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10 the forgiveness of sins;
11 the resurrection of the flesh:
12 and eternal life.
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The Nicene creed (more accurately known as
f the “Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed”) is a
longer version of the creed which includes
additional material relating to the person of
Christ and the work of the Holy Spirit. In response
to the controversies concerning the divinity of
Christ, this creed includes strong affirmations of
his unity with God, including the expressions
A “God from God” and “of one substance with the
‘ Father.” As part of its polemic against the Arians,
id the Council of Nicea (June 325) formulated a
short statement of faith, based on a baptismal

creed used at Jerusalem.
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hostile  response from
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soteriology ), Arius's Christology was,
Wﬂﬁmd inadequate soteriologically. Arius’s
i redeem fallen humanity. In the

| could not
S:“.manm (the movement associated with
Arius) was declared to be heretical.

This matter having been settled, a further

gehate Tollowed. The Apollinarian debate, which
wentered on Apollinarius of Laodicea (c.310-
£ 390}, focused on the question of whether Christ
yas fully or partly human. A vigorous opponent
o Arius. Apollinarius argued that Christ could
not be regarded as being totally human. In
{hrist's case, the human spirit was replaced by
thedivine logos. Asa result, Christ did not possess
ful humanity, This position was regarded as
Wﬂydeﬁdmitw writers such as Gregory of
Nasianus as it implied that Christ could not fully
tedeem human nature (see pp. 277-8).
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THE PATRISTIC PERIOD

identity of Christ. The gathering held at N
(now the city of Iznik in 111n(|vrn-dew'i'iir::‘- [-\mm
the first “ecumenical council” (that is, ¢ (.‘HWM
bly ol bishops drawn from the v.,.-I.r;_”:‘lfd"_ml:m_
world, whose decisions are still regarded 1’rl.s1'|mn
mative for the churches), i
Nicea settled the Arian controversy by affi
ing that Jesus was homoousios (“one in hf';i ,:rm_
“of one substance”) with the Pather, |1HI‘.\' :rh .‘.'r
ing the Arian position in favor of a h:-f‘.: f-
assertion of the divinity of Christ. The I‘.'ufm i;lj;
Chaltedon (451), the fourth ecumenical ("mm"lil
confirmed the decisions of Nicea, and r(aSpnndpd
to new debates which had subsequently cruptl.'r!
over the humanity of Christ.

The doctrine of the Trinity

Once the Christological debates of the early
church had been settled, the consequences of
those decisions were explored. In this intensely
creative and interesting period of Christian theol-
ogy. the doctrine of the Trinity began to emerge in
a recognizable form. The basic feature 0 f this doc-
trine is that there are three persons within the
Godhead — Father, Son, and Holy Spirit — and that
these are to be regarded as equally divine and of
equal status. The coequality of Father and Son
was established through the € hristological
debates leading up to the Council of Nicea; the
divinity of the Spirit was established in the after-
math of this, especially through the writings of
Athanasius and Basil of Caesarea.

The main trinitarian debates increasingly came
to focus on the way in which the Trinity was to be
understood, rather than its fandamental validity.
Two quite distinct approaches gradually emerged.
one associated with the eastern. and the other
with the western, churches. .

The eastern position, which continues to be ol
major importance within the Greek and Russian
Orthodox churches of today, was developed espe-
cially by a group of three wrilers. based in
modern-day Turkey. Basil of Caesarea, Gregory 0}

Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssé. known collec
tively as the “Cappadocian fathers.” began thel
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*‘hhw- s ‘““?‘1 pefore the Son. “There was
agexist ja‘: aot,” This statement places
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e “'Idt;;mre. Only the Father is "unbegot-
LA = o, like all other creatures, derives
o e ‘::w' source of being. Arius’s leading
: A:]l:li“ 4SS repcrtsi him I:tts making the fol-
ingstatements on this point.

not always a father. There was a time when
o 1l alone, and was not yet a father; only
- ﬁ;mme a father. The Son did not always
B mervthing created is out of nothing [...] so
Mm.;g‘[{;ﬂd came into existence out of noth-
., There was'a time when he was not. Before he
yushrought into being, he did not exist, He also had

'mmhismamdeﬁstence.

Ariusis careful to emphasize that the Son isnot
whe thought of as identical to every other crea-
e There is a distinction of rank between the
n and other creatures, including human
tengs The Son, he argued, is “a perfect creature,
#in0ias one among other creatures; a begotten
"oz, yet not as one among other begotten
gy The implication seems to be that the Son
‘s other creatures, while sharing their
j :w nents that refer to Jesus
o Son are according to Arius, to be seen as
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Arius thus draws an absolute distinction
between God and the created order, There are ng
intermediate or hybrid species. For Arius, God
was totally transcendent and immutable. So how
could such a God enter into history, and become
incarnate? As a creature, the Son was changeable
(treptos) and capable of moral development (pro-
teptos), and subject to pain, fear, grief, and weari-
ness. This is simply inconsistent with the notion
of an immutable God. The notion of a changeable
God seemed heretical to Arius. Furthermore, the
notion that God the Son was divine seemed to
compromise the fundamental themes of mono-
theism and the unity of God — themes which
would re-emerge as central in early Islam.

Pursuing this line of argument, Arius empha-
sizes that the utter transcendence and inaccessi-
bility of God precludes God from being known by
any creature. For Arius, the Son is @ creature,
however elevated above all other creatures. Arius
therefore argues that the Son cannot know the
Father, “The one who has a beginning is in no
position to comprehend or lay hold of the one
who has no beginning.” The radical distinction
between Father and Son is such that the latter
cannot know the former unaided. In Cﬂim::‘:
with all other creatures, th? e }l::;j iE::I;:mc—

upon the grace of God to pt_‘-riﬂl‘m whake

tion has been ascribed to him.
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e’ - Gibbon to comment in his
¢ Roman Empire (1776-88)

apiee
of th
#ﬁnf "'“{r::im' much energy been spent over a

W icene creed — or, more accu-
mi;txf:é:msmnﬁnopolitan creed — of
: ﬂ;;,:fd that Christ was “of the same sub-
e ith the Father. This affirmation has
il 1o bewidely regarded as a benchmark
'ﬂ@m orthodoxy within all the main-
:;m (hristian churches, whether Protestant,
gghali, or Orthodox.
i urning 10 deal with Athanasius’s response
» Arins, we have begun to touch upon some of
& jatures of the Alexandrian school of
frsoogy. 1t is therefore appropriate now to
piore these in more detail, and compare them
it the views of the rival school of Antioch.
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The Alexandrian school

Teutlook of the Alexandrian school, to which
s is 0 be assigned, focuses sharply on
“sunificance of Christ as savior (Greek: soter)
bty Jesus Christ redeems humanity, by

“ fuman beings up into the life of God, or
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tton of the & ks I”'rih the incarna-
€ 5on of God in fesus Christ, The Second
Person of the Trinity assume e
and by doing so, ensured its
became human in order th
become divine,

Aiexa‘ndrlan writers thus placed considerable

emphasis upon the idea of the Logos assuming
human nature. The term “assuming" is important:
a distinction is drawn between the Logos “dwelling
within humanity” (as in the case of the Old
Testament prophets), and the Logos taking human
nature upon itself (asin the incarnation of the Son
of God). Particular emphasis came to be placed
upon John 1: 14 (“the Word became flesh"), which
came to embody the fundamental insights of the
school, and the liturgical celebration of Christmas.
To celebrate the birth of Christ was to celebrate the
coming of the Logos to the world, and its taking
human nature upon itself in order to redeem it.

This clearly raised the question of the relation
of the divinity and humanity of Christ. Cyril of
Alexandria (c.378-444) is one of many writers
within the school to emphasize the reality of their
union in the incarnation. The Logos existed * with-
out flesh” before its union with human nature;
after that union, there is only one nature. in that
the Logos united human nature to itself. This
emphasis upon the one nature of Ch:istl distin-
guishes the Alexandrian from the Antiochene
school, which was more receptive 10 the idea of
two natures within Christ. Cyril states this point

as follows:

d human natire.
divinization, God
at humanity might

In declaring that the Word was made to “be incar-

pate” and “made human,” we do not .11883[[ matl
there was any change in the nature of the Wun‘
hen it became flesh, or that it was rralmi[ml?ml
wtn an entire human being, consisting ol sm_tl a:lc
::d : bul we say that the Word, in an mdescnlt': ‘:,
andyinconcelvable MAnner, united pe@nal e
h alf [lesh endowed with a rational muh. e
tltnu?bewme a human being and was called the
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e 0 the glory of Jesus Christ
o1, 8557 id the Logos, who assumed him
1 _“ w0 himsell. [...] And because of
fun him ction which this human being
il rﬂ“"‘“‘q s, the whole e¢reation honors
s © Gndlht’:l,. ’].'ht‘- Alexandrians remained
i~= .-.i‘t“ll““‘ to amount to a doctrine
'_mm is, that Jesus Christ was not a
{ two, one human and one
tion is explicitly excluded by the
| ers of the school, ‘suc;h as Ne:.;turius
anl}; :"45”_ archbishop of L(instantlnople.
3t  according to Nestorius, “the common

(™ | the two natures”

- Mopsuesti
{ing that
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gson, b
L .
fﬂ“w yet this P

gt 1S indivisible in that he is Christ, but he is two-
fidin that he is both God and a human being. He is
i his sonship, but is twofold in that which takes
:ﬁ sat which s taken. [...] For we do not acknowl-
alge twO (Christs or two sons or “only-begottens” or
Jords; mot ong s0n and another son, not a first
ly-begotten” and a new “only-begotten.” not a
st and second Chrrist, but one and the same.

5 howdid the Antiochene theologians envisage
shemode of union of divine and human natures in
(s We have already seen the “assumption”
mdel which had gained the ascendancy at
Akxandria, by which the Logos assumed human
e, What model was employed at Antioch? The
‘swer could be summarized as follows:

Aeandrie: Logos assumes a general human
Uature,

i Logos assumes a specific human being.

 eotore of Mopsuestia is a good example of
Lo ehene theologian who held that the Logos
e Sume “human nature” in general but a
mwﬁl‘ﬁ app@ﬂl's to sug-

o 00l assuming a general or abstract
ure, the Lagog assumed a specific con-
Wi g WMWw be the case
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< o8 Which maintained their distiney ;

tities. This “union accordin b
s £ 1o good pleasure”
:n‘jrnlves the human and divine natures of Christ
t‘)emg understood to be rather like wal.erlig}-.t
;‘;E?S;?iﬁﬁ‘ ::‘:thl'“ Christ. They never interact

\ e another. They remain distinct.
being held together by the good pleasure of God.
The “hypostatic union” ~ that is, the union of the
divine and human natures in Christ — rests in the
will of God.

This might seem to suggest that Theodore of
Mopsuestia regarded the union of the divine and
human natures as being a purely moral union,
like that of a husband and wife. It also leads to a
suspicion that the Logos merely puts on human
nature, as one would put on a coat: the action
involved is temporary and reversible, and involves
no fundamental change to anyone involved.
However, the Antiochene writers do not seem fo
have intended these conclusions to be drawn.
Perhaps the most reliable way of approaching
their position is to suggest that their desire to
avoid confusing the divine and human natures
within Christ led them to stress their distinctive-
ness — yet, in so doing, to inadvertently weaken
their link in the hypostatic union.

The problems this raised are best seen from
Theodore of Mopsuestia’s discussionof thenature
of the “union of good pleasure” in his eighth
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