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In this paper, I refer to the main points of the historical circumstances of the 5th, 6th and 7th centuries, in order to underline the deep roots of this bitter and long period of separation between the two Orthodox families, which we hope to call them: One Family in Christ.


1. The Byzantine emperors used to interfere in theological and ecclesiastical affairs. Prof. Meyendorff started his paper on the Pan-Orthodox Unofficial Consultation in August, 1964, by declaring the role of the historical circumstances in the East from the Chalcedon council date (451) until the conquest of the Arab in Egypt and Syria. He said: [Emperors tried to solve the dispute by force. For us, today, there is no doubt the fact that the military repressions of monophysitism (miaphysitism) in Egypt, and in another places, the imposition of a Chalcedonian hierarchy in Byzantine (politics), the frequent exile of the real, popular leaders of the Church of Egypt, all played a decisive role in giving to the schism the character of a national resistance to Byzantine ecclesiastical and political control of Egypt, Syria and Armenia. For centuries, the Orthodox Chalcedonians were considered as Melechites - the people of the Emperor (king) - by the non-Greek Christians of the Middle East
.]


2. According to our Coptic point of view and many scholars point of view
 the bishops of Rome envied the Coptic bishops (Popes) of Alexandria as heroes of faith, for while the former had the civil authorities and honor and riches for they lived in Rome, the Capital of Empire, the Alexandrian bishops (Popes) like SS. Athanasius and Cyril were the true leaders and had theological and spiritual priority. All the ancient Christendom looked to the Egyptian Fathers as the defenders of the Orthodox faith, as leaders in theology and ascetic life etc... and had their effective role in the ecumenical councils. Leo of Rome, prepared his tome before the council and the emperor Marcion and the empress Pulcharia
 had been gathering signatures since 450 A.D. The idea was to draft a basic paper against the Alexandrian theologians under the pretend of defending the church faith against Eutyches who committed heresy while he was struggling against the Nestorians. He wanted to affirm the unity of Christ, but in a wrong way, believing that the divinity of Christ absorbed His humanity. This heresy, as I will explain, was not accepted at all in our Church. Leo tried to distort the face of the Egyptian Church by attributing the Eutychian heresy to her fathers, which they struggled against, although Eutyches himself was hesitating or acting deceptively.


Some scholars state that there was no need for this council, but politics played the principal role. Aloys Grillemeier, the German theologian, says: [It was only under constant pressure from the emperor Marcion that the Fathers of Chalcedon agreed to draw up a new formula of belief
.]


I think the decisions of the Chalcedon Council and the events that followed it would surly be totally different if the rulers Marcion and Pulcharia had not interfered in theological church affairs.


3. No doubt the exile of the Pope of Alexandria and the persecutions that the Copts and Syrians suffered by their brothers in Christ caused many troubles to the Byzantine Empire. Efforts for unity in the 6th & 7th centuries have been made. In 543 A.D., in order to quite the minds of Christians and restore the spiritual unity of the Empire, the Emperor Justinian condemned the "Three chapters" (the writing of three semi-Nestorian authors, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa) which were included in the documents of the Synod of Chalcedon. In 553 A.D., the Second Council of Constantinople confirmed the condemnation of the Emperor against the "Tria Kephalaia". Of course this gesture of the Fifth Ecumenical Council to a certain extent pleased the Non-Chalcedonians, but it neither solved the problems, not settled the crisis. Some of the Chalcedonians were not happy with the results of the Synod of Constantinople, and some of the non-Chalcedonians still were not convinced of the orthodoxy of Chalcedonian doctrine.


In the 7th century patriarchs and emperors undertook a new effort in order to reconcile the Miaphysites with the supporters of Chalcedon. Bishop Sergius of Constantinople had phrased a formula of two natures but one divine-human operation (Energeia= energy, active operation) and will (Thelema), In 638 the Emperor Heraclius officially proclaimed the Monothelite doctrine in his edict named "Ecthesis". Pope Honorius also supported the reconciliation. The Copts, Syrians and particularly the Armenian were enthusiastic and satisfied in expectation to see the oneness of Christ emphasized in a way. But as the Arab conquered Egypt, Syria and Armenia, the adherents of "Two natures" exerted pressure on the Emperor Constantine IV (668-685) to reject the Monothelite formula, reaffirm the Chalcedonian doctrine and condemn Pope Honorius and describe St. Dioscorus together with Eutyches as haters of God and St. Severus together with Appolinarius as scorners of God.


We have said that the political circumstances played the principle role in the Council of Chalcedon. He was present in the first meeting and when the Roman representative noticed his orthodox faith, and that he attracted many bishops to his side, he was prevented to attend and was condemned.


The Greek Professor Rev. Romanides says: [Dioscorus was considered quite orthodox in his faith by such leading Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon as those represented by Anatolius of Constantinople
.]


Metropolitan Methodios of Aksum states:


[Information, which we possess, does not depict Dioscorus as a heretic. From available information it is obvious that he was a good man and even Bishop Leo himself tried to take him to his side... Likewise Emperor Theodosius in a letter to Dioscorus calls him a man who radiates the Grace of God, a humble man and of orthodox faith.


Several times in the course of the Council Patriarch Dioscorus declared his faith. He was not condemned because he was heretical but because he refused to communicate with Leo, the Archbishop, and because he refused to come to the Council although he was invited to do so three times.


This evidence is sufficient for us to look for other reasons for Dioscorus, condemnation. Rome was annoyed by the extraordinary vitality of the Church of Alexandria and its active Patriarch. This is apparent from the statement of one of the representatives of Leo... 
]


Rev. Sellers, in his book: "The Council of Chalcedon
," states: [At Chalcedon, Anatolius, bishop of Constantinople - who at the same time, was ready to confess that the Alexandrian "had filled the whole world with storm and tempest" - could declare that the accused had been deprived, not on account of erroneous belief, but because he had dared to excommunicate the Bishop of Rome, and though cited three times, had deliberate absented himself from meeting of the Council
.]

TOME OF LEO


Leo was occupied with “papacy” more than the dogma of the church as we can see through the current events of the fifth century. His principal aim was to exercise supremacy over the whole church throughout the world. J.W.C. Wand states: [Leo was one of the greatest of all ecclesiastical statesmen , and has been called the Father of the Papacy
.]


Leo of Rome, prepared a tome (letter) to be offered at the Council of Ephesus in 499. It was a paper against the Alexandrian theologians. It is said that the tome was not read because of Pope Dioscorus' objection. Metropolitan Methodios of Aksum comments on this objection to the reading of this tome by saying: [Those who support Leo's letter say that Pope Dioscorus unlawfully objected to the reading of Leo's letter in the Council of 449, because, they assert, by doing so the position of the Church of Rome was concealed. But this is not the case. The fact that the letter was submitted to the Synod was enough. Leo's representatives were present and they could have made his view known. Even today, circular letters are submitted to the Synods, but not necessarily read
.]


He also says: [This action of Dioscorus provoked Leo's anger for he thought Dioscorus' attitude as a disgrace to his Throne. Consequently Leo of Rome rejected that Council which had otherwise been recognized by Emperor Theodosius whose sudden death saved Leo from Dioscorus of Alexandria (Dioscorus of Alexandria had demanded from Emperor Theodosius to sent Leo to exile). Homingman, the well known scholar, writes that the famous Tome of Leo was circulated to the bishops for signature before the convening of the forth Ecumenical Synod but half of them refused to sign it because they regarded it as unorthodox
.]


On the death of Theodosius who was the supporter of Pope Dioscorus, the latter summoned a council and condemned Pope Leo. Pope Leo did all his best to get rid of Dioscorus.


The Emperor Marcion and his wife Pulcharia were supporters of Leo against Dioscorus. According to Methodios of Aksum, the tome was not a dogmatic epistle but a helpful historical paper of the Council, which a number of the fathers who participated in the Council had expressed doubts in it, but the representatives of Leo had threatened to walk out of the Council
. 


As a matter of fact while the non-Chalcedonians from the early ages in their refutation of the council attack the tome more than the council's  definition, the Byzantine Chalcedonians do not comment on the tome as much as on the Chalcedonian definition, by explaining the latter along the lines of Cyrillian Christology, which brought their interpretation of Chalcedon near to our Christological position
.


The Greek Prof. Rev. Florovsky says:[The tome of Leo, if taken alone by itself, could have created the impression of an excessive opposition of two natures especially by its president attribution of particular acts of Christ to different natures, without any adequate emphasis on the unity of Christ's Person, although the intention of the Pope himself was sound and orthodox. However the interpretatores of the Tome by the Roman Catholic historians and theologians in modern times quite often transpire a certain quasi Nestorian bias, to which attention has been called recently by some Roman Catholic writers themselves
.]

THE PROBLEM OF EUTYCHES


The personality of Eutyches was one of the problems that created this schism. Scholars, until today cannot give a clear decision concerning his personality and his theology, if truly he was theologian.


Rene Dragust followed by Thomas Camelat and J.N.D. Kelly, concedes that Eutyches was not a confirmed heretic. Kelly states: [What Eutyches' actual doctrine was has never been easy to determine. At a preliminary examination, before the envoys of the synod he declared that "after the birth of our Lord Jesus  Christ I worship one nature, viz. that of God made flesh and became man"...The traditional picture of Eutyches, it is clear, has been formed by picking out certain of his statements and pressing them to their logical conclusion
.]  Trevor G. Jobland remarks that the condemnation of Eutyches by the council of Constantinople was a hasty action
. 


1. Before the council, Eutyches declared that he accepted the teaching of Nicea and Ephesus and affirmed that [after He (Jesus) became man, that is after our Lord Jesus Christ was born, God the Word is worshiped as one nature, namely as God who has became incarnate
.]


He denied ever having said that Jesus, flesh came from heaven; but he laughed on hearing this accusation against him.


Flavian gave the verdict that Eutyches was a follower of Valentinus and Apollinarius, and the council excommunicated Eutyches and deposed him from the government of his monastery and the exercise of priesthood
.


Tixeront states: [Flavian was probably not sorry to get rid of an ever zealous partisan of the Patriarch of Alexandria (St. Cyril) 
]. Kelly say, [He was not Docetist or Apollinarian; nothing could have been more explicit than his affirmation of the reality and completeness of the manhood
.]

WAS ST. DIOSCORUS VIOLENT?


In fact, until the last moment of the Council of Ephesus in 449 A.D., St. Dioscorus did not speak an evil word against Rome, while Leo on his epistles refers to our Pope as "that Egyptian plunderer", and "preacher of the devil's errors" who tried to force his "villainous blasphemies" on his brethren
. We will see how the Patriarch of Constantinople and others refused to attribute heresy to Pope Dioscorus.


The Roman bishop considered the omission of his tome in this council as a despise of hos Petrine authority, describing the council as "the Robbers' Council".


It is noteworthy that this "Tome" was not written as a document to the council, but as a letter to the emperor and a copy had been sent to the council handed by the delegates. Metropolitan Methodios of Aksum states: [The fact that the letter was submitted to the Synod was enough. Leo's representatives were present and they could have made his view known. Even to-day, circular letters are submitted to the Synods, but not  necessarily read
.]


Rev. Samuel states, [...the document had been given wide publicity in the east from about the middle of June 449, and that its contents had been known to the delegates to the council of 449 even before they had met. They had in fact learned that it was on able defense of the "two natures after the union". In the context of the conflict between the Alexandrine and the Antiochene sides, many of these men would stand by the former in opposition to the "two natures"... Therefore, to say that in his "autocracy" and "violence" Dioscorus had hindered its reading in the council is neither fair to the man for borne out by any evidence . We have stronger evidence on the other hand,  to venture the conjecture that the council of 449 did not read the "Tome" out of respect for the see of Rome
.]


Perhaps, because of its Nestorian attitude the bishops did not read it to avoid any struggle against Rome, especially as Nestorius declared his approval towards this tome. H. Chadwick says: [Nestorius, reading the tome in his lonely exile, left that the truth had been vindicated at last, and that he could die in peace
.]

ST. DIOSCORIUS AND THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON


Although the Council of Chalcedon is believed to have condemned Eutyches, the man whom it really dealt with not the old monk, but the Pope  Dioscorus of Alexandria, for Eutyches was not present at the council but he was away in north Syria, where he had been exiled even before the council met.


In fact, St. Dioscorus was condemned not because of theological heresy but due to political circumstances which played the principal role in this council.


In this council St. Dioscorus said, "If Eutyches holds notions disallowed by the doctrines of the Church, he deserves not only punishment but even fire. But my concern is for the catholic and apostolic faith, not for any man whomsoever
.]


The Greek Professor Rev. Romanides says: [Discorus was considered quite orthodox in his faith by such leading Fathers of the Council of Chalcedon as those represented by Anatolius of Constantinople
.]


Tixeront states, [Dioscorus was deposed...The motives were not directly doctrinal... Dioscorus emphatically as sweted that his doctrine was none than that of Cyril and that, although he admitted but one after the union, he rejected absolutely any admixture and change of the united natures
.]


Metropolitan Methidios of Aksum states:


[Information which we possess does not depict Dioscorus as a heretic. From available information it is obvious that he was a good man and even Bishop Leo himself tried to take him on his side... Likewise Emperor Theodosius in a letter to Dioscorus calls him a man who radiates the Grace of God, a humble man of orthodox faith.


Several times in the course of the Council Patriarch Dioscorus declared his faith. He was not condemned because he was heretical but because he refused to communicate with Leo, the Archbishop, and he refused to come to the Council although he was invited to do so three times.


This evidence is sufficient for us to look for other reasons for Dioscorus' condemnation. Rome was annoyed by the extraordinary vitality of the Church of Alexandria and its active Patriarch
.]


R. V. Sellers states: [At Chalcedon, Anatolius, bishop of Constantinople - who at the same time, was ready to confess that the Alexandrian 'had filled the whole world with storm and tempest '- could declare that the accused had been deprived,not on account of erroneous belief, but because he had dared to excommunicate the Bishop of Rome, and though cited three times, had deliberately absented himself from meeting of the Council
.] 


J. Lebon also-acknowledges Dioscorus and the leaders of the movement against Chalcedon like Timothy Aelurus of Alexandria (457-477 A.D), Philoxenos of Mabbogh (d.c.523 A.D) and Severus of Antioch (512-528 A.D) as orthodox on their theological position and not teachers of heresy
. 


According to the letter of the council to Leo of Rome, Dioscorus was deposed for these reasons
:


1- He deposed that blessed shepherd of the saints at Constantinople, Flavian, who displayed such Apostolic faith, and the most pious bishop Eusebius.


2- He acquitted Eutyches by his terror- won votes.


3- He excommunicated Leo.


4- He refused to accept the Tome of Leo.
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