Beginnings of the Christological Question:

I. Introduction

1. The Later theology of the Father is determined by the Council of Chalcedon (451). Chalcedon never achieved the significance of Nicea. It was less ecumenical because the Nestorian Churches were excluded and it resulted in the separation from the Monophysite Churches.

2. The Faith defined by Constantinople was less comprehensive since it sought to safeguard from all misinterpretation the base of ecumenical orthodoxy in regard to the Creed;s Second Article.

3. The Reunion of Latin and Byzantine Churches with the oriental Churches will depend precisely on the proper understanding of Chalcedon.

II. Heritage of the First Three Centuries


A. Early Formulations of Jesus’ Divinity

1. From the beginning there are formulas about Jesus that distinguish between the divine and human in Christ, without questioning the unity.

2. The Christological problem arose out of a pastoral concern.

a. Proclamation of Jesus as universal Savior (LOGOS Theology)

b. The reality of the Incarnation had to be emphasized to refute the Docetists.

3. The Temptation to do away with Jesus divinity did not go away for two reasons:

a. Ancient man could not accept the suffering of a weak God. It was simply impossible.

b. There salvation was to come from a celestial, sinless being. If the latter were a man, then he must be a heavenly man, born of a virgin.

B. Theology of distinction

1. In Tertullian and Origen, there is a sharp distinction between the divine and human in Jesus.

2. IN this way, the question then had to be posed as to how the divine and human were united in Christ, while remaining different. This was against the Gnostics, who tended toward Docetism. The Anti-Gnostics described Jesus’s unity as “one and the same.”

3. Tertullian sought to describe the Incarnation as becoming without changing, Origen used his understanding of the Pre-existence of Christ’s soul, which had always remained faithful.

4. Others excluded the possibility of a soul for Jesus. For the LOGOS SARX theologians, the soul was replaced by the LOGOS.

5. With the council of Nicea, Christ’s divinity was firmly established. He is unchangeable God rather than a divine heavenly being

 C. Changeable man/ Unchangeable God

1. The Arians solved this difficulty in this way:

a. Since the Word was not true God, it was acceptable that this changeable being united with changeable creatures.

b. Taking over the LOGOS Sarx framework, they had less difficulty in explaining how the LOGOs used flesh as a mere tool that was devoid of human freedom.

2. Athanasius  had to explain how the unchangeable had become liable to change. He kept to the LOGOS framework, but because he regarded the soul as the image of the LOGOS, he assumed that he could, iun the case of Jesus, he could dispense of the soul as a mere image.

3. For Athanasius, the True God became man, but not true man, that it why it is no incarnation in the sense of becoming man.

4. It was sufficient for Jesus to be “LOGOS ENSARKOS” because it assured for the human soul “apatheia” and the human body “aphtharsia.” He did not need Jesus who with his obedience and loving surrender preceded man on the way to God.

5. While Nicene theology did not grasp the meaning of the true Incarnation, it substantially contributed to the later formulation of the question. In its concern to safeguard the question of divine generation from all inadequacy, it resulted in the doctrine of the two natures. Because the two natures were referred to as divinity and humanity in abstract terms, the whole human nature demanded to be taken into account.

III. The Christological Problem from 360AD

1. In 362, the debate about Christ’s divinity came to an end. The Tomos ad Antiochenos  demonstrates the compromise on the Christological issue.

a. Eustathians  were accused of holding Jesus to be a mere prophet. They conceded the notion of the unity of the divine Person.

b. The Apollinarians were accused of denying a human soul in Jesus. They conceded to the notion that the Son of God and Son of man are one and the same person, even consenting to the assumption of a human soul.

A. Apollinaris of Laodicea (390AD)

1. He carried the Unitarianism of the LOGOS Sarx framework to its logical conclusion by expressly denying that Jesus had a human soul. 

2. Using Trinitarian language to explain this Christological mystery, he spoke of One Hypostasis of the Son,  (the LOGOS) which according to him took the place of Jesus’ soul.

3. He wanted to safeguard the sinlessness of Christ and excludeany conflict between his two wills by speaking of one ousia or physis, thus confusing the terminology.

4. As a result of this, not only were miracles attributed to the LOGOS, but suffering also was and thus achieved its value for salvation.

5. Apollinaris was opposed by Diodore of Tarsus, who began the Antiochene School of Theology. In the first phase of its resistence, it was the human nature that was at stake.

6. In this respect, the axiom”Quod non assumptum, non sanatum” came into the limelight.  “What is not assumed is not healed; what is united to God is saved.” This was first applied to the Gnostics and them to the Arians, who joined the Apollinarians in denying the human soul in Jesus. For the Antiochenes, accepting the full human nature meant accepting all that it means to be human.

7. While the first Antiochene approach seemed to tear Christ apart by postulating two sons, they continued to look for the appropriate language that expressed the true Faith in Jesus Christ.

B. Not One Person, But One Thing

1. By this statement of Gregory of Nazianzen, he went back to the Trinitarian formula and pointed to the right way of making Trinitarian and Christological dogma parallel, that would prove instrumental in solving the question of Christ’s unity.

2. The Cappadocians and Apollinarians were concerned with finding a more profound basis for unity in Christ. They did this by:

a. Keeping the traditional formula “one and the same.”

b. Used philosophical models, which sought to formulate the unity of man composed as he is of body and soul.

c. Keeping in mind the soteriological implications of the union of God and man in Christ.

3. Gregory was not concerned with the mutual interpenetration of the two natures, but rather the deification of Christ’s humanity which is the basis of his mysticism of the deification of man.

4. The Antiochenes conceived of Christian life less of deification by the Word Incarnate than the union of the whole man, an inward overcoming of sin. Union of Christ meant for them a communion of love (synapheia).

5. This issue of Christ’s unity will not be really raised until the battle between Cyril and Nestorius. Nestorius would recognize that the problem of unity and duality could not be dealt with on the same level. Cyril promoted the question more than any one else in the East.

IV. Summary

1. The three great representatives of the Christological traditions are

a. Antiochene School:  Theodore of Mopsuestia

b. Alexandrian School: Cyril of Alexandria

c. Latin School:  Leo the Great

2. These schools address the issue of how a Christian might understand Christ to be trie God and true man or as to how the true Son of God has become one of us.

3. The integrity of Jesus human nature does not arise until 360. The question over the unity of his Personhood does not come up until 428.

4. In all the stages of this development, these soteriological concerns stood in the foreground:

a. Universality of salvation for LOGOS Christology

b. Idea of Salus Carnis

c. The Resurrection

d. Defense of the True Incarnation

e. Deification for the sake of Christ’s divinity.

f. Imitation of Christ for the safeguarding of his full humanity.

g. The real and loving union with God for the attempt at a more profound understanding of the unity of the God-man.

Great Christological Traditions

1. The Christological question about the One Christ, or the nature of God’s Incarnation was chiefly a matter of concern for the Eastern Churches. The West was less involved on the subject.

2. The issue was first addressed at the Synod of Alexandria in 362. The  controversy between Eustathius and Apollinaris blew up in 428 and led to the Council of Chalcedon in 451. 

3. The two main groups that opposed each other were the Alexandrians (Cyril and Apollinaris) and the Antiochenes (Theodore of Mopsuestia, John Chrysostom , Diodore of Tarsus and Nestorius). In political terms, there was an antagonism between the Sees of Constantinople and Alexandria.

4. The West was less involved. Damasus and Ambrose distanced themselves from Apollinaris and Pope Celestine I stood with Cyril against Nestorius. Leo the Great wielded much influence on the Council of Chalcedon. He summed up the Western Tradition with “una persona in utraque natura.”

I. The Antiochene Tradition  (LOGOS-Anthropos Christology)


A. Basic characteristics   (stress on distinction)
1. It shared the strong Semitic emphasis of St. John and Paul, who presented Christ in existential, dynamic terms. Christ is experienced in the totality of his person as the source of God’s life in our souls.

2. As a Christology “from below” they are heavily influenced by the Aristotelian notion of the human person. When they view Christ, they see in him the divine Word, but also a REAL MAN (LOGOS-ANTHROPOS): he is a complete human being.
3. They favor a more literal interpretation of the Scriptures. In the Gospels, they see both natures at work in Jesus.

4. While they insist on the unity of the subject, they understand between these two natures a kind of union (henosis) that seems to be a moral union of will, as opposed to the physical unity proclaimed by the Alexandrians. “God dwells in Jesus like he dwells in us.”
5. In such a presentation, it is difficult to avoid the risk of talking about two subjects, the LOGOS and the man Jesus.
B. Theodore of Mopsuestia’s basic assumptions

1. His prime concern was the true faith. His Christology can be described as “Deus Assumens and Homo assumptus.” For him, there is a clear distinction between the divine and the human in Jesus.

2. He seeks to avoid any intermingling of the two. He is restrained in the use of terms such as “Incarnate God” and “God bearing.” (Things which  refer to the communnicatio idiomatum). He is concerned to present Jesus as a whole man, with a body and a soul.
3. He rejects the notion of two Christ’s and he expresses his conception of unity by means of “One Prosopon.” 

4. By prosopon, he means personhood in the result of the union of the two natures together, rather than its origin. This union is described as a “synapheia.”
5. It was in this sense that Nestorius was to speak of the prosopon of union, which joins the two natures together, including their respective prosopon, thus laying bare the drawbacks of the Antiochene manner of speaking.

C. Soteriological consequences of the Antiochene School

1. For Theodore, behind everything there is the fundamental idea of God, who is himself the Redeemer in his Son. The Son, “Deus Assumens” had led the “homo assumptus” to perfection.   The Son himself works only in communion with the Father and the Spirit for the salvation of mankind.

2. For Theodore, Salvation is not realized until the second age, when those saved in the holy Spirit will be children of the Father. This is only possible in union with the “homo assumtpus.” Who has already entered incorruptibility. It is most important that the “homo assumptus” who in death and resurrection has become high priest, continually intercede for us in heaven.

3. The “Homo assumptus” led by the LOGOS through the grace of the Holy Spirit, has changed into a new state of body and soul. This transition to resurrection is understood in a double sense:

a. Overcoming sin and death

b. It happened for the sake of our salvation.

II. Alexandrian Tradition  (LOGOS-Sarx Christology)


A. Alexandrian characteristics  (Stress on unity-typological)

1. A predominant interest in the metaphysical investigation of the contents of the faith.

2. A leaning toward Platonic Philosophy (especially middle Platonism and Neo-Platonism)

3. The Allegorical understanding of Sacred Scripture

4. The person of the divine Word is a most sublime object of intellectual contemplation.

B. Background

1. This tradition goes back to Pre-Nicene times and Origen exerted a great deal of influence through Eusebius and Athanasius, who is also indebted to Irenaeus.

2. Apollinaris of Laodicea is the authentic promoter of Alexandrian Theology. Cyril owes his deepest theological insights to him. Both anchor Christ’s saving act in the existence of the Eternal Word.

C. Cyril: Follower of Athanasius and the Anti-Arian Tradition

1. Renewal in Christ occurs from three perspectives:

a. Condemnation of sin.

b. Overcoming of corruption.

c. Divine Childhood.

2. Through the assumption of the flesh by the LOGOS, there has been accomplished an exclusion of sin, the return to incorruptibility as well as a renewal in the participation in the divine nature, in which we through the Spirit of the Son become the children of the Father.

3. He speaks of Jesus’ soul as descending into the realm of the dead to preach to the righteous.

4. He emphasizes not only the participation in the nature of Christ on the grounds of the Incarnation, but also on the participation in the Sonship of Christ. For him, the Christian is akin to Christ physically because of common nature, but also spiritually owing to the communication of the Spirit in faith and in the Sacraments.

D. Soteriology of the Real Union of God and man

1. For Cyril “God the LOGOS did not come into a man, but he truly became man, while remaining God.”

2. The Main idea of the deifying, or life-giving Incarnation appears to be the most profoundly founded on the fact that the Word really has been united with the flesh in a union excluding any change. The Word as the life-giving power of God has implanted itself in the flesh and therefore made the grace of the Holy Spirit genuinely take root there.
E. The Priesthood of the God-man
1. Jesus’ priesthood is linked with death and resurrection. This historical view clearly recognizes that the soteriology of the Incarnation must also necessarily lead to a soteriology of utter kenosis, of the voluntary death of Jesus.

2. The Alexandrians ascribe the priesthood neither to Word alone, or to the homo suumptus, but to the LOGOS made flesh.
3. The death of Christ is the summit of the Incarnation. He was, however, not the first to present the death of the God-man as the only satisfying ransom for the sins of his people.
4. He sees Jesus’ priesthood from different levels:
a. The death of the innocent one on behalf of sinners.

b. The death and resurrection of Christ meaning the sanctification of a renewed humanity, of the return to the Father, embracing all mankind.
c. He is the eternal high priest. There is nothing good in the Christian life that could be accomplished without his mediatorship.
III. The Latin Tradition

1. This tradition is also Pre-Nicene and goes back to Tertullian. Through Hilary, Ambrose and Augustine, it has also taken on Anti-Arian traits.

2. This tradition stands between the 2 eastern traditions because it emphasizes the distinction between the two natures and acknowledged the Alexandrian principle of “communicatio idiomatum.”

A. Leo’s Doctrine of Double Consubstantiality

1. When he was dragged into the argument between Flavian and Eutyches, he judged the posotion of Eutyches to be Monophysitist, since it denied the true humanity of Christ and entailed theo-paschism.

2. IN his Tomus ad Flavianum, he develops his notion of double consubstantiality. Following the Creed, he showed that Jesus was born of God and Mary  and therefore possesses divine and human characteristics and ways of acting without the unity of the Person being called into question.

3. Leo is definitely aware that the kinship of Christ with the Father is far more intimate than with mankind, and that the two births are not to be compared with each other.

B. Soteriological Implications of Double Consubstantiality

1. While he emphasized the distinctions, the unity was always kept in his mind.

2. The confession of personal unity, which was to pass through the union of two natures, on the initiative of the Son of God, is soteriologically significant. Leo supposed that the saving act even in its human dimension was to be ascribed to the Son of God.  The foundation of Chirst’s mediatorhsip is founded on the personal union.

3. Human frailty was able to endure suffering only because of divine power. Jesus was able to accept the redeeming death with full freedom and obedience because he was God and man at the same time.

4. It is only through the personal unity of Christ that the just could overcome the devil’s unrighteousness, of the infinite value of the death of a sinless man, the overcoming of death in the resurrection.

IV. Summary

1. While all three are faithful to the Gospel, they have a great degree of diversity:

a. Alexandrian: stresses the unity of the subject of the whole existence of Christ. LOGOS-SARX

b. Antiochene: stresses the integrity of the human nature of the man Jesus (homo assumptus) LOGOS-ANTHROPOS

c. Latin: stresses the double solidarity of God and mankind. 

d. A and C are rooted in the mystery of the Trinity

2. All three approaches are bound up with guaranteeing the saving act through the power of God, with the model of Jesus’ obedience, with solidarity with sinners for whom God himself was made sin.

The Faith of Chalcedon

I. Final Point of Theological Controversy

A. Synods Leading Up to Chalcedon

1. There were several minor Councils which led up the Major Council in 451:

a. 431: Double Council of Ephesus

b. 433: Accord of Antioch

c. 448: Synod of Constantinople under Flavian

d. 449: Synod of Ephesus under Dioscorus “Robber Synod”

2. Two Ephesian Councils

a. The Council of Ephesus led by Cyril of Alexandria condemned Nestorius’ Christological and Mariological statements and proposed Mary to be “Mother of God,” not simply “Mother of Christ.” Cyril’s view was that the Word in a mysterious way is the subject of the whole of Jesus’ life.

b. Rival Council of Ephesus: This Council was led by John of Antioch and there was drafted a “Dy-physite formula” proposed by Theodoret of Cyrus, a rival of Cyril’s.

3. Formulary of Reunion: Accord of Antioch

a. This was a compromise document worked out between the Two Ephesian Councils after the fact. It was dominated by Antiochene  Christology.

b. Though it expresses the Double Consubstantiality, thus stressing the duality in Christ, it nevertheless confesses One Lord and adopts the term “THEOTOKOS,” which Nestorius rejected.

4. Flavian Synod of Constantinople   (448)

a. This was called by Flavian to deal with Eutyches, a monk who taught that before the Incarnation Jesus had two natures, but that after the Incarnation he only had one. For Eutyches to affirm two natures after the Incarnation would be the same, in his view, as saying that there are two hypostases, persons in Christ.

b. Theodoret of Cyrus responded by insisting on distinction in natures, unity in prosopon. For him, Christ, not the LOGOS was the common subject of the divine and human sayings of Scripture. He then accepted Cyril’s view that the Word is the sole Person of Jesus Christ

c. Eutyches was condemned for not supporting two natures in Christ. He appealed to Pope Leo and Leo agreed with Flavian, sending a Tome outlining the Western Christological position. 

5. The Robber Synod Of Ephesus (449)

a. Dioscorus presided at this and pushed through Eutyches theology of one nature after the Incarnation. He also managed to get Flavian deposed from office.

b. Hilary, a Papal legate managed to slip away to Rome  Leo responded by calling the Synod a “latrocinium” (a band of robbers) and he refused to acknowledge the new Patriarch of Constantinople. He required that his own Tome and Cyril’s second Letter to Nestorius be accepted as the true faith.

B. A Matter of ecclesiastical Politics

1. The Imperial convocation was the result of lengthy political controversy. Leo was first against it and then the Emperor Theodosius II. Theodosius II died and the Emperor Marcian called the Synod in September of 451.

2. The Procedures of the Council were a political event. The Council Fathers proved utterly dependent on the civil authority.

C. The Importance of Chalcedon

1. This definition of faith presents a compromise achieved in political interests. It is more dogmatic than kerygmatic in character and has become the norm for Catholic, Orthodox and Protestant Christology.

2. It resulted in the official break with the Monophysite Churches as well as the Nestorian Churches.

II. The Definition of Chalcedon

A. Structure of the Definition

1. The Document consists of six sections:

a. Introduction justifying the new definition

b. Nicene and Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed

c. Two letters of Cyril to Nestorius

d. Tome of Leo the Great

e. The Definition Proper

f. Anathemas for those who reject the teaching

2. The Definition proper consists of two parts:

a. An interpretation of the Cyrillian formulary of Reunion in 433

b. Develops in a more technical manner the doctrine of the two natures

B. Individual Elements of the Definition

1. The definition describes what is to be said about the One and the Selfsame Son, Our Lord Jesus Christ:

a. Part One: Jesus is perfect in humanity and perfect in divinity: true God and True man.

b. Part Two: Jesus is to be confessed in two natures, without confusion and without change, without division and without separation. The difference of the two natures is not cancelled by the fact that they are united. We must acknowledge the individual features of each of the two natures, even though they come together in one person, or one hypostasis.

2. The definition closes with the statement that the Council in its faith wanted to keep to Sacred Scripture and Tradition, as was laid down in Nicea and Constantinople.

C. The Main Message

1. There is one subject to deal with in the Definition: “One and the same Lord Jesus Christ.” He is also named Son, Only-Begotten, and LOGOS

2. TO this one subject all assertions are attributed:
a. Those of divinity and humanity

b. Double Consubstantiality
c. The two natures which remain distinct even after the Incarnation.
3. The relationship of the two natures is founded on the unity of the Person or Hypostasis. It is not to be treated as a natural unity (eg. Body and soul), but rather in the unity of Person. The Council wants to define a double nature, the divine and human consubstantiality, while safeguarding fully its unity.

III. Sources of Chalcedonian Faith

A. Origin of Elements in the Definition

1. It is suggested that Basil of Seleucia wrote the final definition  and brought different elements together.

2. Part One is in Line with the Formulary of Reunion in 433, based on Theodoret of Cyrus.
3. The repeated “One and the Same suggests Alexandrian reinterpretation
4. The formula “in duabus naturis” can be traced to the revising commission.
5. The formula safeguarding individual features comes from Leo
6. The doctrine of two natures is Antiochene, but with an Alexandrian reinterpretation.
B. Origin of the Phrase “One Person and One Hypostasis”

1. The phrase “coming together in one Person,” comes from Leo’s Tome. The Idea “of One Hypostasis” makes clear the agreement between Leo and Cyril.

2. If one takes into account that fact that further on the single subject of all assertion is called LOGOS, one MIGHT think that the Son is subject of the Oikonomia. But with Leo, the single Person is nevertheless the result of the union and NOT its starting point.

3. It is true that the definition names the subject of the attributes as the Word, but the Definition does not express that the divine Word is the personal element of Christ, of the God-man.
IV. Theological Significance of the Faith of Chalcedon

A. One Christ: True God and True Man

1. The Chalcedonian compromise deserves a positive evaluation since the controversies between the ecclesiastical currents finally led to an acknowledgement of the core of the Truth in others.

2. Alexandrian addition: The Son of God made himself present in the life of Jesus. Therefore God has saved us.

3. Antiochene addition: The integrity of Jesus’ humanity won the agreement of others. It was affirmed that it was precisely through the presence of the Word that Jesus was constituted a full man. By God’s creative act, a man has been created of whom it can be said that He is Son of God, and therefore also man, more perfect than any other man.

4. The unity of Christ must not be sought in what makes the Trinity One, neither in nature nor in essence, but rather in what distinguishes the divine persons from each other.

B. Open Questions

1. The Faith of Chalcedon is not the end of the Chirstological debate, but only the beginning.

2. Because it abstained from elucidating the questionable concepts of hypostasis and physis or because it had not yet fully realized the implications of this distinction, it could not yet define the hypostatic union. It had not yet determined that the Person of the Word itself is the personal element in Jesus’ humanity.

3. From the first, the Nicene distinction between the Creator and the creature with its Christological implications could not be avoided, one would always have to acknowledge the two natures and somehow explain them:

a. God has in some way made himself the subject of Jesus’ saving activity

b. Jesus’ responsibility for his saving activity must not be understood in such a way that he is regarded as the Son of God Himself.

The Chalcedonian Formula

“ Following then the Holy Fathers, we all with one accord teach that it should beconfessed that:

Jesus Christ is One and the Same Son, 

The same perfect in Godhead, the same perfect in humanity,

True God and True Man, with a rational soul and body

Consubstantial with the Father as to his Godhead

And the same Consubstantial with us as to his humanity,

In all things like unto us, sin only excepted

Begotten of the Father  before the ages as to his Godhead

but in the Last days, for us and for our salvation, of Mary the 

Virgin Theotokos as to his humanity.

One and the Same Christ, Son, Lord, Only begotten

recognized in two natures (in duabus naturis;  en duo physesin)

without confusion, without change, without division, without 

separation.  The difference in the natures being in no way 

removed by the union rather the distinctive character of each 

nature being preserved and coming together in one Person and 

Hypostasis  ( unam personam et subsistentiam)(hen prosopon kai mian 

hypostasin) not parted or divided into two persons, but one and the Same 

Son and only-begotten God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ

just as the prophets of old and the Lord Jesus himself taught us

and as the creed of the Fathers has handed down to us.”

