
 
 
Blunder of Christology: the Orthodox Denial of the Human Person of Jesus 
 
A common maxim of orthodoxy is that Christ is “fully human and fully divine.” This is in reference 
to the human nature, human will, and human operation. However, it is not in reference to a human 
entity or human personality. In fact, in traditional Christology there is absolutely no human entity 
(hypostasis/subsistentia) or human personality (prosopon/persona) involved in the incarnation 
whatsoever. There is only an abstract human nature (ousia/substantia) that does not have its own 
concrete existence or personhood. It is impersonal. Thus there is no human who can be referred to 
as “I,” “Me,” “He,” “Him,” “You,” “Who.” Its existence and personhood is the Logos alone. In other 
words, the human nature is “hypostized” in another entity. This is called enhypostasia. The 
incarnation is believed to be the only instance in the universe in which a nature does not have its 
own hypostasis. There is no human actor or human self-determination as there is no human person. 
 
This is the unanimous theology of the Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, Non-Chalcedonian 
(Monophysite), and the traditional Protestant churches, including the Anglican, Lutheran, Reformed 
(Presbyterian), Methodist, Congregational, and Baptist denominations. However, there is one 
church that broke away from the “catholic” church of the Roman Empire over this issue: the Church 
of the East (Nestorians). The Nestorians are historically the only group of Christians whose official 
theology believes that there was a human entity and human person involved in the incarnation. 
 
The so-called “orthodox” Christology is basically semi-Apollinarianism. The ancient heresy of 
Apollinarianism asserted that: "The Logos Himself is, or takes the place of, the human spirit, thus 
becoming the rational and spiritual centre, the seat of self-consciousness and self-determination" 
(Catholic Encyclopedia.). In “orthodox” Christology, there is a human spirit/soul, but it also teaches 
that the Logos completely took the place of the human person and human entity, and that the divine 
person is the sole actor that acts through the human will and human activities, without any human 
actor.  
 
The root of this Christology is present in Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria. Cyril asserted the 
theology of the “one physis (nature or entity) of the Logos incarnate.” This ambiguous phrase was 
later interpreted to mean the one hypostasis of the Logos, i.e. the divine entity. But this was not fully 
explicated until the time of the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical Councils.  The enhypostasia theory was 
invented by Leontius of Byzantium (485-543) and has been accepted ever since he proposed it. 
 
As H.R. Mackintosh famously said, enhypostasia is merely a "finer species of Apollinarianism." 1 

 
John Meyendorff states:  
 

Cyril's celebrated formula- wrongly attributed to Athanasius and, in fact, uttered by 
Apollinaris—"one nature incarnate of God the Word”—was accepted only in a Chalcedonian 
context.2 

 
This is all admittedly very shocking for those who are not versed in theology. In fact it is quite 
unbelievable. Therefore, the evidences from their own most notable theologians shall be presented. 
 
 
 



Thomas Aquinas, the Doctor Agelicus of the Roman Catholic Church, whose theology has been 
officially accepted, has an entire section in his Summa Theologica that is devoted to denying the 
existence of the human person of Jesus. He said: "the Divine Person by His union hindered the 
human nature from having its personality." (Summa Theologica 3:4:2) There has not been one 
single Catholic theologian who disagreed with this doctrine.  
 
The Catholic Encyclopedia states: 
 

...the Divine Hypostasis (or Person, or Word, or Logos) appropriates to Itself human nature, 
and takes in every respect the place of the human person. In this way, the human nature of 
Christ, though not a human person, loses nothing of the perfection of the perfect man; for 
the Divine Person supplies the place of the human.3 

 
And: 

 
Theologians agree that in the Hypostatic Union the immediate reason why the Sacred 
Humanity, though complete and individual, is not a person is that it is not a subsistence, not 
per se seorsum subsistens.4 

 
It is also stated in the Catholic Encyclopedia that, even though the human nature is the principle of 
human willing and human acting, the divine person is the sole actor, i.e. the agent who “exercises” 
the two natures: 
 

Human nature is the principle of human activities; but only an hypostasis, a person, can 
exercise these activities.5 

 
From the Eastern Orthodox Church, Rev. John Meyendorff, in his popular book Byzantine Theology, 
states: 

 
Post-Chalcedonian Christology... rejects the Nestorian view that He was a human hypostasis, 
or person.6 

 
"The hypostatic union implies also that the Logos made humanity His own in its totality; 
thus the Second Person of the Trinity was indeed the subject, or agent, of the human 
experiences, or acts, of Jesus. The controversy between Cyril of Alexandra and Nestorius 
concerning the term Theotokos, applied to the Virgin Mary, concerned essentially this very 
problem. Was there, in Jesus, a human person whose mother could have been Mary? Cyril's 
answer- emphatically negative -was, in fact, a Christological option of great importance."7 

 
The main representatives of the Reformed tradition shall now be examined. 
 
Charles Hodge:  

 
Hence it follows that the human nature of Christ, separately considered, is impersonal. To 
this, indeed, it is objected that intelligence and will constitute personality, and as these 
belong to Christ’s human nature personality cannot be denied to it. A person, however, is a 
suppositum intelligens, but the human nature of Christ is not a suppositum or subsistence. 
To personality both rational substance and distinct subsistence are essential. The latter the 
human nature of Christ never possessed. The Son of God did not unite Himself with a human 
person, but with a human nature. The proof of this is that Christ is but one person. The 



possibility of such a union cannot rationally be denied. ... Human nature, therefore, although 
endowed with intelligence and will, may be, and in fact is, in the person of Christ 
impersonal. (Systematic Theology 3:3) 

 
Louis Berkoff:  

 
Christ has a human nature, but He is not a human person. The Person of the Mediator is the 
unchangeable Son of God. In the incarnation He did not change into a human person; 
neither did He adopt a human person. He simply assumed, in addition to His divine nature, a 
human nature, which did not develop into an independent personality, but became personal 
in the Person of the Son of God. (Summary of Christian Doctrine 4:14) 

 
Augustus Hopkins Strong:  
 

...the Logos takes into union with himself, not an individual man with already developed 
personality but human nature which has had no separate existence before its union with the 
divine. Christ’s human nature is impersonal, in the sense that it attains self-consciousness 
and self-determination only in the personality of the God-man.  
 
... Since the human nature of Christ has not and never had a separate subsistence, it is 
impersonal, and in the God-man the Logos furnishes the principle of personality. It is 
equally important to observe that self-consciousness and self-determination do not belong 
to nature as such but only to personality. (Systematic Theology 2:6:2:3) 
 

The Baptist theologian John Gill states: 
 

 ...the human nature of Christ never had a subsistence of itself; but from the moment of its 
conception, formation, and creation, it subsisted in the Person of the Son of God: and hence 
the human nature of Christ is not a person; a person is that which subsists of itself: but that 
the human nature of Christ never did; therefore, 2d1c. It was a nature, and not a person, 
that Christ assumed so early as at its conception; it is called "the holy Thing", and not a 
person. 

 
The Nestorians asserted the human nature of Christ to be a person...  
 
...if the human nature of Christ was a person of itself, what it did and suffered could have 
been of no avail, nor of any benefit to any other but itself 

 
The Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, non-Chalcedonian, and traditional Protestant churches are 
in unanimous agreement on the non-existence of the human person/entity of Jesus. This was just a 
brief sampling of quotes. It is not a rare doctrine. Instead this has been the standard teaching in 
systematic theology books for the past 1,500 years. Nestorius’ warning should have been heeded. 
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