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Apollinaris, we saw last time, taught that Christ did not have a complete human nature.  

Doing so he lost in Christ a Saviour.  Without a complete human nature, He cannot save our 

complete human nature.  Apollinaris was condemned for his views in 381 A.D. by the Synod.  A 

short fifty years later another heretical teaching concerning the natures of Christ showed itself in 

the early church of the New Testament times.  In fact more erroneous views began to manifest 

themselves. 

In the year 428 A.D., a new teaching concerning the natures manifested itself in the form 

of Nestorianism.  Although Nestorius was not exactly the founder of this doctrine, he was its 

foremost proponent.  In 428, he had been made patriarch of Constantinople.  One of his closest 

friends, Anastasius, in one of his sermons denied the current statement that Mary is the mother of 

God.  His exact words were, “Let no man call Mary the mother of God: for she is human and 

God cannot be born of man.”  He was immediately attacked as having denied the divinity of 

Christ.  If Christ is not God, He is surely man, and then He is no longer the Saviour of mankind. 

Nestorius, who believed in the divinity of Christ, rose nevertheless to the defense of his 

friend, Anastasius and the church was cast into a bitter controversy in regard to this matter.  Cyril 

of Alexandria rose to the defense of the position that Mary is the mother of God.  In 431, an 

Ecumenical Synod was called at Ephesus and Nestorius and his doctrine were condemned.  His 

followers fled to Persia and from there wandered into India where they called themselves 

“Thomas Christians,” appropriating a legend which claims that Jesus’ disciple, Thomas, had 

introduced Christianity into India. 

On the surface, this contention of Nestorius and his friends rather than to be heresy, is 

actually the truth.  A human being cannot bring forth God.  And the terminology which is 

misleading does express something which is repulsive to the believer’s ear.  “Mary, the mother 

of God” smacks of Roman Catholicism even to us.  But it is not simply this term, “Mary, the 

mother of God” that we should consider.  Rather is the important question, what did each side 

make and teach concerning that expression.  When the Church in 431 condemned the view of 

Nestorius, it did not at all maintain that Mary could bring forth God.  But what it did emphasize 

in its declaration was that that which was brought forth through the virgin Mary was indeed the 

Son of God.  The Church maintained the divine nature of Christ which Nestorius and his 

followers lost by their stand.  Apollinarus denied the human nature; Nestorius the divine nature.  

In either instance you lose Christ, the Saviour.  Although in justice to Nestorius it must be said 

that he was willing to say that Mary was the mother of God in the sense that the Person Who was 

born of Mary by nature is the Son of God, yet it was likewise his view that the man Jesus was the 

instrument of God, the temple prepared thru Mary by the Spirit in which the Eternal Logos 

dwelt. 

In defense of the expression, “Mary, the mother of God” you find such Scriptural 

passages as Luke 1:35 where we read, “….that holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be 

called the Son of God.”  Or else what we read in Gal. 4:4 can be quoted.  We read there, “God 

sent forth His Son, made of a woman, made under the law.” 

Nor was this the end of the Christological Controversy when Nestorianism was 

condemned.  The Synod did not formulate a decision which would settle the doctrine in regard to 

the person and natures of Christ.  Thus shortly after the deposition of Nestorius, there arose a 



doctrine which again denied the truth concerning the two natures of Christ.  The leader this time 

was Eutyches.  He claimed that the impersonal human nature prepared in Mary was assimilated 

and deified by the Person of the Son of God.  This was in the year 448 A.D. 

The Church finally gave a positive answer to all these heresies when in 451 A.D. it 

declared the union of the two natures in the person of the Son of God.  It stated this, “One and 

the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten, in two natures, unconfused, unchangeable, 

indivisible, inseparable, the distinction between the natures being by no means taken away by the 

union, but rather the property of each nature being preserved and concurring in One Person and 

One substance, and not parted or divided into two persons, but one and the same Son, and Only 

Begotten, God, the Word, the Living Jesus Christ.” 
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