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SOME REFLECTIONS
. ON THE _
‘CHRISTOLOGY OF APOLLINARIS OF LAODICEA

WILLIAM P. ANDERSON, DAYTON, OH

INTRODUCTION

It is with great pleasure that I share in this tribute to the Rev. Théodore Koehler,
S.M. It was Father Koehler who enabled this liberal Protestant to understand and
appreciate the richness of Mary, the mother of Jesus, in the Christian tradition.
Coming, as I did, from a rather austere Reformed tradition, I had little or no sense
for this tradition so meaningful to so many- Roman Catholics. While I may yet have
theological reservations, a new openness was made .possible for me by means of my
listening to the insights of Father Koehler and.by my participation in a number of
mariological seminars sponsored by the International Marian Research Institute. My
personal and theological lives have been enhanced by these and many other experien-
ces which haye been my privilege while being a professor at the University of Day-
ton. Father Koehler, the Marianist Order, and the.University of Dayton have all
made inestimable contributions to the lives of many human beings and in so doing
have indeed fulfilled the commandment of our Lord to love and to serve. .

What I offer here in tribute is a modest preliminary reflection on the Christology of
Apollmarls of Laodicea. Apollmarls who was a substantial colleague of St. Athana-
sius during the Arian crisis and one who made substantial contributions toward the
development of trinitarian theology, is also the person who issued in the most funda-
mental of all christological issues: the issue of the relationship of the divinity and
humanity of Jesus the Christ. With rigorous logic and deep piety, Apollinaris pur-
sued the necessity of a real, total union without which our redemption would have
been imperiled. In a preliminary way, I have tried to show how these concerns are
presented by the Laodicean. Unfortunately, Apollinaris’ penchant for logical consis-
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tency erupts into a truncated humanity in the Christ which is totally unacceptable.
The Church understood this and rejected his point of view. What is often overlooked,
however, is that other so-called orthodox writers, e.g., Athanasius and Cyril of
Alexandria, are equally guilty of Apollinaris’ error. As the church historian Adolf
von Harnack stated in his massive Hislory of Dogma, a pious Apollinarian monk, and
probably Apollinaris himself, reflecting on the revisions of his mia physis doctrine by
Cyril of Alexandria and Leontius of Byzantium, would have said that they would
totally agree with the positions offered by these two eminent theologians, except that
the Apollinarians would have stated the position in somewhat more intelligible
words. Apollinaris’ conclusions were in error. However, he clearly demonstrated by
his work what would essentially be the position of the Orthodox Fathers, i.e., that
God, and God in Christ, can only be addressed and not expressed. The classical
Orthodox position truly preserves the beauty and the mystery of God and the God-
man.

ReFLECTIONS ON THE CHRISTOLOGY

OF ;

APOLLINARIS OF LAODICEA
One may say that in contrast to the Orthodox Fathers who started with the belief
that the flesh which the Logos became or the body which was prepared for it was a
complete man, a flesh or body endowed with an irrational and a rational soul, Apolli-
naris started with the basic presupposition that this flesh or this body was nol a
complete man. In Jesus, the Logos took the place of the rational soul of the ordinary
man. In consequence, Apollinaris could not say, as did the Orthodox Fathers, that
Jesus had two natures, a divine nature and a human nature; for, to have a human
nature by their understanding meant to possess a rational soul, inasmuch as man
was, by definition, a rational animal. It is because of the denial of the rational soul in
Jesus that Apollinaris rejected not only the existence of two persons, but also denied
the existenée of two natures,” maintaining that in Christ there was only one nature?
or one ousia.® Apollinaris’ view finds clear expressmn in hlS letter to Jovian in which

he writes: '

! Hans Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tubmgen Verlag von J. C. Mohr,
1904), pp 51. -

2 mpo¢ Atovidoiov® in Lietzmann, Apollznarzs, p. 257.

3 Fragment 117, xata Awddgov mpos ‘HpdxAerov, in Lietzmann, Apollmarzs, pp. 235-236.
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The Christology of Apollinaris of Laodicea

08 0o @ioes Tov &a vidy, ulay

qgooxvvyTry ai iy dngoamimrov dAda piay qniaw 70?0
feod loyov oecagrwuémy xal ngoaxvvovyevnv ,uera ijg
oapxds adrod wud mpooxvwjoer

It will become clear that this phrase ‘‘one nature of God incarnate” is absolutely
central to the position of Apollinaris of Laodicea.

Although it was not always recognized, it is clear.that in formulating his position,
Apollinaris was directing his thoughts and energies against the Christology of the
Antiochenes. This is easily seen in his numerous references to Paul of Samosata and
his successors. In this particular matter, Apollinaris is a partner of Athanasius (and
perhaps a more substantial partner than is generally acknowledged) and represents
one side of the universal paradox, God and Man, just as surely as Diodore and the
Antiochenes represent the other.

The criticisms hurled by Apollinaris at Diodore and the Antiochenes are every-
where the same. For example, the Laodicean writes:

&xetvor uév yap Habdw Zauooarel dovicdovres dAdov ubv tov 86 odgavot Aédyovor, Oedy
opoloyoidvres adrdv, dAdov 8¢ tov éx yijc dvlpwmov, Adyovrec Tov udv GxtioTov, Tov 08
XTLOTOY, TOV pdv aidwiov, Tov 8¢ yfeowdy, Tov uév deomdrny, Tov 0¢ dobAov, docfoivres, dv
7€ mpoaxvv@daw, Ov Aéyovar dodlov xal xTioTdy, dv Te pi) mpooxvvdal Tov Efayopdoavra
7juds t@ ibiw aipare. of 8¢ Tov &£ odpavod Ocov duodoyotvres éx tijc mapdévov decapxd-
ofar xal &va elvar petd Tijc cagxos pdTny Tapdocovaw, eis Ta griuara Tijc éxeivaw doefelas
éxpegbuevor. Aéyovat yag xal adrol, d¢ drodw, 0o piaeis, xaitol Tot *lwdwov capdc &a
dmodeitavrog tov wiptov dv T Adyew » 6 Adyos adpé Eyéveto ¢

Deeply influenced by soteriological motives, Apollinaris was convinced that if the
divine is separated from the human in the Savior our redemption would be imper-
iled. For considered merely as man, Christ had no saving life to bestow.® He could
not save us from our sins; he could not revitalize us or raise us from the dead.” The
great fear that Apollinaris had with respect to this Antiochene duality may be seen in
a few passages from the Anakephalaiosis appended to his book against Diodore.

Beod évegyrioavrog dvBpdme dmotedelrar mpogring fyowy dndatoldos, of cwrne xdouov.®

4 7pég ’lofiavéy, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, pp.250-251.

5 ngos Awviboioy®, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, pp. 256-257.

6 Cf. De Fide el Incarnatione, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.202.
7 * Avaxepalalwog, 1, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.242.

8 Ibid., pp. 242 f.
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Furthermore :

* AvBpwmog vno Oeot dvepyoduevos ob Oeds, odua 68 ovvaphéy Bed Beds. Oedg 8& 6 Xpiotdg
otx dpa vmo Oeol &vepyoluevos dvlpwmog, dAda adpa meds Oedv ovvrelén.®

And also from the Apodeizis:

el éx ddo (tpnat) tedeiwy, ofte & @ Geog dotw, & TovTE avﬂgamog dotw, obte & &
avﬂgamog, & tobre Beog 10 : .

The Antiochene School, in the eyes of Apollmarls destroyed the fundamental tenet
of Christianity, i.e., the union of God and man in Jesus Christ. No matter how close
the juxtaposition of the two, no matter how complete their harmony, to him nothing
short of perfect union is sufficient. If any vestige of separation remains, the value of
Christ’s redemptive work is either debased or destroyed. Again we may refer to the
Apodeizis for support:

avbphmov Bdvarog od xavapysl Tov Odvarov.'-

The claim of the Church can only be valid if her Lord is not a God-inspired man but
God himself incarnate. At the very best then, the Antiochene position was merely
ethical, with Christ .viewed as an inspiration and example: the union in' him being
one of will and purpose rather than one of substance, and, as such, it had to be
rejected by Apollinaris. )

Some Christological Observalions

Having given an indication of the direction of the thought of Apollinaris, let us now
indicate, very briefly, some aspects of his own christological formulation by viewing
the implications of his basic contention that Jesus was the “one nature of the Word
of God incarnate,” i.e., that the pre-existent Christ in his incarnation retained his
divine ousia or nature and did not take on a complete body or humanity. And,
furthermore, that while the body and the Logos form one nature by reason of the
lack of a rational soul, the body with its irrational soul is still somethmg quite
distinct from the Logos.

(1) Apollinaris maintains that by their union neither the Logos nor the body with
irrational soul is destroyed. He writes:

9 Ibid., 21, p.244.
10 Fragment 92, *Anddeific, in Lietzmann, Apollmarls, p-228.
11 Fragment 95, *Anddeitic, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.229.
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The Christology of Apollinaris of Laodicea

el 02 Taw aw,uarwv 17 yt&g ovx nllayn, ndow pdllov ) T 0801:171:0;,

T@Y ovyrgvauévwy ai modTyTeg xegavwvral. HaL QUK aﬂéllvvral., dote Teva xal 6meral.
ano T@v avyxagaa@evrwv xaldrep olvog dnd arog. 090¢ meds odua avyxgacng 030¢ oia
owyarwv 71006 swuara, L2

This reflects, to some extent, the 1nfluence of Stolc thlnkmg on hlm, with its notion
of mixture and its characteristic feature that the result of mixture is an imperceptible
juxtaposition of its constltuent parts none of which is destroyed. By employing this
notion, Apollinaris tries to prove that in the union of the incarnation neither the
Logos nor the body is destroyed. He attempts to bolster this further in a subsequent
passage in which he states:
el dvlpwmog xal yuyny Eyer xal odua, xal ubver Tatrd dv fvdrnTe dvral 7oA pdddov &
* Xowordg Oedtyra Eywv petd oduatos Eyel éxdrepa Siauévovia xal py) ovyyedueva.®
(2) While the body is not destroyed in its union with the Logos; neither is it
completely changed into the Logos For concerning the Logos and the body in Jesus,
Apolhnarls argues that _ e

& yag xat TavTov 16 aw‘ua xai 6 080;, 06 70 aw,ua od ,usraﬂln@swng e aagxog ng 70
aawyarov arr éxovmyg xal 70 idiov T6 85 Nfudv xara 1:17‘» éx maghévov yévmow xai 0
vmé 1juds xara 1:17'» 707 feot Adyou [odyxgaow dfror] Evwow. "o

Thus Apollinaris maintains that this becoming flesh has not been brought about by
any change in the divine ousia of the Logos. Indeed, he expressly anathematizes any
who would say that the Logos has been changed into flesh and quotes against them
the text “I am the Lord I change not.”*® The Logos, he teaches, still maintains his
cosmic relations even if he has become flesh, at once permeating all things and in
particular being commingled with flesh. Clearly, it is Apollinaris’ position that the
Logos, while remaining what he was, has in addition become incarnate: remaining
aavv@erog and aaagxog in hlS eternal being, he has become mrvBerog and &voagxog in
the incarnation.'® We may note here the Apollinarian conception of umty and dis-
tinction in the Person of Jesus Christ. We already know that for Apollinaris the body
and the Logos are one nature in Jesus. We may now, see that what difference may be

12 Fragment 127 ngog ‘Aiédweov, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.238.

13 Fragment 129, 7o Aiédwgoy, in Lietzmann, Apollznans, p.239. We should note that here, too,
the constituent elements remain and are unconfused which implies that the union is constructed on
the analogy of the Stoic conception of mixture. Cf. Harry A. Wolfson, The Phllosophy of the Church
Fathers I (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1956), p.437. -

14 De Fide el Incarnatione, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.199.

15 moog *lofiavdw, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, pp.252-253.

16 R. V. Sellers, Two Ancien! Chrislologies (London : Society for the Promotlon of Christian Knowl~
edge, 1940), p. 58. . -
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present as a result of his contention that the flesh has not been changed into that
which is 1ncorporeal may be possibly described as a property, although only in a
special sense.’

(3) In his insistence on the one nature, Apollinaris meant to deny not only a
rationally animated bodily nature but also an irrationally animated bodily nature,
but for different reasons. Professor Harry Wolfson put it this way:

His [Apollinaris’] denial in Jesus of a rationally animated bodily nature is due
to his denial in Jesus of a rational soul: his denial in him of an irrationally
animated nature is due to his particular conception of what becomes of the weaker
element in a union of “predominance.”'®

For the Laodicean there are three basic elements always present in any particular
body: (a) a nature, in the sense of its belonging to a particular species; (b) a person,
in the sense of its being an individual thing; and (c) a property, in the sense’df its
being a body possessing accidents. When this body is connected to a bodybdf"greater
power of activity, it is Apollinaris’ contention that the weaker element ceases to be a
nature and survives only as a property. Thus the union of the body with the Logos
necessarily makes the body a property rather than a person or a nature. In the light
of this analysis, we may now say that, as in Origen and Athanasius, there is a
recognition, i.e., a definite realization, of the difference of natures according to their
properties. In the commingling, the Laodicean says, there are uncreated and crea-
ted”:

&ovra aga ta toi Beob xal awyamg, 617/uovgyog ngoam:w;mg gopio xal 6vvamg vrdgywy
awaog ano Bedrnrog Tadra. viog Magaag én’ éaxamv xgovov teyleic mpogxvvay Ocov
copiq mpoxdntwy Svvduel xpataioduevos* Tadta Gmo oduarog.

' Similarly, in his exegesis, Apollinaris distinguishes between what is proper to the
Lord’s Godhead and what is proper to his humanity. However, Apollinai‘is is careful
to poinf out that everything which is recorded concerning Jesus Christ in Scripture is
to be referred to the one Person, the Logos incarnate. In taking the text from the
Gospel of John (17:19), “‘For their sakes I sanctify myself,”” he states that therein is
preserved the one prosopon and the indivisibility of the one living being, but, perceiv-
ing what is demanded by an accurate discernment of what goes to make up that one
Person, he proceeds to make a distinction between that which sanctifies, which is
divine, and that which is sanctified, which is human nature — for.one is Creator and

17 For a full discussion, see Wolfson, Philosophy of Church Fathers I, pp. 441 if.

18 Ibid., p.441. Useful as Wolfson’s analysis is, he has basically misunderstood the fundamental
motive of Apollinaris’ employment of the concept of mixture.

19 De Unione 5, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.187.

20 Fragment 125, mpd¢ Awdbwgov, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.238.
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the other is creature. We also refer to his interpretation of Paul’s passage in Philip-
pians (2:9). Here he maintains that the Apostle is speaking of the ‘‘whole’” as having
been exalted, but, he continues, properly speaking, it is only the flesh which is
exalted, since Godhead ever remains in its immutability.?

In this connection it may be seen that Apollinaris is maintaining a position already
established and which will be continued in Cyril of Alexandria, in the traditional
teaching of the Alexandrine School.

Some Soleriological Consideralions

Like Athanasius, Apollinaris had a very strong sense of sin; and this appears not
only from his insistence that redemption cannot be secured unless Christ is very God,
but also supplies him with a reason for denying to Christ a human mind. Mind,
according to Apollinaris, if it is truly a human mind, is sinful. To him the essence of
mind is its power of self-determination or freedom of will:

plogd 68 ol adretovoiov Ldov T6 u elvar avretodoror®
This conception made it impossible for Apollinaris to believe that two minds could
co-exist in a single person.

3 4 P AY 4 AX 1 AY 1) -~ 4 - o M Ay fl. AJ e
addvaroy yag 6bo vocga xal OednTind év Td dua xavowxelv, va uiy o Eregov xara Tob
érépov dvriotpatednyTar dud Tijs olxelac Berjoews xal évegyelag.®

And furthermore:

&l ydp mdg vois abroxpdrwe éoti idind Bectfjuart xata piow xwodbjevog, Gdbvatréy ot &y
£vi xal T@ avT@ vmoxeyuévyw 0vo Todg Tdvavtia Bélovtag dAdjAows cvvurdpyey Exatégov 76
Oelnfiéy éoavt® xal Goury adroxivyrov évepyoivrog.*

If, as Charles Raven has suggested,” this is impossible in the abstract, it is still less
possible to have happened in the case of Jesus Christ. “Those,”” says Apollinaris,
“who speak of two minds in Christ,” and according to him this was the fatal element
in any duality,

0002 Tobro ovwidety Boumibnoar xaitor ndow 8y xatapavés, 6Tt 6 uév Betog vois adroxivy-
. Td¢ BoTu xai Tavtoxivytog, drpentog yde, 6 06 dvfpdmivos adtoxiTog ubv, 0B TavToxivy-

Tog 0€, TenTog ydp, xal STimep droénT v TPENTIS 0D uiyrvTaL vols eis Svoc BroxeLuévoy

obotiaow. oraciaotjoeTar yag Tols Ty & Gv éoti Oelxduevog dvavriow Oehjuact®

21 Cf, De Unione 17, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.192.

2 Fragment 87, >Anddeibrs, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.226.

B nmegi fvdbosws, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p. 204, .

21 Fragment 150, mpdg *fovAiavéy, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.247.

% Charles E. Raven, Apollinarianism (Cambridge: The University Press, 1923), p. 183.
26 Fragment 151, ngdg *fovAavdy, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.247f.
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So he sees that his main principle, i.e., “‘the one incarnate nature of God the Logos,”
will be set beyond all question if he says that in Christ the heavenly takes the place of
the human mind. Christ can still be called man, and there will be no doubt
concerning the oneness of his person; for, under such a c’onstitutibn, there can be in
him but-one will, oné activity, one operative motion, the Logos himself being the
“mover’”” and the flesh being the “moved.” It'is in this hght that he states in his
letter to the exiled bishops: ‘
‘Huei dpoloyotuey odx els dvfpwmov dyioy rmidednunxévar Tov Tob Ocot Adyov Srep v év
ngoqnﬁrau;, Al adtdv tov Adyov cdxpa yeyevﬁa@at 1) dvelkngdta vody dvlpdmwor, voiv
: rgeno,uevov xdl aLx,ualwnCo,uevov Aoyiopoic gumagois, dlla Ociov Svra vovy, drpemTov
odpdviov-’ .

Here again Apollmarls appeals to oneof his major concerns, i.e., soterlology, for
justification : '
&l perd ot Beot (pnov) vod Svrog xal d‘uﬁg(bmﬂbg v & Xowotd voig - odx dpa émirelei-
Tar & abtd 1o Tis capxdoswg Egyov
It is his insistence on the sinlessness of the Savior and his belief that such sinless-
ness is incompatible with the possession of a human mind that drives Apollinaris to
reject the belief in the perfect humanity of Jesus of Nazareth. The Lord exists:
odx év ddv odolag all’ &v ;™ téderog Tij dAnbwij xal Oelg TededtyTe, 03 do mpdowma
dvdé dbo gice.® :
He attempts to support his position further by appealing to Scripture in the De Fide
el Incarnalione and asserting that,
., #al oﬁéey[a 6La[gs<ng 1221 léyov xal Th¢ oagmig adtod & rai'g 95[at§ ngotpégefat ypa-

qoaLg, @Ak’ dote ma pow, pla dméoracws, pla Ségyea, & ngooamov, 6og Bedg, Ghog
&vbpwmos 6 adrdg. :

Again, as we have previously noted, he asserts that Jesus is ‘““one incarnate nature of
the Logos.”

The way in which Apollinaris described the union, i.e., that the divine and bodily
properties are unifed in Christ; that he is eternally Creator, object of worship, Wis-
dom and Power: these derive from his Godhead. Son of Mary, born in this last time,
a worshiper of God, progressing in wisdom, growing stronger in power: these he

27 mpd¢ Todg &y Sroxarcapeiq dmoxdmove, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.256.
2 Fragment 74, *Anddeibig, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.222.

2 Fragment 158, &uddoyot, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.249.

0 % watd uépoc loti, 31, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, pp.178-179.

31 De Fide et Incarnatione 6, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, pp.198-199.
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derives from his body.? Furthermore, Apollinaris maintains both of these.— that the
whole is from heaven because of the Godhead, and the whole is from a woman
because of the flesh. He recognizes no distinction in the one Person; neither does he
divide the earthly from the heavenly nor the heavenly from the earthly: such a
division is, according to Apollinaris, “‘impious.”® This position very likely caused his
opponents to declare that he was teaching either the consubstantiality of the God-
head with the flesh or that the body was from heaven. Perhaps the most striking
accusation is to be found.in the letter of Gregory of Nazianzus to Nectarius of
Constantinople, in which Gregory declares that a pamphlet had fallen into his hands
which declared that - . . .

.. the flesh was not acqu’ired by' the only-begotten Son for the purpose of his sojourn
on earth or assumed in order to change the rudiments of our nature, but from the
beginning this flesh:like nature existed in the Son.. :

Gregory continues:

Further, he puts forward a phrase in the gospel perverting it so as to make it testify
to this folly : the words are ‘‘no one ascended into heaven except He Who came down
from heaven, the Son of Man” (John 3 :13), and He descended bringing with Him the
flesh which He always had in heaven pre-existent and united with Him.*

The possibility of a translation such as this can be seen in parallel passages in the
Apodeizis, for example : '

xal ngovnagxez (gmoiv) ¢ dvBpwmog Xpiotds 0By ¢ Exdpov vrog map’ adtoy Tob mevya—
Tog, Tovtéatt Tod Deod,

and,
od Ty doyy éx Tijc maplévov Eayev, arid ...
7po mdong xridews 7y,
TotadTy méviws 7y ola ol
Taken by themselves, without consideration of Apollinaris’ repeated denials of a
belief in a ‘“‘heavenly flesh,”” these arguments appear to be quite devastating.

However, when his vehement denials are considered in connection with his attack
upon the position of the Antiochene dualism, it is quite plausible to maintain that he

32 Fragment 125, mpdc Awddwgov, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.238.

33 npoc Awovbowov®, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.259.

34 Gregory of Nazianzus, Epistle CCI1, in Migne, Palrologia Graeca 37, cols. 329-334 (author’s
translation).

35 * Anddeikg, Fragment 32, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.211.

36 > Anddeikg, Fragment 34, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, p.212.

37 See the anathemas -appended to mpos ’JoPiavéw, in Lietzmann, Apollinaris, pp. 253 ff.
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was grossly misunderstood, that the union taking place in the womb of the Virgin
Mother, was, in fact, ““the fulfillment in history of an eternal yearning for men, a
yearning characteristic of the divine essence.””® In no sense is Apollinaris to be
construed as maintaining that the Logos brought his body with him from heaven as
Gregory had assumed. The body rather may share in the properties of the Logos, so
that it can be called a “‘divine body,” and the Logos may share in the properties of
the body, but they remain, according to nature, body and Logos. F urthermore, it
should not be thought that Apollinaris’ use of such expressions as ‘“‘commingling”
and “mixture’’ necessitates any different judgment. As R. V. Sellers has pointed out,
Apollinaris uses them in order to enforce the thought of the inseparability of the
divine and the human elements in their union in the person of the Logos. It may be
said that to employ such terminology may be rather injudicious, but, certainly, we
should not say that because Apollinaris does use them his doctrine of the person of
Jesus Christ is a doctrine of “‘confusion.”®

Concerning the thought of the 19th-century philosopher, Ludwig Feuerbach, Karl
Barth once remarked that if anyone was really interested in ‘“doing theology” that
‘person would have to “go through” the *‘brook of fire,” i.e., Feuer-Bach. I would
suggest, along the same lines, that if anyone really wants to wrestle with the problem
of Christology, then that person will have to *““go through,” or at least come to grips
with, the issues and questions raised by Apollinaris of Laodicea!

38 Raven, Apollinarianism, p.216.
39 Qellers, Two Ancient Chrislologies, pp. 58-59.
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