology was banned again, but his
sympathizers organized another council in Persia. This was said to be the first church
council held outside of the empire and they established the independence of a new

and long-lived church.?®

2’8 |bid, page 16

2% McGuckin, J.A. (1996).Nestorius and The Political Factions of Fifth-Century Byzantium: Factors
in His Personal Downfall. page 13
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1. General Conclusions

The history of Christianity has witnessed numerous controversies that were
significant in the development of Christianity. However, two of the controversies, in
particular, the Arian and Nestorian controversies, were very similar for reasons that
they emerged and how they ended. This thesis has examined whether there was any
influence by Arius on Nestorius or not and began examining the backgrounds of
Arius and his theology first for the following reasons.

The main reason that makes the interaction between Nestorianism and the Arianism
very likely is the legacy of the theological school of Antioch. The most important
reason for similarities between Arius and Nestorius was that they came from
Antiochian tradition and they were inspired by same figures who played a significant
role on the Christian future.

Undoubtedly, bishops who were educated in Alexandria reflected Alexandrian
Christianity and likewise, it to be expected that Arius and Nestorius, both educated in

the Antiochian tradition, presented Antiochian dogmas in their teachings.

One common characteristic of Arius and Nestorius is that their theology stressed the
humanity of Christ so this study examined people and groups who taught doctrines
similar to Arian views. As mentioned in the first chapter, the Ebionites were one of
the important groups that strongly affirmed the unity of God and this perspective was
adopted by the Antiochians later on. Robert Gregg regards the Arianism as a salient
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feature of Ebonite Christology.”® Origen, even though he came from the
Alexandrian tradition, due to his efforts to integrate Christianity with Platonist
philosophy, gave Alexandrian Christianity a new face. His interpretations concerning
the nature of Christ and Logos, not only affected the Alexandrians, but even some
Antiochenes like Arius and, later, Nestorius. As a result of his new interpretations
and his adoption by the Antiochians, he became an important figure in the creation of
orthodoxy. Like Origen, Paul of Samosata was another inspiring person for Arius.
The theology and Christology of Paul laid the foundation for Arianism. It is
interesting that in the fifth century the opponents of Nestorius attacked him by
accusing him of speaking like Paul of Samosata. Perhaps the most important part of
this study is the chapter which shows how similar Arianism and Nestorianism are to
each other by comparing their teachings on the nature of Christ, the Holy Spirit and
the concept of theotokos. As they are both from the Antiochian tradition and inspired
by the same bishops, the similarities between the theology of Arius and Nestorius are
unsurprisingly clear. Therefore, due to the similarities of his theology and teachings

with those of Arius, Nestorius was accused of being an Arian heretic.

The second chapter was devoted on expressing the theology and Christology of
Nestorius. His ideas about the divine and the human nature of Christ, the position of
the Virgin Mary, and the subordination of the Holy Spirit were discussed. This
chapter also covered the figures who had direct influences on Nestorian teachings
such as Theodor of Mopsuestia, Diodore of Tarsus. Both of these theologians were
effective on Nestorius’s rejection of the term theotokos. Nestorius’s interaction with
other heretics is also a significant part of this thesis. This part indicates that even
Nestorius gave several speeches against the heretics he was not sincere or serious on
his words. In fact, he has always become aware of that the emperor who assigned
him as Patriarch of Constantinople was Theodosius Il who was a rigorous enemy of
the heretic thus Nestorius prepared such speeches that satisfied the emperor.
However, brilliant patriarch, Cyril of Alexandria behaved as if he realized the
insincerity of Nestorius for heretics. In addition, rejecting some of the Nestorius

ideas related to the nature of Christ and the position of Virgin Mary, Cyril accused

281 Gregg, Robert C., ve Dennis E. Groh. 1981. Early Arianism - A view of Salvation. Philadelphia:
Fortress Press. p. 165
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Nestorius of being heretic and they had a dispute. In Cyril’s mind, Nestorius was
practicing a religion that was similar to heretic Arians, Samosatans. Hopefully, given
information concludes that Cyril’s personal zeal for Nestorius became the main
concern for his rejection of Nestorius. As Alexandrian Patriarch, he would never bear

to see an Antiochian bishop on the see of Constantinople.

The last chapter is dedicated to illustrating the main similarities that lead to
speculation about the possible influences of Arianism on Nestorius and his teachings.
In this chapter, the similarities between these two religious men, coming from the
same tradition were underlined. The highlighted similarities were that both of them
accepted the two different natures of Christ, the subordination of the Son to the
Father and the Holy Sprits’s subordination to the Son. Both argued that the Holy
Spirit should be regarded as below the other two. In addition to the similarities
mentioned in this chapter there was also information about the minor differences
between Arian and Nestorian teachings. However, without knowing how Arians or
Arianism survived for so long, it would be insufficient to describe these similarities
without examining the possible explanations for how or why people adopted and
spread Arian teachings. Perhaps the most important reason was political - concerns
about the emperors’ policies were effective in influencing the adoption or rejection
of a religious movement, thus, the importance of Constantine’s toleration and
policies, as well as the policies of other emperors such as Constantius, Julian, and
Valen. The Gothic Kingdoms were seen as an important reason for the spread of
Arius’ teachings through Europe and Africa, especially North Africa. In addition, the
actions of Arius’ followers and of men who had a close friendship with imperial
authorities were regarded as an important issue for they might give shape to imperial
policies. Lastly, Edessa was the city where Arians had existed in large numbers.
However, it was also the city where Theodor of Mopsuestia’s teachings were taught.
So it was possible that even in Theodor’s ideas there might be some Arian ideas and

they are adopted by Nestorius through Theodor.

In the light of all this, I conclude that there are more similarities between Arianism
and Nestorianism than there are differences, and | believe that Nestorius, even
though he claimed to be an enemy of the Arians, was a patriarch who reflected Arian
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ideas in his own teachings. However, the reasons why he was deposed must be
investigated not only in his teachings but also in the internal and external policies as
internal policies, being shaped by Pulcheria and raised the public tension against
Nestorius, made him a heretic. But it should be kept in minds that he could gather

many followers outside of the Byzantine Empire, especially in Persian territories.
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APPENDICES

A. TURKCE OZET/TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu calismada dordiincii ylizyilda patlak veren ve Hristiyanlik tarihi igerisinde
donliim noktast olarak algilanan Aryanizm’in, yaklasik bir asir sonra sekillenen
Nestoryanizm iizerindeki muhtemel etkileri tartigilmistir.  Genel itibariyle,
Konstantiniye  Patrigi  Nestoryus’un Aryuscularla olan iletisiminden ve
etkilesiminden bahsedilmis olup ayrica bu etkilesimler sonucunda Nestoryus’un
Aryusgulardan ya da baska bir deyisle Aryan teolojiden ne derecede etkilendigi
sorgulanmistir. Aryanizm’in Ogretileri ile hangi konularda benzerlik gosterdigi
calismamizin dayanak noktasi olmustur. Tezimizde bahsedildigi lizere, Aryanizm ve
Nestoryanizm’in birbiri ile olan benzerliklerinin hangi faktorlerden dogdugu ele
alinmig, her iki akimin da sekillenmesinde etkili olan Hristiyan diinyasinin 6nde
gelen isimlerinin kim olduklar1 ve Aryus ile Nestoryus’un sozii zikredilen kilise
babalar1 ve diger din adamlarindan nasil ve hangi hususlarda etkilendigine dikkat

cekilmistir.

Tezimizin birinci boliimiinde bu caligmanin igerigi ve boliimleri hakkinda bilgiler
verilmis ve bdyle bir calismanin ortaya ¢ikmasinda karsilastigimiz problemlerden
bahsedilmistir. Stiphesiz bu c¢aligmanin hazirlanmasi esnasinda karsilastigimiz en
bliylik zorluk, bdylesine hassas bir konunun tezimizde oldugu iizere karsilastirmali
bir sekilde incelenmemis olmasidir. Diger bir ifade ile ilim adamlar1 simdiye degin
ya Aryus ve Aryanizm konusunda c¢alismalar yaptilar veya Nestoryus ve
Nestoryanizm hakkinda ¢aligmalar iiretmislerdir. Genellikle bu iki farkli konuya dair

yapilan ¢alismalar dogal olarak birbirinden bagimsiz birer ¢alisma olmakla beraber
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Nestoryus’un Aryanizm’den etkilenmis olabilecegi iddiast net bir ifade ile ileri

stiriilmemistir.

Ik bakista Nestoryus’un Aryuscu akimdan etkilenmis oldugu diisiincesi gerceklikten
uzak gibi goriilse de, detayli bir aragtirma ve genis bir literatiir taramasi yapildiktan
sonra anlagilacag iizere, aslinda her ne kadar Aryusculara ve diger heretiklere karsi
her daim savasacagini dile getirmis olsa da Nestoryus'un, gercekte Aryusculardan
etkilenmis olabilecegi ve Aryusgularin yam sira, sapkin olarak ilan edilen baska

gruplardan da izler tagimis olabilecegi ihtimali 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Bu calisma hazirlanirken karsilagtigimiz diger bir zorluk ise kaynaklarin ¢ok yonlii
olmasi gerekliligidir. Konusu nedeniyle bu tezi hazirlamak igin sadece tarih
disiplininin ~ yelpazesi altindaki kaynaklar1 irdelemek kisir bir yazimla
neticelenebilirdi. Eminim ki yazar1 kadar okuyucuyu da memnun etmezdi. Bu
nedenle bu ¢aligmay1 hazirlarken tarih kitaplarinin yani sira, basta teoloji olmak
tizere felsefe gibi disiplinlerin literatlire kazandirdigi kitaplar ve makalelerden de
yararlanilmistir. Ayrica her iki konuya da detaylar ile vakif olmak gerektigi i¢in ¢ok

yonlii kaynakg¢aya bagvurulmustur.

Bu ¢alismamizin ikinci boliimiinde Aryus 6ncesi doneme ait olan ve Aryus'un devam
ettirecegi Kristolojik tartismalardan ve bu tartismalari ortaya koyan din adamlarinin
Aryus'u hangi konularda etkiledikleri ve Aryus'un &gretilerini sekillendirmeleri
hususundaki etkilerinden bahsedilmistir. Bir baska ifadeyle, Aryus’un dgretilerinin
nasil olustugu ve Aryanizm’in ortaya c¢ikmasinda hangi kisi, grup yahut dini
hareketlerin etkili oldugu konusunda bilgiler verilmistir. Zira, Nestoryus ve onun
Ogretilerini anlamak i¢in en basta Aryanizm’in nasil ortaya c¢iktigin1 bilmek
gerekmektedir. Bunun en onemli sebebi, Nestoryus da Aryanizm’in ileri siirdiigi
sekilde Hz. Isa’min bir beser olarak dogdugunu ve beseri tabiatimin her daim ilahi
tabiatindan ayr1 oldugunu vurgulamustir. Iste bu noktada belirtilmelidir ki, Hz.
Isa’nin beseri tabiatin1 6ne ¢ikaran goriisler en basta Aryus’un dgretilerinin temelini
olusturmaktaydi. Bu nedenle ilk olarak Aryus’un dgretilerinin sekillenmesinde etkili
olan faktdrlerden bahsetmek gerekliydi. Ornegin, Ebonitler olarak bilinen ve
kendilerini Jewish Christian/ Yahudi hristiyanlari olarak tammlayan grup, Hz. Isa’nin

tanrihigini siddetle reddetmis ve heniiz ikinci yiizyiln ortalarinda Hz. Isa’nin
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beseriyeti lizerinde 1srar etmislerdir. Bu Yahudi inancinin bir geregiydi ¢iinkii tek
tanrt ve onun mutlak otoritesine iman etmeyi emreden Yahudilik ve bu gelenekten
gelen Ebonitlerin, Hz. Isa’nin ilahi tabiatim1 6ne ¢ikarmalar1 beklenemezdi.
Eboniteler hakkinda literatiirde gecen genis capli bir eser yoktur. Ebonitlere gére Hz.
Isa beser olarak dogmus ve Kutsal Ruhun iizerinde tecelli ettigi ana kadar normal bir
beser olarak yasamistir. Bu goriisiin daha sonra Aryus tarafindan da benimsenmis
olmas1 sasirtict olmasa gerek. Tezimizin bu boliimiinde Ebonitler disinda Aryus
ogretinin sekillenmesinde Origen’in ve Samsatli Paul’un sOylemlerinin etkisinden de
bahsedildi. Déneminin en etkili isimlerinden biri olan Origen, Hz Isa’y1 yaratilanlar
ile yaratici arasinda mutavassit diger bir deyisle aract konumda goriir. Ona gore Hz.
Isa, tanrinm emri ve iradesi sonucunda, insanlar ile yaratic1 arasinda birlestirici bir
koprii gibidir ve daha sonra Aryus’un da benimseyecegi iizere, Hz. Isa, tanrmin
kelamu ile onurlandig1 zaman ilahi kimligini kazandi. Bu bdliimde ayrica O Aryus’un
Ogretileri lizerinde etkileri olan Samsatli Paul hakkinda bilgi verilmistir. Dionysius of
Alexander ismi ile zikredilse de genellikle Samsatli Paul olarak literatiirde kargimiza
cikar. Samsatlhi Paul icin ‘‘Aryus’dan oOnceki Aryus’ ifadesi de kullanilmustir.
Kendisi Aryus’un teolojisinin merkezinde kalmistir. Paul sadece Hz. Isa’y1 bir beser
olarak gordiigii i¢in degil, ayrica Logos/Kutsal Ruh konusundaki goriisleri nedeniyle
de Aryus tarafindan benimsenmistir. Ve onunla ilgili belirtilmesi gereken en énemli
hususlardan biri de, onun Hz. Meryem’in konumuna yonelik goriisleridir. Ona gore
Hz. Meryem icin theotokos (Tanr1 Doguran) kelimeleri kullanilmamali ¢iinki
Meryem sadece bir insan dogurmustur. Zira bu goriisler daha sonra Nestoryus
tarafindan tamamen benimsenmistir. Kisacasi diyebiliriz ki Samsatli Paul sadece
Aryus’u etkilememis ve buna ek olarak Nestoryus i¢in de ilham kaynagi olmustur.
Biitiin bunlara ek olarak bu bdliimde yine Aryanizm’in gelismesine etki eden
faktorlerden biri olarak gordiigiimiiz papaz Sabellius’un da baglatti§i akimdan
bahsetmeyi unutmadik. Bu bdliimde {izerinde durdugumuz bir baska konu da
Aryus'un yukarida bahsedilen din adamlari ya da akimlarin yani sira Antakya
ogretilerinden etkilenipi onun teolojisini devam ettirmesidir. Diger bir ifade ile hem
Aryanizm’in hem de Nestoryanizm’in sekillenmesinde 6nemli ve bir ortak payda
olan Antakya okulunun Oneminden bahsedilmistir. Bilindigi gibi erken donem

Hristiyanligmin dnde gelen egitim merkezleri Iskenderiye, Antakya, Roma, Kudiis
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ve Sam Hristiyan okullaridir. Bu okullarda bir¢ok Kilise Babalari, piskoposlar ve din
adamlar1 egitim gormiisler ve yine bazilar1 bu okullarda bir¢ok 6grenci yetistirmistir.
Biiylik Konstantin’nin Yeni Roma olarak Konstantiniye’yi insasindan sonra 6dnemli
Hristiyan merkezler halkasina Konstantiniye de dahil edilmistir. Bundan sonra
Konstantiniye, Hristiyanlar icin yiikselen bir merkez olmustur. Ancak biitiin bu
merkezlerin igerisinde Antakya ve Iskenderiye gelenegi ayrica bir &nem arz
etmektedir. Her iki okul da kendi teolojisini 6gretmistir. Zaman igerisinde bu iki
gelenegin Hz. Isa’nim ilahi ve beseri tabiatina, Kutsal Ruhun pozisyonuna ve Hz.
Meryem’in ilahiligi hususuna dair goriislerinin birbirinden farkli olmasi tartigmalara
ve hatta ayriliklara sebep olmustur. Antakya geleneginden yetisen din adamlar1 Hz.
Isa’nin beseri yonlerini &ne ¢ikarirken, Iskenderiye gelenegini yansitanlarin temel
tezi Hz. Isa’min ilahiligi iizerineydi. Bir baska deyisle, Iskenderiye Hristiyan
okullarinda yetisen din adamlar1 Hz. Isa’nin ilahiligine vurgu yapmislardir. Onlara
gore Hz Isa her daim ilahi vasiflar ile var olmustur ve onun beseri tabiati, ilahi
tabiat1 ile bir biitiin olarak mevcudiyet gostermistir. Oysa Antakya geleneginde Hz.
Isa’nin ilahi ve beseri yonleri birbirinden kesin bir suretle ayr1 olarak algilandi. Bir
beser olarak dogan Isa, Kutsal Ruh’un tecellisi sonucu, ilahi vasiflarin1 kazanmustir.
Bu nedenle onun ilahi ve beseri tabiatlar1 birbirinden ayr1 olup birbirine
karismamaktadir. Ozellikle Origen’den itibaren Antakya ve Iskenderiye gelenegi
arasinda teknik olarak anlasmazliklar dogsa da Aryus’un sebep oldugu tartigmalara
kadar fiilen herhangi bir ¢atisma olmamistir. Iste dordiincii yiizyilda Iskenderiye
gelenegini temsil eden Iskender /Alexander) ile Antakya gelenegini temsil eden
Aryus arasinda c¢ikan tartigmalar, bu iki okul arasindaki temel catismanin gozle
goriiliir bir sekilde idrak edilmesini saglamistir. Aryus ve Iskenderiyeli Iskender
arasmdaki tartisma Antakya ve Iskenderiye Okulunu kesin bir ¢izgi ile aywrmustir.
Yine aymi sekilde, besinci yiizyila gelindiginde bu iki gelenek arasindaki catisma,
Antakya gelenegini temsil eden Nestoryus ve Iskenderiye gelenegini devam ettiren
Kiril vasitasiyla tescil edilmis ve Hristiyanlar arasinda bir ayrilik dogurmustur. Neo-
Platoncu felsefe ile kaynasmis olan Iskenderiye gelenegi daha mistik bir egilimde
olurken, Antakya geleneginin tek tanrmmin mutlak otoritesini korumayi amaglayan
ogretileri (ki kimilerine gore Judaistic/ Yahudi geleneginin bir etkisi olarak) daha

somut ve akilcr yollarla islenmis ve 6gretilmistir. Aryus'un teolojisinin hangi kisi
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yada Ogretilerden etkilendigini gosterdikten sonra bu bolimii Aryus'un o6gretileri
hakkinda detayli bilgiler vererek noktaladik. Hz. isa’nin tabiatina dair getirdigi yeni
yorumlamalari ile Logos kavraminin fonksiyonu ve Kutsal Uclii Birlik igerisindeki
elementlerin birbiri ile olan iligskisine deginilmistir. Onun bu kavram ve konseptler
hakkindaki goriisler incelendiginde, bir dnceki boliimde bilgisi verilen kisi ya da
kavramlardan ne derecede etkilendigi goze carpmaktadir. Nitekim Ebonitler,
Samsatli Paul ve Origen gibi kisilerden esinlenen Aryus da Hz. Isa’nin beseri
dogasini 6n plana ¢ikarmis ve nutuklarini bu yonde devam ettirmistir. Ona goére Hz.
Isa diger insanlar gibi bir beser olarak diinyaya gelmis ve sz gelimi tanrmin
ogullarindan sadece birisidir. Onu diger insanlardan ayiran ve ona ilahilik vasfi
kazandiran mekanizma Kutsal Ruh/Logos yani bir baska deyisle tanri kelaminin
onda tezahiir etmesidir. Bu safhaya kadar normal bir beser olan Hz. Isa, Kutsal
Ruhun tecelli etmesinden sonra ilahi bir karakter elde etmistir. Bu boliimde, Aryusgu
anlayis dahilinde Baba Ogul ve Kutsal Ruhun iicli birlikteki fonksiyonlarindan ve

bunlar arasindaki hiyerarsiden bahsedilmistir.

Bu ¢alismanin {i¢iincii boliimii Nestoryus ve onun ogretilerine ayrilmistir. Kendisi
hakkinda biyografik bilgiler verildikten sonra onun 6gretilerini sekillendirmesinde
Mapsuestali Theodor ile Tarsus'lu Diodore basta olmak {lizere, diger kisi ve
ogretilerden bahsedilmistir. Zira Teodor Nestoryus'dan 6nceki Nestoryus olarak de
bilinmektedir ve Nestoryus'un Mapsuestali Teodor'un Ogretilerinin savunucusu
oldugu reddedilemez bir gergekliktir. Ancak bilinen odur ki; Nestoryus'un
Ogretilerini sekillendiren ya da onu etkileyen isimler sadece bu iki isimden ibaret
degildi. Goriilecegi iizere Samsatli Paul, Aryus gibi heretik ilan edilen dini
figurlerden etkilenmis ve ozellikle Aryusgu Ogretiden izler tagimistir. Nitekim Bu
boliimiin en 6nemli alt basliklarindan birisi de Nestoryus hakkinda Aryus’un
Ogretilerinin takipgisi oldugu iddias1 ve rakipleri tarafindan heretik olarak ilan
edilmesi konusudur. Zira basta Iskenderiyeli Kiril olmak iizere, birgok rakibi
Nestoryus’u, Samsathi Paul’un ve Aryus’un Ogretilerini devam ettiren ve heretiklere
kars1 olan soylem ve fiillerinde samimi olmayan bir piskopos olarak tasvir ederler.
Nestoryus, Konstantiniye Patrigi olduguna Bizans Imparatoru Theodosius’a en basta
Aryuscular olmak iizere dine ve devlete zarar veren biitlin sapkinlar1 ortadan
kaldirmak i¢in savasacagim1i vadeder. Nitekim ilk bakista, Nestoryus’un
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sOylemlerinin de bu yonde oldugu goriilmektedir. Ancak gercekte Nestoryus’un bu
tiir amaclarmi yerine getirme konusunda pasif davrandigim gérmekteyiz. Ornegin,
Iskenderiyeli Kiril, Nestoryus’un bir Aryus fanatigi oldugunu ve Ogretilerinin de
pratikte Aryan teolojiyi yansittigini dile getirmektedir. Ayrica Nestoryus’u heretik
olarak ilan edenlerin dikkat ¢ceken bir bagka ortak sdylemi de onun Aryus’un da takip
ettigi Samsatlhi Paul’dan izler tasidigidir. Bu nedenle rakipleri Nestoryus’un
heretikleri hedef alan goriisleri konusunda diiriist olmadigini belirtmislerdir. Bu
béliimiin son kisimlarinda Iskenderiye Patrigi Kiril’in Nestoryus’a kars1 tutumundan
ve Nestoryus’un aforoz edildigi Efes Konsili’nden bahsedilmistir. Iskenderiye
geleneginin en 6nde gelen isimlerinden birisi olan Kiril, kimilerine gore entelektiiel
acidan Nestoryus’dan daha bilgili ve kiiltiirlii bir patrik olarak hatirlanir. Iyi bir
ilahiyatgt olmasinin yani sira Latince kaynaklart zorlanmadan okuyabilmesi
acisindan da iyi bir prestij elde etmistir. Birgoklar onu sapkinlara karsi miicade eden
Iskenderiyeli Biiyiik Kiril olarak tanimlar. Bunun sebebi Samsatli Paul, Aryanizm
taraftarlar1 ile Nestoryanizm takipgileri gibi sapkin olarak nitelendirdigi gruplara
karst verdigi amansiz miicadeledir. Siiphesiz Iskenderiye okulunun en etkili
temsilcisi olarak kabul edilir. Hristiyanliktaki kurtulus doktrini,(salvation) Hz.
[sa’min  tabiati, Hz. Meryem’in tanrisalligi/theotokos gibi konularda &nemli
caligmalarda ve sOylemlerde bulundu. Bu ¢alismalarinda Aryus ve Nestoryus gibi
sapkinlarin hicbir sekilde tolere edilmeyecegini ve onlarin dini ve sosyal
platformlardan aforoz edilmesi gerektigini savunur. Bu nedenle Nestoryus’un her
daim karsisinda durmustur. Nestoryus Hz. Isa’nin beseriyeti {izerinde dururken ve bu
beseri karakter ile ilahi karakterin birbirine karismadigini savunurken, Kiril, Hz.
[sa’da tecelli olan ilahi ve beseri karakterin birbirinden ayrilmadigmi, her iki
tabiatinda birbiri ile uyum igerisinde faaliyet gosterdigini vurgulamaktadir.
Nestoryus’a gore Hz. Isa’nm ilahi ve beseri tabiat1 ayn1 bardaga doldurulmus yag ve
su gibidir. Zira suyun ve yagin birbirne karismadig1 ve aralarinda bir simirin bas
gosterdigi goriilecektir. Oysa Kiril’in tezine gore ise Hz. Isa’nin ilahi ve beseri tabiati
birbiri ile i¢ igedir ve aralarinda herhangi bir sinir yoktur. Kiril bu durumu ayni
bardaga konulan su ve sarap emsali ile acgiklar. Zira bos bir bardak, bir miktar su ve
bir miktar sarap ile doldurulursa, her iki elementin de birbiri ile karigmis oldugu ve

aralarinda herhangi bir sinirin olmadig1 goze ¢arpacaktir. Ayni konu iizerinde Kiril’in
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ve Nestoryus’un tartismasi ve Kiril’e gore Nestoryus’un diger heretikler gibi
diisiincelere sahip olmast bu iki isim arasindaki catisma ve gerilimi artirmistir.
Ayrica Nestoryus ve Kiril, Hz. Meryem’in tanrisallig1 konusunda da uzlagamamustir.
Kiril, Hz. Meryem i¢in theotokos/tanri-doguran ifadesini kullanmaktaydi. Ona gore
Hz. Isa biitiin ilahi vasiflarimi tasir halde diinyaya getirildigi icin Meryem de
theotokos yani tanri-doguran olarak kabul edilmeliydi. Oysa Hz. Isa’nm bir beser
olarak diinyaya geldigini savunan Antakya geleneginin temsilcileri (Samsatli Paul,
Antakyali Lucian, Aryus, Nestoryus) Hz. Meryem’e olan theotokos kavramina karsi
ctkmiglardir. Onlara gore Hz. Meryem Christotokos/Isa’y1-Doguran olarak
anilmalidir. Biitiin bu farkliliklara ve catismalara ek olarak, Bizans Imparatoru
Theodosius’un otoritesiyle Konstantiniye Patrikligine Nestoryus’un atanmasi, Kiril
ve taraftarlar1 agisindan hazmedilemedi. Bu nedenle Kiril, kendi taraftarlarimi ve
Konstantiniye’de yasayan kesisleri Nestoryus alehinde kiskirtarak ilk olarak Efes
Konsilinin toplanmasina zemin hazirladi ve daha sonra da Nestoryus’un heretik
olarak ilan edilip aforoz edilmesini sagladi. Bu boliimde ayrica Efes Konsili ve daha
sonraki siiregte Kiril’in Nestoryus’un goriislerine karst ¢iktigi on iki tezine ve

Nestoryus’un da Kiril’i hedef halan savunmalarina bilgilere yer verilmistir.

Bu ¢alisgmanin dordiincii boliimiinde Aryus'un dgretileri ile Nestoryus'un dgretilerinin
benzer ve farkli yanlarina deginilip, tahmin edilenden fazla ortak G6gretileri oldugu
vurgulandiktan sonra Aryus'un Ogretilerinin Nestoryus'a ulagsmasina imkan saglayan
faktdrlerden bahsedilmistir. Hz. Isa'nin tabiatina iliskin goriisleri konusunda, Kutsal
Ruhun'un konumu ve gorevi gibi hususlarda benzer egilimde olan ve Antakya
okulunun etkilerinin bir sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikan benzer iki teolojinin ve
Kristolojinin mukayesesi yapilmigtir. Daha sonra da iznik Konsili'nde (325) heretik
olarak ilan edilen Aryanizm'in neden daha sonraki nesiller tarafindan benimsenmeye
devam edildigi sorusunun muhtemel cevaplar1 verilip, Nestoryus'un da Aryanizm'i
hangi kanallar araciligi ile benimsemis olacagi tartisilmistir. Nitekim Aryanizm'in
hayatta kalmasmim en onemli sebepleri siyasi politikalar, imparatorlarin bizatihi
kendi egilimleri, imparatorlara yakin din adamlarinin imparator lizerindeki tesirleri
ile her ne olursa olsun Aryus'un 6gretilerini devam ettirmeye calisan din adamlarinin
ugraslar1 olmustur. Ozellikle Constantius I, Valen gibi imparatorlarin Aryanizm’i
benimsemeleri imparatorluk sinirlar1 dahilinde bu teolojiyi canli tutmustur. Zira
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neredeyse altinci ylizyilin sonlarina kadar Konstantiniye sehrindeki Aryusgu tebaanin
varligindan ve Aryan piskoposlarin bu sehirde aktif olarak misyonerlik

yaptiklarindan haberdariz.

Bu hususta Aryanizm'in canli kalabilmesindeki en Onemli etken olarak Ulfila
onderliginde Gotlarin ve diger Gotik kralliklarin/imparatorluklarin  Aryanizm'i

benimsemesidir.

Ayrica Aryuscu dgretinin savunucusu olan Ulfila'nin kendi diline kazandirdig: incil
terclimesi ve bu terclimenin biiyiik ilgi gérmesi neticesi ile kullandigi terminoloji
vasitastyla Ulfila'nin ayn1 zamanda Aryanizm'i de genis kitlelere ulastirdigi dikkat
¢eken bir durum. Nitekim Konstantiniye meydanlarinda heniiz dordiincii ylizyilin
sonlarina dogru artan ve besinci yiizyilin sonunda sayilari ¢ok biiyiik rakamlara
ulasan Aryus¢u Gotlarin bulundugundan ve gesitli festival veya dini ritiieller
diizenlediklerinden bahsedilir. Finalde de biitiin bunlardan yola ¢ikarak Nestoryus'un
Aryan Ogretiyi hangi kanallar araciligi ile elde etmis olabilecegi konusunda
muhtemel cevaplar verilmistir. Bunlara ek olarak Nestoryus’un Konstaniniye’den
stiriilmesinde ki i¢ siyasi nedenlere de deginilmistir. Zira donemin Bizans impratoru
ve en baslarda Nestoryus’u patrik olarak atayan Il. Theodosius, Nestoryus’a olan bu
koruyucu ve iyimser tavirlarindan vazgegmis yahut vazgegirilmistir. Bunun en
onemli nedeni imparator Theodosius’un biiylik kiz kardesi Augusta Pulcheria’nin
kardesinin yoOnettigi imparatorluk tizerinde etkili olmas1 ve etkilerini daha da fazla
artirmak istemesidir. Nestoryus ve Theodosius yakin oldugu siirece Pulcheria siyasi
ve dini niifuzunu ¢ok fazla hissettiremiyordu ve bu nedenle 6nce Nestoryus’tan
kurtulmasi gerekirdi. Nitekim, 0yle de oldu. Nestoryus’un sdylemlerini ve yaptigi
bazi uygulamar1 sebep gosterip Once onun patriklik gorevinden alinmasina ve
sehirden uzaklastirilmasini sagladi ardindan da II. Theodosius 6ldiikten sonra yerine
gececek olan Marcianus ile evlenip devlet ve kilise islerini tamamen kontrol altina
aldi. Bu bize Nestoryus’un aforoz edilmesindeki i¢ siyasi politikalarin etkisini
gostermektedir. Ancak dig politikaya bakildiginda da Nestoryus’un 6zellikle Pers
topraklarinda c¢ok sayida taraftar bulmasi, Ogretilerinin ¢abucak benimsenip ve

yayilmasi hayli ilgingtir.
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Calismamizin son boliimde ise genel bir degerlendirme yapilmis ve simdiye kadar
degindigimiz biitiin benzerliklerden ve ortak paydalardan yola ¢ikarak Nestoryus ve
onun Ogretileri lizerinde Aryus’un ileri siirdiigli iddialarin yahut 6gretilerin bazi
konularda kismen bazi konularda ise Onemli Olgiide etkisinin olabilecegi
vurgulanmistir. Nitekim Aryanizm ve Nestoryanizm arasinda tahmin edilenden fazla
benzerlik oldugu konusunda farkindalik olusturulmustur. Bu farkindalik, simdiye
degin ¢ogunlukla birbirinden ayr1 olarak calisilan bu iki konuya dair (Aryanizm ve
Nestoryanizm) ilerleyen zamanlarda aralarinda iligkiler kurulacak sekilde yeni

calismalarin ortaya ¢ikmasina katki saglayacaktir.
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