Lecture 16

Towards Chalcedon
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Theotokos

1. After Constantinople

· The Councils of Nicaea in 325 and of Constantinople in 381 had established the Trinitarian formulas affirming the unity of the Son with the Father and the Spirit, stating that the three persons of were united in one being, or that three hypostases were united in one ousia.  

· To a great degree this had been the achievement both of Athanasius and the Cappadocian fathers against the complaints of the Arians, who wished to safeguard the unity of God at the expense of the divinity of the Son.  

· In essence, Nicaea and Constantinople answered the question, “How is Jesus the Son of God, and how is God one”, or to put it in less anachronistic terms, “Is the Logos united with the Theos”.  

· The Creed of Nicaea affirms this unity between the Father and the Son, and affirms the divinity of both.  

· Thereafter, orthodox faith would no longer question the divinity of the Son, as the Arians had.  

· However, other questions were raised in these debates, and the creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople were not sufficiently specific to answer them, namely, how is the Son of God also the son of man.  

· Having affirmed the divinity of the Son as complete and unquestioned, now the problem arose how to define the humanity of the Son.

· In the second century, the docetists and the Gnostics had rejected the belief that the Son was fully human.  

· Later, the Modalists and other monarchians and the Arians argued that the Son was not fully human. 

· But in the intervening years, the immediate problem had been the question of his full divinity.  

· Now, having anwered this question, others began to return to the question of Jesus humanity.

2. Apollinaris of Laodicea (315-392)

· One of the earliest theologians who sought to understand the humanity of Christ in the context of Nicene orthodoxy was a friend and pupil of Athanasius, Apollinaris of Laodicea. 

· He was a gifted orator and theologian, but in his attempt to affirm the divinity of the Son, of the Logos, he diminished the humanity of the Son.  

· He essentially believed in the incarnation of the Logos, in the sense that the Son of God replaced in the human person his human identity, so that he was a man in flesh and soul, but not in mind.  

· Man’s reason had been replaced by the Logos.  

· Apollinaris’ views were attacked by Diodore of Tarsus, who was a representative of Antiochene theology which rejected the allegorical exegesis of the Alexandrine traditions of Origen and Clement.  

· Diodore insisted that Christ was fully man, but his views were only partially articulated, and his own students, John Chrysostom and Theodore of Mopseustia had to work out his ideas further.  

· Theodore had been a pupil of the great orator Libanius along with John Chrysostom, and was himself a gifted thinker.  

· Like Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore was eager to maintain the humanity of Christ over against what he saw as the modalistic tendencies of Apollinaris, whose belief in the idea that Mary was the Mother of God theotokos, seemed ludicrous, unless modified by the addition that she was also the mother of man, anthropotokos. 

· Theodore was a keen adherent of the Nicene creed, but his attempts at showing how the divine and human natures existed in the Person of Christ unmixed was unsuccessful. 

·  Apollinaris’ views were ultimately condemned at Constantinople in 381, in part because of the insights of Gregory of Nazianzus, who wrote, 

· “For that which he (Jesus) has not taken up he has not saved.  He saved that which  he joined to his divinity.  If only half of Adam had fallen, then it would be possible for Christ to take up and to save only half.  But if the entire human nature fell, all of it must be united to the Word (Logos) in order to be saved as a whole” (Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistle 101)

· These initial debates between Alexandrian and Antiochene theologians signalled a growing rivalry between the two great metropolises that had been exacerbated since Constantinople in 381 when that city was raised to second in precedence, leaving Alexandria and Antioch, third and fourth respectively.  

· While the Alexandrian theologians pursued a much more mystical and philosophical theology that erred on the side of the divinity of Christ, the Antiochene school was much more focused on the literal meaning of scripture, and erred on the side of affirming Jesus humanity.  

· The two rival traditions would continue to grow in animosity, and in one sense, the antagonism between John Chrysostom and Theophilus of Alexandria was a reflection of the growing rivalry between the two sees of Alexandria and Antioch.

3. Nestorius (381-451)

· Nestorius was trained in theology at the Antiochene school with its emphasis on historical exegesis, and when he was elected bishop of Constantinople in 428, came into conflict with Cyril of Alexandria, who was the nephew of the previous bishop of Alexandria, Theophilus, who had been the cause of John Chrysostom’s downfall.  

· Cyril was a theologian in his own right, but he was trained in the allegorical Alexandrian tradition, and resented the teaching of Nestorius that Mary should not be acclaimed theotokos, but anthropotokos, or more accurately, christotokos.  

· In a sense, the debate that emerged was based on the controversy between Apollinaris and Theodore of Mopseustia, and pitted the Historicism of Antioch against he Allegory of Alexandria.  

· Sadly, theological debate became a secondary issue as court intrigue and ecclesiastical politics came to the fore.  

· Nestorius, like John Chrysostom, was a monk and a bold reformer who was not sensitive to the intricacies and nuances of life in the Imperial capital.  

· He made enemies fast in Constantinople where luxury and imperial connections were more important than fasting and right theology.  

· Cyril knew this and began to use his contacts in the capital to turn the city against Nestorius.  

· Tensions culminated to the point were Theodosius II called for a council to settle the issue about the theotokos, to be convened in Ephesus in 431.  

· Before the council, Cyril aligned himself with Memnon, bishop of Ephesus, and was able to caucus together enough bishops to out-vote Nestorius.  

· He then convened the council before Nestorius’ supporter John of Antioch had arrived, and with no opposition passed in a day a condemnation of Nestorius and an affirmation of Mary as theotokos.  

· John of Antioch arrived shortly thereafter, and convened a rival council, deposing Cyril and Memnon for their breach of order, and had on his side the Count Candida, who was the imperial representative responsible for maintaining order.  

· Sadly, the council was another theological catastrophe, and the Emperor ordered the main participants to be held captive until the issues could be resovled.  

· By 433, a reconciliation had been negotiated between John and Cyril, but at the expense of  Nestorius, who was defeated, deposed from his see, and exiled to Antioch.  

· Cyril, however, had to make serious concessions, agreeing that Christ was two natures in one person, which contradicted his belief that he was two natures until the incarnation in Christ, after which he was one nature.  

· The Antiochene, too had to make concessions, and John of Antioch was forced to agree that Nestorius with his rejection of the theotokos was wrong, and therefore validated his excommunication. 

· The fragile truce of 433 was only maintained until the deaths of Cyril and John of Antioch.  

· Nestorius, meanwhile, was exiled to the deserts of Nitria in Egypt were he lived another 20 years under harsh conditions.  

· The Council of Ephesus had rejected Nestorius’ most offensive views that in Christ two natures persisted unmingled, in two persons, the divine Christ and the human Jesus, and that Mary was not the mother of God.  

· However, it failed to resolve the question of Christ’s human nature.  

· Did the divine nature merge with the human nature to become one nature in one person ( as the monophysites claimed); 

· did the divine nature and the human nature remain unmixed in two persons, the Logos and the man Jesus (as the Dyophysites and the Nestorians claimed); 

· or were the two natures united, but unmixed in the one person of Christ (as the Antiochenes and Romans claimed).  

· Also, if Mary was only the mother of Christ, and not also the mother of God, then was not the full deity of Christ put in question, and the Nicene creed diminished?  

· In other words, did Mary give birth to the son of God, or only the son of man?  

· By affirming that Mary was theotokos, the Church was emphasizing not the belief that Mary gave birth to the triune God, but that the one Mary give birth to, was not just a man, but also God. 

· To the question, ‘Who is the one that was born of Mary?’  The early church responded, “He is God!” and therefore the one born of Mary is God.  

· Later, theotokos was emphasized to highten the role of Mary, but this was a later development.  

· Theotokos was a mater of Christology, not soteriology, as with some modern Catholics who want to claim Mary as the co-redemptrix. 

· In a sense, this is what Nestorius was worried about.

4. The Council of Chalcedon, 451

· These and other tensions re-emerged, however, after the deaths of Cyril and John in 446 when Dioscorus of Alexandria became the new bishop, and espoused a more radical Alexandrian Christology than Cyril had, affirming that in Christ, the human and the divine natures had become one nature.  

· Dioscorus views may have remained regional as a feature of Alexandrian Christianity until he threw his weight of support behind the views of Eutyches, Archimandrite of Constantinople, who claimed that although the Son was of one substance with the Father, he was not of one substance with humanity.  

· In essence, this was a revision of the Alexandrian theology of Cyril, who had claimed that the Son’s divine and human natures were fused at the incarnation.  

· It was also similar to the views of Apollinaris who had diminished the humanity of Jesus by claiming that the divine Logos had taken the place of the human mind in him.  

· Eutyches was condemned by the bishop of Constantinople, Flavian, who was an adherent of the Antiochene Christology, and who felt that Eutyches views bordered on ancient docetism  that had been confronted by John in his epistles, of those who claimed that the Chrsit had not come in the flesh (1 John 2.22; 4.2).  

· Dioscorus involvement certainly had theological roots to it, but it also had political/ecclesiastical dimensions to it as well.  

· Once again, an Alexandrian bishop was expressing his resentment at an Antiochene bishop leader Constantinople, and wanted to assert the rights and primacy of the see of Alexandria over those of Antioch and Constantinople.  

· The controversy led emperor Theodosius II to call a council in 449 to meet in Ephesus in order to settle the debate, but Dioscorus, wiley politician that he was, managed to caucus together enough votes to predetermine the outcome of the council. 

· As presiding bishop, he was able to stifle any real debate, and advocated an extreme Alexandrian position.  

· He refused to allow the representatives of Pope Leo of Rome to read his letter, and they forced with physical intimidation, many bishops to sign a rejection of the council of Ephesus in 431 which claimed that there are in Christ ‘two natures’ as heretical.  

· Eutyches was declared orthodox, in contradiction to the council of Ephesus, and Flavian the bishop of Constantinople was declared a heretic, and so badly abused physically by Dioscorus’ thugs that he died several days later.  

· Dioscurus gained the imperial imprimatur on the council from Theodosius II to the ire of many, included Leo of Rome, partly because it was rumoured the Theodosius had received a hefty bribe of gold from Alexandria.  

· However, in an unexpected turn of events, Theodosius fell from his horse and died, and was replaced by his sister, Pulcheria, who, though she had accepted the rejection of Nestorius’ views at the Council of Ephesus in 431, felt that the council at Ephesus in 449, dubbed, the ‘robber synod’ by Leo of Rome, had not been clear in its conclusions.  

· A new council was called by her husband, the emperor Marcian to meet at Chalcedon, not too far from Constantinople in 451.

· Though the results of this council were not universally accepted, in particular by Christians in Egypt and Syria, it has become known as the 4th ecumenical council, following Nicaeae (325), Constantinople (381) and Ephesus (431).  

· At stake was once again the nature of Christ after his incarnation.  Was he two natures in one person (the view of Tertullian and the West) or was he two natures becoming one nature in one person (the view of Eutyches and Dioscorus).  

· In the first session of the council, Dioscorus and Eutyches were condemned, though not by all 500 bishops in attendence.  

· In the next session, Leo’s ‘Tome’ that had not been allowed at the ‘robber council’ was read, and received by the majority as approved and true.  

· An attempt was made to exclude the two arch-heretical views of both extreme Alexandrian and Antiochene schools, represented by Eutyches and Nestorius, in which the one professed that in Christ there was only one divine/human nature, and the other that in Christ there were two persons, the Son of God, and the son of Mary, without being so specific that no unity was possible, and so the phrase was agreed upon that Christ is now known ‘in two natures’, instead of ‘out of two natures’.  

· The decrees of the ‘robber synod’ were abolished, and all bishops who signed it forgiven, save Dioscorus and Eutyches who were exiled.  

· Leo’s ‘Tome’ was approved, as was Tertullian’s statement two-hundred and fifty years before that in Christ there are ‘two natures, in one person’.  

· The council issued no new creed, at this point, but a ‘definition of the Faith’ which sought not to express how the divine and human natures were united in Christ, but the limits outside of which views on Christ’s nature would be heretical.  

· Thus, whereas the Nicene Creed describes the unity between the Father and the Son as homoousios, that is of one substance, the ‘Definition of Faith’ at Chalcedon proposed that the Son was manifest in two natures, without any confusion, but that these are joined in one person, one hypostasis, as that in the Trinitarian confession of three hypostases in one ousia, the hypostasis, or person, of the Son is not two, as Nestorius claimed, but one, even if the divine and human natures are not mixed in that person.

· For the majority, Chalcedon settled the Christological question, whether the Son of God is also fully the Son of Man, without going into further speculation about how this union of natures occurred in the one person of Christ Jesus.  

· But many did not, especially cicles of Christians in Egypt, Syria and Persia.  Thus, the first great and lasting schism in the Church occurred not between Latins and Greeks, but between Greeks and Syrians, Copts, and Persians, persisting to the present among the Monophysite confessions, known as the Eastern Church.  

· So, while Nicaea defined orthodoxy and heresy, Chalcedon was not as clear about the matter, since Monophysites accept the Nicene and Ephesian Creeds. 

