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PREFACE

It is onc and the same Hol; . which the Fathers at
Nicaea had within them as they defined the faith, which was in
the soul and voice of our most holy and venerable Father me

yril
errors that me mvncnd Nestorius introduced to the chumh

Bishop Hermogenes of Rhinocourouros
(Acclamation at the Council of Ephesus
after the reading of Cyril’s writings against Nestorius)



INTRODUCTION

The Life of St Cyril

‘The city of Alexandria had long been the main port of supplies
for imperial Rome, and from the beginnings of the Roman
Empire, therefore, had grown in importance along with the
capital. Its earlier glorics as a world center of leaming under
the Ptolemies were not forgotten in its new role as provincial
imperial capital, and it was always more a Greek city than a
Roman one. By the time of the early Byzantine period, in the

had not abated. Provincial governors in Egypt were men of
immense power whom emperors could not overlook. By the
fifth century that role passed more and more to the ecclesiasti-
cal leaders of the city, as the Christian population took the
ascendancy from the other two major civic groups, the large
Jewish commanity, and the educated philosophic class who
e L ’

10 the Christian way of life.

In the time of Constantine the Great, the Christian bishop of
Alexandria, St Athanasius, showed how much power and influ-
ence a determined Christian archon could wield in opposition
0 the state burcaucracy. The forces at his disposal included not
only the large congregations of a very volatile populace, but
ilds and, not far away from the city itself,

iving the new forms of ascetical life that

came to be called monasticism. The successors of St Athanasius
 soon the Patriarchate

of Alexandria was known throughout the Christian world as a
leading force in the formulation of Christian doctrine and a

9



10 ‘N THE UNITY OF CHRIST

guiding hand in so many maters of canonical importance.
From the third century, the Christian theologians of Alexandria
were intemationally famous and each in their own way devel-

as Pantacnus, Clement, Origen, Alexander, and Athanasius.
Cyril stands in a long line of illustrious predecessors, and he is
very conscious of continuing their work.

Before the rise of Constantinople (o ecclesiastical eminence
in the late fourth centry, the sees of Rome and Alexandria were
the undisputed leaders of Christian opinion, and Alexandria had
long regarded itself as the mentor of Eastem Christian lfe, a role
it was loath to relinquish to the new ascendant star on the shores
of the Bosphorus. Many of these wider political and canonical

the church from the fourt (0 the sixth centuris. St Gregory the
Theologian’ he Egyptian
lof C 381
nation of St John Chrysostom at the Synod of the Oak (403)
-present scenes in this long-running drama.

One of the most dominant ecclesiastical leaders of Alexan-
dria was St Theophilus,' who was archbishop from 385-412.
He used the power base of his throne to put into effect new
imperial legislation suppressing pagan temples. In Alexandria
this caused city riots on a grand scale, but Theophilus pressed
into service bands of determined monks, and by this means
destroyed some of the city's most ancient pagan temples such
as the Serapeum, in 391, and turned others into Christian
churches. the thron
Alexandria as a predominantly Christian city. Theophilus had
great ambitions for his city and his see. He maneuvred against
StJohn Cliysosom, 1o blockthe latr's rfomist moves in

the newly

1 Feast Day: Oct. I5th (Coptic); Oct. 17th (Syrian).
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appointed archbishop he safeguarded the traditional sphere of

influence of his own sce, ranging as it did from Libya, to

Palestine, and the Roman Province of Asia (medcm Turkey).
ful

10 advance his cducumm s i i o "o atties o church

governance. The :

under his uncle’s mlclubc from his chlm. year onw.’lr\is He

muuly mc year 397 and then followed a period of spccxﬂ:ﬂlly
Christian higher studics. His knowledge of the Bible was pro-
found, and in his youth the school of Alexandria was at a high
point under the great exegete Didymus the Blind (1398). This
period of formal theological and scriptural study introduced him
10 the carlier tradition of the Church, and he always regarded
himself as a continuer of that tradition. In fact, it was Cyril who
largely started the Christian theological method of appealing to
prior patristic writings to determine what the tradition was,
citing their (exi as evidence of “the mind of the sants.” Fis
he carlier st

Athanasius), the exegetical works of St Chrysostom, and the
doctrinal works of St Gregory the Theologian s extensive, and
is put o good use in his own writings.
In 403 Cyril was ordained lector of the church at Alexandria,

> i3 h £ Seandek

’s court. Later that year
the Oak in the company of his uncle Theophilus. When he became
archbishop himself, he still egarded Chrysostom as having been
justly condemned for canonical imegularities” and was only later
persuaded to regard him as innocent, after the application of
considerable pressure from Rome and the imperial court at
Constantinople.

When Theophilus died in October 412, the Byzantine ad-

2 CI. Cyril's Letter 76, PG 77:351-360.
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ministration attempted to block Cyril’s election, and supported
the incumbent archdeacon Timothy. Itis a testament to Cyril's
large body of support within the local church that despite the
backing his rival had from the local garrison, it was Cyril who
was clected as Theophilus' successor, and consecrated on
October 18, 412. The election was contested and both factions
came to blows." So it was that at 34 years of age Cyril's carcer
as one of the leading hierarchs of the Byzantine world began
in the trbulent environment of Alexandri

‘The early years of Cyril’s administration showed him as a
e ! X

pagan religion still had on the minds of the common people,
butunlike his uncle he chose to meet the allurements of the Isis
cult on a different, more subtle, battle ground. One example of
this new strategy was his removal of the relics of the martyr
saints Cyrus and John to Menouthis, where a great Temple of
Isis stil flourished, offering healing cures to devotees. Cyril
installed the relics of the martyrs in the small church nearby
and instituted Christian healing rites to prevent, as he said,
Christians from being led astray. The Menouthis Temple was
a healing center with its own staff of medical pricsts. Cyril's
concem to ensure the Church met and bettered any benefit that
paganism could supply was a major influence on Christian
missionary strategy, and he staffed the new Christian shrine
Wil suoateics, peyiding & pair hat Corstelty would
continue for many centurics.

Stil other problems beset him in regard t0 the volarle
political and ifficult
city to govern. Not least among them was the Church’s con-
tinuing friction with Judaism. The Jewish community was

3 CF. Socrates, Church History
4 CF,J. A McGuckin, “The Influence of the Isis Cult on the Chrisology of
StCyril of Alexandria,” Stud. Pat. 24. (1992), 191-9.
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extensive and had a long and eminent history in Alexandria, It
enjoyed an intellectual tradition that had produced no less than
Philo, and the writers of much of the Old Testament Wisdom
literature. This sizeable proportion of the city was in no mood
1o acquiesce in the political ascendancy of the Christians,
despite much legislation emanating from the court of Theo-
dosius I that progressively restricted their own civic rights.

o ion the Jew-
ish and Christi it inalocal incident where
achurch was bumed and some leading Ct

In response Cyril led a delegation of the church to the Jewish
quarter to demand justice. In this he was acting as the Christian
archon, the ethnic and religious leader of the Christian popula-
tion, and independently of the Byzantine City Governor Or-
estes. The lateer disliked Cyril intensely and regarded his
growing power with dismay as dangerously eclipsing his own.
Cyril's delegation degenerated into popular riots and several
synagogues were bumed which supposedly were those of the
anti-Christian agitators. The attack on the Jewish community
was followed up by the legal expulsion of several Jewish
leaders. At this time Cyril is revealed as at the head of danger-
ously volatile forces: at their head, but not always in command
of them.

A similar incident occurred shortly afterwards when a
Christian mob pulled one of the leading pagan critics o e
tothe
church, possibly in an attempt to force her into ncknnw|cdg|n;
the Gospel. The woman in question was one of the leading
philosophers of the age, the neo-Platonist Hypatia, and when
she refused the threats of the mob, she was stoned (o death
within the church building. This scandalous murder was per-
petrated by a lector of the church, and although he was not
personally responsible, the finger of blame was subsequently
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pointed at Cyril. The event brought shame upon the whole

Christian community, not only in the eyes of the pagan and

city, but also from other Christian

communities, who loudly criticized the behavior of the Alex-

andrians. After an official investigation into the riots and the

murder, the numbers of the episcopal bodyguards were re-
i i inals,

was told not o interfere in civic matters.

Cyril's relations with the Byzantine Governor Orestes con-
tinued to deteriorate. But within a few years of his rebuke from
the court of Constantinople all the penalties laid on him were
removed and his bodyguard was increascd, again by an impe-
sial edict. This not only represents Cyril's remarkable ability to
bounce back from political adversity (a factor which is more
than represented in his later life), it the way
in which the court at Byzantium recognized that it was he, not
Orestes, who was the real leader of Christian Alexandria, in
factif not in theory. The imperial court was always pragmatic
in such matters.

Several commentators, especially those who have wished
to discredit Cyril’s theology, have set these charges of racism,

fot, and murder, at his igated hi

with few, if any, principles. This is to read the events naively.

Life in any fifth-century Byzantine city was violent beyond the
imagination and experience of most moderns, and mob vio-

lence was almost an institutionalized part of the Roman social
system.” Emperors, city govemnors, and cvcmually Chri

bishops, more and

founh oscary cavards;al had o acknowledge and deal with

. Far more balanced than tht carcature presenied by Gib-
bon it oot judgment offered by Lionel Wickham:

5 Cf. T.E Gregory, Vox Populi: Popular Opinion and Violence in the

Religious Controversies of the fifth century (Columbus, 1979).
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“The facts are not to be denied. The picture they yield is not of
a fanatical priest, hungry for power, heading a howling mob,
but of an uniried leader attempting, and initially failing. to
‘master popular forces.”

From 412 (0 418, Cyril's years on the throne of Alexandria
had been turbulent enough. Thereafter his administration had
a period of ten years of comparative peace, during which his
hold over his church was stabilized, and his administrative
control of the monasteries of Egypt was more and more estab-
lished. There are several instances of Egyptian monks asking
his advice. His letters to the monasteries are extant, and two of
the leading monastic ascetics had close relations with him,
especill the Higumen Victor,and he charismaic eadee of

oudi
o  Aipe, whom Cynl s e o e wih i e Comei
of Ephesus as a member of his personal entourage.

Inthis peiod ofreltive calm, Cyil ontinucd his reading
works of
Sonsdesaie style and merit. They hm largely been forgotten
today because they were overshadowed, even in his own life-
time, by the works he composed after 428.

In that yeara stomm broke over the universal Church whose
proportions could hardly have been envisaged by thos
involved. It was a crisis that forced the whole of Chnsusnuy ©
examine the fundamentals of ts beliefs about Jesus, and set in
train no less than three ecumenical councils (Ephesus 431;
Chalcedon 451; Constantinople Il 553). It was Cyril's destiny
10 be the one who articulated a definitive vision of Christology
during this time, and his works continued to dominate the
decisions of ecumenical synods long after his death.

‘Today, as was the case in his lifetime, his work was seen in
6 L. Wickham, Cyril of Alexandria: Select Letiers (Oxford 1983), p.xvi.
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the East and West (0 be a standard of orthodoxy. Even his most
dogged opponent, Theodoret of Cyr, came in the end to use
Cyril's terminology to express his doctine of Christ, ha
spent most of his life opposing Cyril himself. The ‘neologiea
issues that were raised at this period in the fifth century have
retummed with new freshness in the Church of the last two
centuries, and this makes Cyril's work not only of historical or
canonical significance, but of profound relevance for the con-
temporary understanding of the Christian tradition about the
person of Jesus, God and Man. To this day Cyril of Alexan-
dria’s theology represents a definitive theological vision for
Eastern Christianity s understanding of Christ, and the mystery

of redemptive deification which the incamation has effected.
In 428, few people could have seen the crisis from such a

i with what A. Grillmei

“an ccumenical scandal,” as news began to spread about a new
archbishop in Constantinople, his pugnacious style of doing the-
I thi i frist.

A Syrian monk called Nestorius had been summoned by
the emperor to assume the throne of Constantinople on the
death of Sisinnius. He had been recommended by the newly
appointed Atchbishop John of Antioch. An outsider had been
sought to break certain deadlocked factions that had formed
within the capital. As might have been expected when the new
archbishop was installed, he found many on all sides who did
not think his face fitted. Almost at once he setto work “reform-
ing” what he thought was a slack church.

He persuaded the emperor to restrict the races at the circus,
and the numbers of dancing girls that performed there, thereby
caming the hearty dislike of many of the crowds, for whom
racing and exotic dancers were a consuming passion. He soon
found, to his distaste, that Constantinople had evolved a new
‘manner of monastic life in which many monastics lived within
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the city confines, some even working in the imperial service.
Nestorius found this unacceptable and forbade them any in-
volvement with local church o civic affairs. In doing s0 he
alienated a large body of ascetics, several of whom were held
in high regard by important and powerful aristocrats who
served as their protectors. Soon after this, he forcibly closed the
last Arian chapel in Constantinople. The congregation set firc
10 the building in defiance of his bailffs, and the subscquent
fire destroyed much property. The Byzantine military aristoc-
racy regarded this as a highly dangerous act, unnecessary and
foolish since there were many German auxiliaries then garri-
soned in the city who were Arian by persuasion, and on whose
loyalty the Empire needed to count.

One of Nestorius' most serious mistakes was o alicnate the
Augusta Pulcheria, the emperor's sister. Her power, in alliance
with the monastic party, did much to cause his political down-
fall even before Cyril had publicly exposed his theology.
Throughout the controversy, Cyril counted on the complete
loyalty of his own see, as well as on buoyant intemational
support. As for Nestorius, even from the outset his own church
was divided bitterly, and the support he did command at the
beginning of the crisis all too soon evaporated, leaving him
exposed on every side.

Soon after Nestorius® arrival, the monastic party in Con-
inop his team of Syri i
were conducting a series of lectures on the nature of the faith.
They were determined to impress on the Constantinopolitan
church the teachings of the Syrian theologians Diodore of
Tarsus and Theodore of Mopstestia, who at that time were
regarded in the Antiochene Patriarchate as leading theologians,
but who did not command an international reputation such as
Athanasius or the Cappadocian Fathers could be seen 1o cnjoy.
Diodore had approached the issue of Christology in a rather
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crude way that spoke of “Two Sons”: one the Son of God, the
other the Son of Man, the human being in whom the divine Son
dweltin an intimate association. By this way of speaking, he had
hoped to solve some of the problems inherent n the interprta-
tion of scripture which seemed 10 attribute divine as well &

Theodore of Mopsucstia had tempered this way of lhlnkmg
“Two Sons.”

of scnpxurn.l language, left the Church’s belief in one Lord

hopelessly compromised, but the tendency of the Antiochenc

theologians was t0 approach the issue of Christology in a way

that preferred to speak of the divine Logos “associated wi

“conjoined to" the man Jesus of Nazarcth.

Nestorius had tried to impose this method of theology on
his church, but it met with ierce opposition from the start,from
local theologians such as Proclus (later to be Archbishop of
Constantinople.himself) as well as from representatives of
other churches, most significantly Rome and Alexandria.

Both churches kept in the capital a house for their clerics
who served as local agents to the imperial court. From the
beginning of the controversy Cyril was informed exactly as to
what was happening. The party opposed to Nestorius objected
1 the way in which his chaplain had refused to allow the
orthodoxy of the title “Mother of God” (Theotokos) for Mary.
Following the prescripts of his Antiochene logical method,
Nestorius supported his chaplain in the face of numerous
complaints. He allowed that Mary could be called the Mother

st as she could be called the mother of the man
i I

speaking” she was not the mother merely of God, or merely of
aman, but the Mother of Christ, and Christ was not merely God,
and not merely man, but was God conjoined to man, or if one
liked, man conjoined to God.
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‘What he thought would be a compromise again pleased no
one. His method of doing theology was excessively semantic.
He used the phrase * strictly speaking” time and again, and it
was not long before some of his opponents had set his own

proclaiming him a heretic. They argued from the following
syllogism which they deduced from their unhappy encounter
with him: If Mary is not “strictly speaking” the Mother of God,
then Jesus, her son, is not “strictly speaking” God. And they
atiributed this doctrine to their archbishop. It was not really his
formulation at all, but it represented exactly what many people
felt to be the “implication” of his thought.

‘The simple people of the city were scandalized, thinking
that the archbishop was denying the dmmly of Christ; others
knew that, in a more complicated way, he was forcing an

amount of disingenuousness. Cyril had an eye on both factors:
the necessity of correlating a highly intellectual theology with
the lived experience of the ordinary Christian. At first he
decided not to intervene. But news of the conflict had already
reached the monasteries of Egypt causing dissensions there,
and it was this that convinced him to act, and call his younger
colleague to order.

He sent Nestorius letters informing him that his doctrine
was defective. He also sent a dossier of Nestorius’ sermons to
Rome so that they could consider the case themselves. In
response, Nestorius replied to Cyril with veiled threats that he
‘might summon Cyril himself 0 judgment at the Church of
C i d his efforts at ing his

doctrine, now regarding those who maintained the title “Mother
of God" as out and out heretics who were mythologizing the faith
and “mixing up” the characteristics of deity and humanity by
attributing them to the same person without distinction. Terms
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such as the “weariness of God” or the “flesh of God” he
anathematized as wholly unacceptable. confusions of terms:
idiotic if not downright heretical. Much has rightly been writien
0 the effect that few people in the course of the controversy
actually listened carefully to one another (some things never
change). but the row was far more than any simple misunder-
mnding of intent. What Nestorius regarded s the worst theo-
‘excess—the indiscriminate ascription of both divine and
num.m attributes and characteristics 1o the one person—Cyril

regarded as the quintessential truth revealed by the mystery of
incamation, and the very principle whereby the human race was

o o A

me
between the two schools, and with Nestorius and Cyril both
claiming to speak for the authentic tradition of Christianity, an
: £ g % pimd p

evidence that Cyril had indeed considered the implications of
Nestorius" doctrine very carefully. The dossier of texts that he
produces from his opponent’s works at the Council of Ephesus
accurately reflects all that made him worried about such a theol-
ogy. and it was a worry that the vast majority of bishops present
at the synod shared alongside Cyril.

‘The events of the next three years were highly involved. but
they led incxorably to a highly fractious ccumenical council,
one which caused years of controversy after it, and itself
initiated the agenda of three major synods following, two of

which were themselves recognized as ccumenical councils
defining the Church's docirine of Christ.”

Nestorius was concerned that Cyril might be attempting o

destabilize his church at Constantinople, using the theological

dispute as an excuse. It seems that he regarded his own way of

7 For a fuller account of the history, theology, and texts: cf. J.A.
McGuckin, S Cyril of Alexandria and the Chrisological Coniroversy
(Brill, 1994).
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theologizing as perfectly “traditional,” and so normative that
lgnomnl

ticious int faras C;
tradilon (thatof Diodereand Théodon which Nestoris was
propagating at Constantinople was not a genuine tradition of
the Church. In tun, he regarded it as at best a sloppy and
archaic way of talking about Christ, and at worst if not heretical
in essence at least tending to lead to heretical results with
depressing regularity, as Diodore and Nestorius were continu-
ing to demonstrate. Nestorius” suspicion that Cyril was only
interested in attacking him for political reasons was, ironically,
misplaced. He, and he alone, was responsible for the massive
destabilization of his own church, especially in the way he had
alienated the monks, aristoeracy, and imperial ladics, so soon
after his arrival. This political instability left him naked to all
Hit e eupecally lic those mong e arstactcy who
were inclined (o " knew all too well that in the
GonMic et is presostsd Sidanios ol e AS0ec oF
Constantinople, it was the monks who had triumphed, backed
as they were by the great power and influence of the Augusta
Pulcheria. It was this weakness at home that also led (0 his
tak i il

rivalry, and frequently
badly written sermons of a pious incompetent. This
ot it g o i dey, o b wlmlly failed to read the
il's style
ey mcthod,but found that of Nestoriusalien and bormbastc.

As it became increasingly clear that the dissent within the
Great Church was not capable of an easy resolution Nestorius
8 Aufirst he had the car and sympathies of the Emperor Theodosius, bu

his increasing foss of rip on the governance of his church alienaicd
the Emperor from him,
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thata large synod
the mater It seems d\mhzmdm mind that it should belocated in
i largel

e e some matters of discipline (maily to initiate
moves against Proclus, and the pro-Cyriline party that so vehe-
mently opposed his theological doctrinc). But Cyril had not been
idle. He had writien (o Nestorius, and although his exchange of

issues at stake.

emperor, and others, separately, to the royal princesses and the

empresses Pulcheria and Eudoxia,in which he collated extrsive
* doctrine

‘was ot consonant with the ancient tradition.

The Roman Chuch by now had sl rceived his dossir

of the court of Constan-
tinople, and mmugh one of these, the lay theologian Marius
Mercator, it had already received news that had damaged
Nestorius” reputation in the eyes of Rome. One of the chief
factors to cam him the Roman susplcmn wls the fact that he

recaly beensyoodicalyconienped e for Pelagian-
ism. I

case to adjudicate it afresh, a move that Rome regarded
timate, in mu ity rejcton of i own e ! bc

as illeg:

Pope Celestine ooty Cynl s dossier of texts n:lalmg o
Nestorius” sermons, he sent them on to John Cassian in Mar-
seilles, asking for a detailed analysis. Afier Cassian had even-
tally reported on them in the most negative terms, the Pope
convened a synod in Rome and found Nestorius guilty of
heresy. He demanded a recantation of doctrine, on pain of
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‘excommunication if this were resisted. Pope Celestine asked
Cyril to communicate this news to Nestorius and the Eastemn
churches. This was something of a tacit collusion between
Celestine and Cyril that ignored the canons of the Council of
Constantinople in 381 designating the imperial city as the
primary e in the East.Both Rome and Alexandria had rsisied
Cyril
and Celestine was designed to stress the point that in the more
ancient order of church affairs, it was Alexandria that had
traditionally been regarded by Rome as the primary see of the
East. In recognizing the veiled political rebuff when it was
delivered to him, Nestorius reacted against it by disregarding
the synodical process and appealing dirceily 1o the emperor.

Cyril had communicated the news to Nestorius in a “Third
Letter” that gave Nestorius several days in which to recant or
be excommunicated by the churches of both Rome and Alex-
andria. This was a very serious threat indeed, but when Nesto-
tius received it, he felt he was in a position to be able to
disregard it. He had already persuaded the emperor to hold an
‘ecumenical synod that would de facto take precedence over the
local synods of Rome and Alexandria. The emperor, stimed into
sctomby the icreaingurgency of heexleia ittt wes
growing cver wider, st the s of Pesacost 431 for the
ermasonal meeting and sent out summons to the bishops of
all the major churches to gather their representatives.

Nestorius’ hope that the synod would meet on his home
ground and under his jurisdiction was cruelly dashed, probably
by the manoeuvring of the Augusta Pulcheria. When the ar-
rangements were finally fixed, the synod was set o meet in
Ephesus, a city where Nestorius was not highly regarded.

Cyril went, in advance of the date, to Ephesus from Alex-

9 Cyril's Lettr 17. For available English versions of this and other
central texts, se Bibliography, section
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andria and was warmly welcomed by Memnon, the local
bishop. When Nestorius arived in the company of the troops
from Constantinople, he was treated by the bishops lrcady in
attendance as an excommunicate. Although he had felt capable
of disregarding the canonical sentence of Rome and Alexan-
dria, the other bishops applicd the terms of canon law strictly,

his case had been heard and adj

icated in the new synod. He

from sustaining this position. The Roman delegates were de-
layed on their way from the West, as was the delegation from
Syria led by John of Antioch. The latier party, which included
those bishops most likely to support Nestorius, had a long and
difficult jouney to Asia Minor, and when several wecks had
passed after the date of Pentecost, and they were still several
days' journey from Ephesus, Cyril decided that he would wait
nolonger.

He began to suspect that John of Antioch was deliberately
using delaying tactics to avoid having to be involved i
ecclesiastical trial of his friend. Others have thought that Cyril

the ranks of his opponents were swelled.

Bam things are probably true in part. And on Snnday June

o rom g sna party of Nestorius’ supporters (sixtcen of
them) and a larger group (over fifty) that felt Cyril was being
premature, Cyril claimed a sufficient majority (cventually ris-
ing 10 about 200 bishops) and declared that the synod would
delay no longer, He claimed the right, as the senior hierarch
present, to preside over the council, and also cited, as a supple-
mentary argument for precedence, his delegation to act on
behalf of the Pope, as witnessed in Pope Celestine’s letier of
the previous year.
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On the following day, when matters began in eamest,
Nestorius refused to answer any summons to the council.
Instead his works were read out to the assembled bishops, and
the relevant letters of Cyril were also read. The works of
Nestorius were condemned by common acclamation, as was
the custom at episcopal synods, and Cyril's letters were ac-
cepted as statements of orthodox docirine. At the end of that
long and dramatic summer's day, the crowds gathered around
the Church of Mary (its remains are still visible in Ephesus
today) with torches it against the onset of night, to hear the
outcome of the meeting. When it was declared that Nestorius
was deposed and his doctrine anathematized, it was popularly
ers, and the synodical bishops were escorted back to their
lodgings by torchlight,and with much rejoicing. The city .

o g withthescclavaions of Mary s the Motbier of God.
To the common people the honor of the Virgin had been
safeguarded, and the more thoughtful among them and the
bishops realized that in this title of veneration for Mary, a
fundamental truth about Christ had been preserved.

A few days later, the party from Syria arrived and were
enraged to hear that the synod, to which they had journeyed for
50 long, was over without them. John of Antiov called a
couner.aynod,even though s guorur o 4 bishops was bt
a fraction of those 200 who had met under Cyril. It declared
Cyrit and Memnon deposed, and all the other bishops under
suspension until such time as they repented and came over to
join the Syrian conventicle.

After several atempts to make an arrangement with the
Syrians, the orthodox council met again and excommunicated
the Syrian bishops; at which juncture the whole city was in
uproar. Both sides appealed o the emperor, who finally acted
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all was resolved, Ho then sent ou a deegae 1o investgatc
v u

supplics were running ki m several or phiprmmieinig

had died.

When the imperial delegate, Palladius, had noted down the
events he left to report the case to the chancery back in the
capital. At that point the delegates from the Pope arrived, and
atanother sitting of the synod they gave their support and votes
1o the othodon council. When Theodosius studied the reports,
however, he made the remarkable decision of upholding both
parties’ judgments, and held Nestorius to be deposed, but so
100 Cyril and Memnon. He announced his decision to uphold
these sentences and exile the culprits, and then dismissed the
bishops from Ephesus, probably intending to hold a smaller

so high if it were under his personal supervision.
‘The emperor sent the imperial treasurer, Count John, to
break this news in Ephesus, a man known to rule with a rod of
iron. The bishops were duly cowed by Count John, especially
when he immediately arested Nestorus, Cytil and Memnon,
i
10'soch latant political control. John of Antioch acquxcsccd in
the emperor's decision, to the disgust of several of his own
contingent, but the 200 bishops who had formed Cyril's party
refused to abandon their leader, especially since the whole of
ion of his teaching, and the:
insisted that Cyril be released, demanding that their synodical
decision should be recognized as the only legitimate conciliar
legislation.
Count John had to return to Constantinople to report that
the emperor’s plan had backfired. When he came back to the
capital he found it 100 in uproar. The news had gone out that
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Nestorius had been deposed, to general rejoicing; but when the
imperial heralds added that Cyril and Memnon had also been
amested and the council more o lss disbanded, there was &
riot. loudand
clear, not but ifi

and the leaders of the city’s monasteries, that such an approach
would not be acceptable.

Surprised by the amount of support Cyril commanded,
Theodosius summoned leading members of both sides of the
disputing parties to debate in his presence at the suburbs in
Chalcedon. After hearing the case over several weeks, he
turned more and more to favoring the Cyrilline position. Some

5 bl A

arranged for lavish “presents” 1o be supplied to aristocrats in
the capital who would plead his cause. This he certainly did,
much 1o the chagrin of his enemies, although it was fairly
common practice to accompany any legal suit in that era with
what today we would regard as distasteful bribery.

What deermined Theodosius® mind in the end, however,
was not the money but the fact that all voices seemed to be
raised for Cyril, except the tiny remnant of Syrians, who
increasingl peopleof
Constantinople, Allid to this, the two hunred bishops in
Ephesus, despite enduring much physical discomfort, refused

i though they had

been commanded to do so. They would not budge until Cyril
had been relcased and the decrees of their council confirmed
by the emperor. It was this fidelity, more than anything elsc,
which impressed Theodosius, and led him 10 acknowledge the
majority council as having the force of imperial law.
Knowing that he had won the day, Cyril slipped away from
Ephesus in the autumn of 431 and retumed triumphant 1o his
church in Alexandria. Nestorius petitioned the emperor to
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retum (o his monastery in Antioch and was given per
do s0. The place of Nestorius was filled by a new axi-
mian. The Syrians, however, returned home refusing to lift their
excommunication against Cyril or Memnon, and they spread the
report throughout their great patriarchal territory that only their
synodical meeting had been the true “Council of Ephesus,” where
Cyril's theology had been judged and found false.

ecause they continued to regard Nestorius as having been
unjustly condemned, the Syrians refused (o accept the legit
macy of the new archbishop Maximian. Thus, Rome, Alexan-
dria, and Constantinople were still out of communion with the
Syrian church. It was a state of affairs that the emperor could
not allow to continue, and so from the beginning of 432 the
imperial court initiated a process of reconciliation aimed at
bringing about a rapprochement between Cyril and John of
Antioch.

1t took two years, but eventually in 433 it was effected to
mutual satisfaction by the exchange of a credal statement
between Alexandria and Antioch, now known as the “Formula
of Reunion.™" Both sides claimed the other had backed down,
and still many Syrian hardliners refused to accept the reconcs
ation, as did several hardliners in Cyril's own church. The
former group endured until Chalcedon, and after their defini-
tive exile then became the nucleus for the so-called “Nestorian”
(Assyrian) Church, as they left imperial borders to work more
and more. within the boundaries of Persia. The latter group
thought that Cyril had given in 00 much to Syrian demands
that the christological doctrine should be expressed in some of
their terms, and they thought that the old man was losing his
grip. This Egyptian party caused Cyril much trouble in his old
age, and at his death i that

10Known in Antiquity 1 the “Symbolum Ephesinum.” It Cyril's Leter
39. For available translations scc Bibliography, section A.
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)y ref il of Ch
“Monophysite” hierarchy.

Analysis of the Formula of Reunion shows that Cyril's
estimate of the reconciliation was the truer one. He felt that he
had given ground on vocabulary, but had not moved on matters
of principle. i i
not been sustained by commentators since, that there was a
world of difference between the authentic christology of the
Syrian church, represented by John of Antioch, and the per-
verse christology of Nestorius, which was heretical in that it
divided Christ into two. With John he would negotiate and
compromise, because the faith was not at issue, but with
Nestorius there could be no negotiation,

In the years after the restoration of peace, Cyril's reputation
was established as the leading theologian of the Christian
world. He continued to write a large body of books, including
theological treatises and scriptural commentaries. In 438, the
emperor asked him to accompany his estranged wife Eudoxia
on her pilgrimage to Jerusalem. While he was in the holy city,
he was approached by a delegation from Syria who informed
him that in large areas of that patriarchat
Ephesus was sillin vogue, and that the writing:
Theodore of Mopsuestia, the teachers of Nestorius, were stll
held up as the highest theological authorities, as if the condem-
nation of Nestorius had meant nothing at all.

When he returned to Alexandria, Cyril determined to open
the fight once more. This time he realized that unless he could
definitively show these writings to be misleading and danger-
ous, the gains of the council of Ephesus would be in vain. To
this end he set out on a concerted campaign to discredit the
works of Diodore and Theodore. His task was made all the
harder by the fact that these two were regarded as the leading
theologian saints of Syria.
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‘When Cyril asked the new Archbishop of Constantinople,
his former ally Proclus, to assist him in this campaign, he was
met with a rebuff. The emperor had asked Proclus to use all his
diplomatic skill in reconciling the differences that still endured
throughout yril's new

i - Against
his better judgment, and under considerable pressure from the
court, Cyril agreed to act more circumspectly. He still wrote
treatises attacking Theodore and Diodore as the “teachers and
sources of Nestorius” heresy” but more and more he made his
apologetic less “frontal.”

Cyril’s judgment on matters proved only 100 prophetic.
Proclus did not manage, in the end, to effect a lasting solution;
and it was Cyril's insight that was adopted at the Second
Council of Constantinople in 553, when Justinian followed
Cyril's call for a definitive rejection of these works from the
canon of orthodoxy, and both Diodore and Theodore were
retrospectively anathematized.

It was in his final years, when he was able to lovk back on
the course of the whole Nestorian conuovmy at Cyril
composed the reaise "On the Unity of Chiist” "It has jusily

rded as one of his most works. As
el s e o  compreienaive hecloge) xposition of
why the Syrian tradition of “Two Sons'
cannot be accepted as an authentic tradition o the Church. Cyril
takes e fo svers sideswipes sgaint the coninsing igh
regard in which the Syrian church held Diodore

When Cyri i e archelva Nesiein
had been rearrested for refusing to stop a war of pamphleteer-
ing, and he was sent first to exile in the rose-red city of Arabian
Petra, and finally to a lifelong exile in the penal colony of the
Great Oasis in the Saharan desert. Even then the heat of the

11Greektitle: O1i Eis O Christos. Latin title: Quod Unus Sit Christus.
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controversy was far from over. It was not even a matter of the

up again at the Synod of Ephesus (449), and the councils of
Chalcedon (451) and Constantinople II (553). Indeed, the ef-
feets of the divisions are still visible in the church today.

At the end of his life Cyril's letters to John of Antioch and
Theodoret of Cyr, who had been his most determined oppo-
nents for years, show that some real degree of personal and
doctrinal reconciliation had been reached. By this time he was
an old and sick man. John of Antioch died before him. Nesto-
rius would outlive him by six or seven years.

Cyril had suffered several illnesses in the course of his life,
and in 444 he took to his bed for the last time. He died on June
27, 444, a lttle short of his seventieth year. Almost as soon as
the funeral was over, his archdeacon Dioscorus, one of those:
‘who thought he had been far too eirenic in his approach to the
Syrians, initiated a purge of his family. All their involvement
in the financial and political affairs of the Alexandrian Church
was brought to an end, thus terminating a dynasty that Theo-
philus had inaugurated almost sixty years before, Dioscorus,
a much less able theologian and a much less skilled politician
than Cyril, was soon to lead one of the great churches of
Christendom to a ruination from which it would never fully
recover, before the Islamic invasions of the seventh centu
reduced it toa dim shadow of its former glory as an intellectual
capital of the Christian world.

Alexandria was a Christian city that had (and was to con-
tinue to have) a great an honorable roll of martyrs, holy monks,

tors of the church to ennoble its annals, but with the
exception of St Athanasius it had no one as remarkable as St
Cyril occupying the episcopal throne. Together with Origen
and Athanasius, Cyrilstands s one of the greatest theologians
of the ian Church, and i
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one of the greatest theologians of the Universal Church's
history. For all three of them, their works were not only
profoundly important in themselves, but even more significant
in terms of the influence they had over Christian teaching and
understanding for centuries (o come, and for the way in which
they determined the very shape of what would, or would not
be, regarded as ecumenical orthodoxy.

Cyril's feastday is celebrated on June 9 and again on
January 18, in the company of St Athanasius.

His festal Troparion acclaims him in the following terms:

Hail Translucent star,
defending warrior 1 the Holy Virgin

who shouted out above all the hierarchs at Ephesus
that she was the Mother of God.

Rejoice most blessed Cyril,

Never cease to intercede with Christ on our behalf.

A Synopsis of St Cyril’s Christological Doctrine
Ttwould be no exaggeration to describe Cyril as one of the most
profound and subtle of the Church’s theologians. As might be
expected of one who worked in an era where Christian termi-
nology demanded an unusually acute reworking, his doctrine
is both technical and philosophically demanding. One of his
‘most important contributions to Christian history is the way in
which he worked out an exact terminological scheme of dis-
course. It would be amistake, however, to think that this makes
Cyril adull writer. There are passages where, like many another

several variations sometimes exceeds the patience of modern
readers, but throughout all his work there is a spirit of passion
i i itsel

the d the cars to hear,
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here represents Cyril in the full flight of his theological matur-
ity, yet in a literary style that is at once fluent and elegant.

Cyril is motivated by a profoundly mystical understanding
of the indwelling power of God, one that makes the incarnation

the Logos not merely a theological nicety of dogmatic
history, but the primary way in which a Christian person
experiences the presence of the Lord and the effects of his
deitying grace. This practicality and religions it s visble

fhis readers. ™ v orhie
theological docirine, and that of Nestorius his opponent, has
been cxpounded in several places, and the reader may be
referred, for a fuller treatment, to the works mentioned in the
Select Bibliography. Here I will attempt mercly a short sketch
of his general christological doctrine, with a minimum of
technical and historical digressions.

As far as Nestorius was concerned, language about the incar-

and humanity: both that distance between God and his creatures,
and that between the divine and the human aspects of the Christ.
Once language had established the respective differences, the
Christian mind could appreciate the closeness of a God who, in
the person of Jesus Christ, entered into association with human-
Kind. I Nesoriv” cheme was a it woolly on ihe il
question of whether this man (Jesus) was or was not God,

at least, as he saw it, it was a scheme that insisted on the ful]

were radically different, Jesus was fully human in every respect

12He regarded the question posed 4s 100 crude 1o be given a direct
answer—bot that did not stop his critics, then of now, from asking it
of him, and sensing that the question was 100 critical simply (o be
dismissed as llcit because of its clumsiness of phrasing. For a fuller
elaboration of Nestorius" docirine cf. McGuckin, 1988, 1994,
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including human limitations of consciousness, psychology and
power, while the divine Logos was fully God, untrammelled
by the human body of Jesus. For Nesiorius, the human life of

at the Logos was i ith, not
one that dominated or subjugated him in any way.

Cyril's instinct on the incarnation ran counter to this. He
found the notion of the Logos’ “association” with a man to be
abhorrent to Christian tradition on two grounds: First, it made
for little distinction between Jesus and one of the ancient
prophets who could also be said to have God inspiring them,
them: second, it did not convey enough of the
power and intimacy of the “Union” between divinity and
humanity, or its effects on human nature, which Cyril saw to
be the very heart and central purpose of the whole scheme of
the incarnation. In short, for Cyril the primary message of the
incamation was not about the discrete relationship of God and
man, but nothing less than the complete reconciliation of God
and Man in Jesus.

Cyril consistently opposed the keyword of “Union” (He-
nosis) to that of the Antiochenes who used “Association.” Cyril
insisted that the incamation is not for the sake of God, bu for
the redemption of the human race. As such, itis an “economy,”
or practical scheme, that is meant to do something. In the
incamation, God is at work among creatures, not merely
playacting on the stage of the world, and that work is a myste-
rious but inexorable tanstomtion of the human lfe of

mfcm\auun (Theosis) is something cmlcnl in Cyril's thought;
indeed, its main pilla, and those who have accused Cyril of

that which is mortal into the immortal.
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Cyril understands that the incarnation of God as man is not
astatic event, but rather the pattern and archetype of a process.
He points o the seamless union of God and man in the single
divine person of Jesus ruly God and man i one and the same
time, a5 not merel
a sacrament of the presence of God among us, but a sacrament
of how our own human lives are destined to be drawn into his
divine life, and transformed in a similar manner. In short, for
Cyril the manner of the incarnation is analogous to the manner
of the sanctification and transfiguration of Christ’s disciples.

‘This process of transformation was referred to by the Alex-
andrian theologians as “deification” (Theosis). As Sts Irenacus
and Athanasius had succinctly put it centuries earlicr: “He (the
Word) became man, that man might become god." In his tum
Cyril teaches that “What he was by nature, we become by prace.”

s A e é 2 £

which would be either crass mythologism or one of the worst
excesses of Nietzschean arrogance, but on the contrary denotes
something radically different and biblically founded-something
that the Western Church approached through s theological doc-
trines of Atonement and Beatific Vision.

Cyril had in mind that when the divine Logos became
incamated he summoned his church to a new style of
new theandric destiny. Before the incamation, “divi
“human" signified ontologically different categories of being.
A vast chasm existed between the creature and the Creator, not
only morally, but existentially. After the incanation, the order
of being (God's ordering of the terms of the universe) has been
radically altered. In the incaration, two realities which were

been demonstrably united in Christ. This union is impossible,
but it is nonetheless accomplished as a simple act of God's
infinite power; the invisible Lord is now made visible, the
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Immaterial O
the limitations of an earthly life, the Immortal One comes
willingly to his own death. Cyril loves to apply such strong
language. itheses give his thought arelig-
ous drive and vigor which he knows well how to put to effect
in preaching. He accuses Nestorius of being too ready (o judge
what is or is not fitting for God by the terms of human logic,
which he has mistakenly clevated as an absolte indicaor of
truth. Ax Cyril sees forgotten that human logic is
P Sucuhas SFstahisoses o Uom it vision cmnasenemt
on our corruption. The argument over theological method was
very intense between Cyril and Nestorius, and in tum moved
into an important debate over the right interpretation of scrip-
tural texts. In both instances, Cyril resisted the application of
logic alone as a guide t the Christian mind, and appealed (o a
sense of tradition as manifesting a common inner spiritual
experience through several generations of theologian-saints.

Butin spite of his appeal to represent traditional belief, does
not his language involve the Church in a semi-pagan concept
of God, where, like Zeus, a divinity can descend to carth and
change his form to live in a physical fashion? Far from it, Cyril
argued. The incamation does not limit or remove the infinite
power of God, it s itself simply an expression or act of that
infinite power, one which presses the limits of our under-
standing, but which is not contradictory or illogical (as Nesto-
ius had accused him of being). To imagine that the Logos’
divine omnipotence is compromised by the human life he now
leads is to regard him as having “laid aside” his deity when he
became man. C cts this conception and argues that he
who was eternal God became man while ever remaining what
he was, that is eternal God.

But was this, in turn, merely to make theology a meaning-
less conundrum? or make the human life of the divine Jesus



ST CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA| 37

merely a pretense, or a factor all but wiped out in the face of

the overwhelming presence of a deity taking it over? Cyril

argued that this followed only for those who had failed 1o

understand that the incaration was fundamentally a time-

bound act of rescue for the human race, one that had to be
3 e

and providence for the world. The physical incarnation was a
specific divine philanthropy of healing addressed to physical
ereatures, and meant to have an effect that began at physical
level and brought material creaturehood back up into a divine
ommasien, et iemtended, meria capacly while never
eschewing materiality. This position of being a transcendently
immanent creature was for c,m a mystery, but not an illogi-
cality—on the contrary, a promise held out to the world in the
doctrine of the glorified resurrection body.

As Cyril saw it, divine power in the incamate Lord did not
strive (o express itsell in contradistinction, or in opposition, to
ulhnr fomlsoflec (including human consciousness).buton the
ifeforms
10 subsitt and develop. Foe Cyrl, mcm the dclly and humanity
were not like two weights on a pair of scales, poised in an

uneasy
of the other. Just Christ di falsify
d oo 5 s

for the redecmed person, union with God would not cramp
individualitybut ather ibera pesontood and enhance it As
far as Cyril
ited at its heart a sense of spiritual yearning and Lrnnmndtncc
which often tried to employ its material condition as part of its
spiritual ascent—or, put another way, to express its spiritual
identity through its material consciousness. For Cyril, what was
true of the whole race, that it ontologically subsisted within the
orbit of God's powerful presence, was most particularized in
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the case of the Christ, whose humanity was a unique, direct,
and personal expression of the divine presence.

Cyril took the image of a dual capacity, spirit animating
flesh (the soul in the body) as an example of how he conceived
theurionofGod s man n Chelat.Ths Godhead ves wilhont
restriction in the incarnate form, just as it enjoys omnipotence
£ s il sne, bifoe the Imearmtion, Ones wiin the
incamation, however, the divine Logos lives by choice within
the human material conditions of incamated life. The two
modes of life are like the proximity of soul and body in an
ordinary human being.

In the case of an ordinary person, the different “natures” of
both realities does not preclude their union, nor does it demand
that both entities be reduced to one or the other; on the contrary
both can have integrity while at the same time enjoying an
integral union that allows new conditions and new possibilities
of existence to flourish. From the very factof the union of body
and soul Cyril points out how a human being results. For Cyril
the full deity of the Word unites with a perfect human existence
and from the intimacy of that spiritual and material union, the
one Christ results.

Cyril felt that the soul-body image was the best atiempt he.
could make to depict an irreducibly mysterious reality of the
divine human relation within Christ, one he saw as a uniquely
personal act of God. He offers supplementary images for the

acoal, a jewel and its radiance. What he was searching for was
a concept of natural interpenctration where the two realities
(e.g., deity and humanity) both subsisted perfecly intact, but
not in any parallel association, rather in 4 d
tration and mutuality that effected new conditions and poss
bilities by virtue of that intimate union. This was why he was
very anxious o insist that the Word of God, deity in all its
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full The
with a man, but with humanity. What this means is that he
wished to avoid any sense that there was a human being (Jesus,
a Jewish rabbi from Nazareth) alongside a divinity (The Word
of God), or any suggestion that a man was scized by the Spirit
of God, in the way the Aoplioniat ey of caflercentris
had taught. But what does y that the Word united
with humanity? Is it not a I'undnml:nullly abstract conception
ill suited to express so personal a theological mystery?

For Cyril the eriticism did not follow at all. He regarded
humanity as a way of being, a manner of expressing identity in
and through the material circumstances of bodily life. He did
not define humanity as personal being per se. In other words
e distinguished personhood both from the condition in which
personbood arose, and from the manner in which it was ex-
pressed. If, as he would argue, even ordinary human beings
could never r:duud in their spiritual identities merely to

o God Incarnate. Hxs pcrson was divine and could o b

e, yet i roug
um bodlly ntmer. As & reul even e bl fe bv.'ume a
direct vehicle of the revelation of the div

Cyril knew that at the center of i iy gt
serious his
of Chist, I e rfocte the whele of the Nestoria scherme as
being too divisive of Christ’s personal unity (he accused it of
ineyitably suggesting “Two Sons,” or a man Jesus alongside a
divine Logos) then how did he himself account for Christ’s
inner subjectivity?

‘This was the key question of all his writings after 428, and
it is a dominant idea within the present treatise, supplying its
central thesis as the very title of the work: “On the Unity of
Christ.” His task was not an easy one. The prior tradition had
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suggested ways of approach but not clearly defined them. In
addition, Cyril’s generation had come to the point of crossroads
bt tvo e disparate theologies, both of which had
proved,
the Syrian doctine of Two Sons, and the Apollinarst doctine
which accounted for the subjective unity of Christ by teaching
that the divine Logos dispenscd with a human mind or con-
sciousness in ChrisL, because the superior displaced the infe-
. The latter position had rightly been rejected as a poor
account of the incamation that turned outto be a destruction of
humanity, not an assumption of it

Cyril knew that his task lay in a different direction to both
extremes. He had to account for the integrity of the deity and
the humanity while demonstrating thei integral communion,
and the results of it. He settled on the key term of “Union”
(Henosis). From deity and humanity a union has taken place;
n0t an overlap. or a co-habitation, o  rlationship, or 3

nents had proposed. He argued for a union in the sln
the word, yet a union that was of the type that did not desroy
its constitucnt clements. It was thus in the manner of the
soul-body union in humans, a union that effected new condi-
% & . e o ivias ek
basic clements intact, and not, for example, in the manner of a
union of sand and sugar (one that did nothing to either element
and id no elly combinecither par forany psiive end), or

aunion of ly worked by destroying
the basis of the elements 5o united).
In the case of Christ, Cyril speaks of this union of deity and

humanity as a “Hypostatic Union.” The person of the Logos is

the sole personal subject of all the conditions of his existence,

divine or human. The Logos is, needless to say, the sole
I subjectof all i i
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the inspiration of the ancient prophets, and so on), but after the
fncarsaioathe pme ons e th perscl sbject divcing
all his actions performed within this time and this space,
embodicd acts which form the context of the human e of
Christ in Palestine. The phrase “the selfsame” recurs time and
again in his writings as a way of insisting on this doctrine of
single-subjectivity as the keystone of the entire Christology
debat. Cyril would undoubidly argue that Christ was flly
human

that might
mean, for today, and in this we are unlike all the ancient
protagonists of all sides, since we tend to see the whole issue
of subjectivity and personhood in terms drawn from the ana-
ytical psychology of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
Accordingly, we approach the notion and the problem insofar
as it impinges on the doctrine of incarnation, in terms of what
could be called “psychic consciousnes:

Cyril, however, would refuse to reduce the notion of person
10 those psychic experiences. For him, personhood (either in
the case of Jesus, or in the case of humans in general) was not
a product of a material based consciousness but, on the con-
trary, consciousness was the effect of a divinely created per-
sonhood. Modem psychology finds this perspective a difficult
one to assimilate, but Cyril was adamant in rejecting the

that identity

act. He approached personhood as a god-given and transcen-
dent mystery, with the full destiny of such an identity lying in
another age and another condition: the Kingdom of God.

For Cyil then, her ws only onc persoal subject and one

ButChrist
was not simply me Lagos of God, he was the Logos as he had
chosen to enter fully into human lfe; and in 5o far as the Logos
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and material limitations imposed by the lifeform (constricts
that applied within his life in history as man, but not within his
co-terminous life outside time as God), then Christ was at once
divine and human-inseparably so. Cyril regarded this “at once™
as a synchronized enjoyment of two life-forms, neither of
which prevented the terms of the other, but both of which were
enhanced by the intimate experience provided by the other. In
other words, neither the deity or humanity of Christ was dimin-
ished by the incarnation, but both were, in a real sense, “devel-
oped” by the humanity ontologically ly
50, the divinity economically so.

His critics wanted elaboration of what this enhancement
meant, An “enhancement” after the manner of Apollinaris was
not regarded as acceptable at all. Cyril argued that this was far
from the only way of depicting the benefits the divine presence
conferred on the human nature of Jesus. He drew, instead, a
picture of Jesus’ humanity which was suffused with the divine
light and graciousness: a divinization of the flesh of Christ
whmh rendered it uniquely powerful and health-giving. while

maining essentially human flesh. The fact that Christ’s touch
Conferred healing was explained by Cyrlon the basis that it
was the humian finger of none other than God, and therefore
human flesh, but by no means ordinary human flesh-rather the
life-giving flesh of God. 2 He was thus presenting an image of

on the contrary enhanced. To those who would argue tha this
“change” destroyed the essential human condition, Cyril ar-
gued rather that it fulfiled the cssental human condiion.

was not ivine transfi butto be
i s trans-

13Cyi's enchinic saguents e vry Imporant in i rgarl, and
follow up ‘ K(1951) and
bl (mv,
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forming grace. This is why Cyril saw the Logos’ enhancement
of Jesus’ flesh as the first-fruits of his transformation of the
humanity of all disciples. For Cyril, the incamnation was a
fundamental “process” of such transformation.

If hoy
could it possbly be ssd that bumanlty can esbance divinity?

way of thinking could umy Tead 10 a reduction of the status and
capacity of the deity. To this Cyril developed on what he meant
by the divxnity's economy ofsalvaton.” Cyil argoedthal while
initsel incar-

nation, nd outsde.tie or spacc), could never change, since it
was already absolute and perfect, this did not mean that the deity
could never act in different ways: otherwise there would be no
relationship betwoen God and his creation. God acted within time
. but because

it was his creation’s way. and for the sake of his phllamhmpx«.

God
the Timeless One engages with history. For Cyril, if one denied
that, one denied the whole validity of a Creator God who worked
out his covenant with the human race within history. In the case
of the incamation, the same paradox was witnessed again, yet in
more intimately unique manner, The incamation, as Cyril saw
it, was an act of omnipotent power, in which the etemal Lord
dirctlyand personally chose o xperencs the condlitonsof an

ife. I tha il says,
and he did not really experience limitation, doubt, suffering, and

3 y
10 engage in the incamation at all? The answer, for Cyri, s not
far behind—he chose to engage personally in all the range of

of that condition. In particular, Cyril discusses human suffering
and death.
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He used a recurrent phrase which his opponents pilloried,
interpreting it as an indication that Cyril did not take Christ's
human experience seriously; he spoke of how Christ “suffered
impassibly” (apathos epathen). The catchiness of the slogan was
typical of Cyril's apologetic style, and as with other carch-phrases

while flatly contradicting the main premises of his opponents. In
other words, the phrase is a densely apologetic one that has to be

arcf One
thing i unarguable, Cyril is no docetic who is denying the reality
of Christ's sufferings. On the contrary, he points 10 the whole

the personal experience of human suffering and death. This
“adding 10" the deity is impossible if considered in terms of
natures: divine nature cannot be added to or subtracted from in
torms of its essence; but it is possible, Cyril argues, in terms of
personal experience of a lifeform. And in the incarnation Cyril
sees the cternal God directly experiencing suffering and death—
insofar as like other men he (00 is brought under the terms of the
human lifeform.

Cyril sees this part of the incamate transaction as the key
of redemption. For although God experiences suffering and
death, just as he experiences all other human factors. " he does
not become dominated by suffering or death. It is the same with
his deity as with his humanity: the conditions of the one do not
wipe out the distinct realities of the other, even though there is
a dynamic mutual experience passing between the two.

Cyril presses this point home with a decisive move of
language that has since become known s the doctrine of the
“Exchange of Properties,” or the “Communication of Idioms”

aLike the other Fathers, Cyril excludes the expericnce ofsn from Jesus,
ing whi ially “human” !

& perversion of true humanity.
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(Antidosis Idiomatum). He argued passionately that, on the
basis of this direct personal mutwality of experience founded

e th
conditions or ||l'cfum|s. it was permissibl (0 atwibute the

understanding oo language referred to the incamate
condition. And so Cyril pressed his point home in his usual
‘graphic and paradoxical linguistic style:
God sat upon the Virgi
especially Nestorius, this language broke the very foundations
of their christological scheme, and they attacked it vehemently
as akin to mythology. For Cyril, it was the one truth (that the
divine Logos was the onl i enci

acts of the incamation) that saved the doctrine of incarnation
from mythology, and at the same time explained why the
incarnation Immortal
God could not possibly die, in any sense of the words. Now, in
the conditions of the incaration. it is perfectly truc to say that
God has willingly died, yet being God has burst the chains of
death in the very act of submilting to them.

T of exch ion in
Cyril s called “Appropriation Theory,” and it s in some senses
the very heart of his christological argument. Whenever he
insists, as he does time and time again, on pressing the logic of
phrases like “the death of God,” or “the Mother of God. itis
this wider theological construct he is invoking. This is why, as

has oftn boen #aid, Cyrls robust defence.of the ttle of
Theotokos was at heart a christological and soteriological

perse. Ap:
from the use of this form of “Exchange of Properties” language,
Cyril also applies a favorite phrase, “One Incamate Nature of
God the Word," to sum up and signify the transactive element
at the heart of the incarnation. Like his other terms, this was
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deliberately designed as a “tweaking of the nose” of his oppo-
nents. Some critics have suggested that this manner Cyril had
of using such loud colors in his apologetic pallet made the
versy more lurid than it needed to have been. It was
Cyril’s opinion that only such stark terms were capable of
forcing his opponents out from a bland theological vagueness
tha covered up their essentially unacceptable premises. His
contemporary opponents, such as Nestorius, Theodoret of Cyr,
Andrew of Samosata, and others in the Syrian patriarchate,
simply read them as examples of extreme Apollinarist heresy.
In this they were wrong. There are grounds for thinking that
there is some truth in both the other two views expressed: that
Cyril made the argument sharper and faster than it might
otherwise have becn, and that perhaps there was a negative as
well as a positive side to that.

It is much the same when we consider his treatment of
Nestorius as an opponent. It is certainly the case that Cyril was
doggedly opposed to all Nestorius stood for, and that he might
not have read his opponents’ works with due regard (0 the
subtlety of their argument on every occasion. There are no

rounds, however, for thinking that Cyril did not understand
Nestorius’ theology. What he felt to be at stake was an under-
Iying tendency that disturbed him greatly. If he was not ready
10 compromise over the doctrinal disagreement with Nestorius,
seeing it turn on the fundamental issue of single subjectivity,
this docs not mean to say that he was 4 rigid or intransigent
thinker. When he was convinced that the central issue was safe,
he was quite prepared to go the extra mile to meet the Syrian
theologians’ points. It was his willingness to compromise when
the central facts had been established, that cost him some
popularity at home in his final years.

Over the lastcentury, in our own time, the issues for which
he fought y
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Lord, and the difference between the Christian theology of
incarmatonand pgan mythologle schemesofeligon. bave
once again come large scale dispute. This has caused
considerable chri olog\cal revision in the Western churches,
and itis not surprising to see a concomitant review of Nestorian
theology in the process and (one might deduce) sometiing ﬂf
an attempt to revive it in terms of popular dogmatics. It i
cminnty the case tht,in the Enropean lilcatye of ths st
hundred years Cyril has been denigrated both as a thinker and
asa person, in ways that suggest unspoken doctrinal battles are
being waged behind the front of historical scholarship. In
several influential modern studies, the Antiochene tradition
which Cyrl atacked (bt of Diodore, Theodore, and Neso-
offered as a legitimate and ancient part of an
Iulhcnnmlly “pluralie Chrstan vision, and Cyrl as been
3 Gi

arguments are far from dead, and given the importance of the
debate in terms of what constitutes the Church’s doctrine of
Christ, and how it articulates its tradition, then it
should prove both opportune and instructive to present this
wranslation of Cyril to a new generation of readers. It is one of
Cyril's most elegant and approachable writings, and explains
atthe end of a long battle from which he has emerged success-
ful, why in his own i i
and inclusive
that “Tradition” of Christianity which is not merely a historico-
logical matter, but an en
of the church's spiritual experience of its redeeming Lo




ON THE UNITY OF CHRIST'

A. People of true and good sense, who have intellectually
gathered that knowledge which gives life, are never jaded by
i ‘written that: “N 1 live
by bread alone, but by every word that comes from the mouth
of God” (Mt 4:4; Dt 8:3). The word of God s food for the mind
and a spiritual “bread that strengthens the heart of man,” as the
Book of Psalms sings (cf. Ps 104:15).

B. How right you are.

A. The wise and eloguent men among the pagans are full
of admiration for a well-tuned phrase. One of their main
preoccupations is with elegance of expression. They are filled

in verbal dexterity. The base material of their poets is merely
lies fashioned in thythms and meters for grace and harmony,
but for the truth they have litle if any regard. T would say that
they are sick from the lack of any true or proper notion of the
nature and reality of God. Or rather, as the most holy Paul puts
have been mistaken in their reasonings and their
insensible hearts are darkened. Thinking themselves wisc, they
have become as fools, and have exchanged the glory of the
incorruptible God for the likeness of an image of corruptible
| Texts: Quod Unus Sit Christus, PG 75:1253-1361; Ed. P.E. Pusey,
Works of S Cril vols. 17 (Oxford, 1868) (Vol.7, pp. 334-424);ed. G.
Durand,

97, pp. 302-514 (Pari, 1964). The treatise seems, by its maturity of
thought and assured tone, to be one of the last works Cyril wrote on
the Nestorian controversy, at a time when his apologetic had moved
more wards oppoiog the contse s of Diodors of Twsus
i could be dated circa

49
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man, and birds, and beasts and reptiles” (Rom 1:21-23).

B. Quite so. And God said of them through the voice of

Tsaiah: “Know that their hearts are but dust, and that they have

ered” (Is 44:20).

A. Then so much for them. As for the inventors of impure
heresies, those profaners and apostates who have opened their
mouths wide against the divine glory, “those who have uttered

" (Acts 20:30), having
slipped in their madness as low as the foolish pagans, perhaps
even lower, for it would have been better never to have known
the way of
from the sacred commandment which was handed on to them.
What the Book of Proverbs so rightly speaks of has indeed
come about: “that the dog has returned to its vomit, and no

(Pr26:11; 2 Pet 2:21-22). They have circulated among them-
selves blasphemous accusations against Christ, and like wild
ferocious wolves they ravage the flock for which Christ died.

rs,” as it is written (Hab 2:6 LXX), and “stuffing their
gorge to the full.” How aptly does that saying apply to them,
that “They came out from us but were not partof us” (1 1n2:19).
B. Indeed they were not.

Well,
h people. i the Word and
Only Begotten Son of God from his supreme station. They reduce

him ity wi by denying hi
him wi identity of nare.

2 The Arians. Note how Cyril immediately goes on to characterise the
Nestorian position in the following sentence, as something that is
logically akin to Arianism. The elision of heresies was @ patrstic
“1opos” but Cyrils i i "
this was his truly held logical analysis of Nestorianism.
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Others more or less retrace the same path as those we have just
mentioned. They fall into the snares of death and “into the pit
of hell” (Pr9:18 LXX) as they pervert the mystery of the fleshly
economy of the Only Begotten, teaching a folly which is in a
way the twin of that of their predecessors. In effect the first
group, insofar as lies within their power, drag down the Word
born of God the Father from the heights of divinity even before
his incarnation, while the second group have decided to wage
war against the Word even in his incarnation. These shameless
people even dare to cri his loving grace towards the
human race, for they think that the fact that he inflicted flesh
upon himself and took up the limitations of this self-emptying,
that is, became man and “appeared on earth and engaged with
men” (Bar 3:38) even though he was God by nature and seated
with the Father, all shows a lack of good sense.

B. How righily you put .

A. Nonetheless, God-inspired scripture will cry out against
both forms of madness. It acts as the ambassador of truth and
shows up the feeble and shameful system of these people. It
establishes in the paths of the Godhead all those who are
accustomed to fix the eyes of their mind with care and subtlety

i stilll i

peopl the
economy of the Savior. Certainly this matter seems to disturb
you somewhat?

B. You discern correctly, “for I have been consumed with
zeal for the Lord” (1 Kg 19:10), and have been so put out by
allthis that I am decply disturbed. And I feel afraid when 1 look
10 where their teaching will end, for they have adulterated the
faith that was handed on to us by the inventions of that serpent
so recently appeared, injecting their frigid, perverted, and idi-
otic notions like venom into the souls of the simple.

A. But tell me, please, who is this scrpent who has so
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recently appeared? And what are these idiotic things he sets
against the teachings of the truth?

B. The serpent so recently appeared is that crooked one
whose tongue is drunk on venom. Not only does he ot wel-
come the tradition of all the initiates throughout the world (or
rather that of all the God-inspired scripturcs), but he even
innovates as seems fit to him, and denies that the holy virgin is
the Mother of God, and calls her Christ-Mother insicad, or
Mother-of-the-Man, not to mention the other shocking and
absurd ideas he introduces to the orthodox and pure teachings
of the catholic Church.

A. You speak of Nestorius, I think. I am already somewhat
familiar with his thought but as to its precise nature, my friend.
Tam not 50 sure. How can he say that the holy virgin is not the
Mother of God?

B. birth to God,
since the Word was before her, or rather is before every age
and time being coeternal with God the Father.

A. In that case it is clear that they must also deny that
Emmanuel is God; and so it would seem that the evangelist
interpreted the term pointlessly when he
lated this means God-with-us” (Mt 1:23

; Is 7:14). And yet,

the one that is born of the holy virgin according (o the flesh, as
God the Father clearly teaches through the voice of the prophet.

B. But this is not how it appears to these people. They say
that God, or rather the Word of God, has been with us in the
form of helping us. For he saved everything under heaven
through the one that was born of a woman.

A. But tell me, was he not with Moses delivering the
Tsacies from the lnd of Egypt and from Ui yranny, a i
is written: “With strong hand and outstretched arm"™? (Ps
136:12). And after this do we not find him saying to Joshua
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quite clearly: “As I was with Moses so shall I be with you™?
(Jos 3:7).

B. This i true.

A. Then why are neither of them called Emmanuel? Why
does this name apply only to the one who was so wondrously
bom of a woman, according to the flesh, in these last times of
the world?

B.Then how should we understand that God was born of a
woman? Does it mean that the Word took up his being in her
and from her?

A. Away with such a horrid and vile opinion. These are the
teachings of a wanderer, of a sick mind that has strayed where
it should not have gone s as to think that the ineffable being
of the Only Begotien could ever be the fruit of flesh. On the
Sortrry, a8 God e was nefably begaten byt fom s
clearly how, and in what manner, he appeared i in a form like
ourown,
when he says: “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among
us, and we beheld his glory, glory as or lhc Only Begotten of
the Father, full of grace and truth” (Jn

B. But they maintain that if the an beume flesh he no
longer remained the Word, but rather ceased to be what he was.

A. This is nothing but foolishness and stupidity, the frenzy
of a crazed mind. It seems that they are of the opinion that the
term “became,” inevitably and necessarily signifies change or
alteration.

B. They say thatthi irteaching
on the basis of the God-inspired scriptures themselves. For he
maintains that it is said somewhere about Lot's wife that: “She
" (Gen 19:26); i Moses’ staff
that: “He threw it upon the ground and it became a serpent” (Ex
4:3); and that in all these cases a change of nature took place.
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A. Well then, when people sing in the psalm: “And the Lord
became my refuge” (Ps 94:22), and again: O Lord you have
become my refuge from one generation to the next” (Ps 9
what will they say about this? Has the one of whom we sing
laid aside his being as God and through some transformation
‘passed over into becoming a refuge? Has he changed by nature
into something else which at first he was not?

B. Surely this approach is incongruous and unfitting to one:
who is God by nature. Immutable by nature, he remains that
which he was and is for ever, even if one says that “he became
arefuge” for various people.

'A. What you have said is excellent, and perfectly true. So when

are considering God, if one uses the word “became” s it not
altogether impious and absurd for someone 1o presume that it
signifies change, rather than trying to understand it in another
manner, Bpplymg ‘some wisdom and tuming instead to what is

fitting and applicable: od?

B.If we are to preserve the immautability and unalterability
as innate and essential to God, in what sense, then, should we
say that the Word has become flesh?

A. The all-wise Paul, steward of His mysteries and sacred
minister of the Gospel proclamations, explains this for s when
he says, “Let cach of you have among yourselves that same
mind which was in Christ Jesus who, though he was in the form
of God, did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped,
but emptied himself, assuming the form of a slave, coming in
the likeness of men; and being found in fashion as a man he
‘humbled himself becoming obedient even to death, death on a
cross” (Phil 2:5-8). And indeed, the Only Begotten Word, even
though he was God and bom from God by nature, the “radiance
of the glory, and the exact image of the being” of the one who
begot him (Heb 1:3), he it was who became man. He did not
change himself into flesh; he did not endure any mixture or
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blending, or anything else of this kind. But he submitted
himself to being emptied and “for the sake of the honor that
was set before him he counted the shame as nothing” (Heb
12:2) and did not disdain the poverty of human nature. As God
he wished to make that flesh which was held in the grip of sin
and death evidently superior t0 sin and death. He made it his
very own, and ot soulless as some have said, but rathec
animated wit oul, flesh to what
it was in the bcgmmng, e did orconces  beneath im0
follow a path congruous o this plan, and so he is said to have
undergone a birth like ours, while all the while remaining what
he was. He was bom of a woman according 1o the flesh in a
‘wondrous manner, for he is God by nature, as such invisible
and incorporeal, and only in this way, in a form like our own,
could he be made manifest to earthly creatures. He thought it
in hi: nature
honored in the dignities of the divinity. The same one was at
once God and man, and he was “in the likeness of men” (Phil
2:7) since even though he was God he was “in the fashion of a
‘man” (Phil 2:8). He was God in an appearance like ours, and
the Lord in the form of a slave. This is what we mean when we
say that he became flesh, and for the same reasons we affirm
that the holy virgin is the Mother of God.

B. Would you like us to compare their arguments to yours,
and undertake a more profound examination of these matters,
or should we simply accept your word that the question has
been fully treated?

A. In my opinion the argument is faultless, spoken with
wisdom and leamning, and in full accord with the God-inspired
seriptures
argument may produce some uscful resuls.

B. Well, they say that the divine Paul writes about the Son
as if he had become a curse and sin, for he says: “He who did
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L know sin, became sin for our sakes” (2 Cor 5:21); and again:
the

acure for us” (Gal 3:13). But thy wwl\l ‘maintain that this
doe: rather that here
the holy scripture clearly means smcmmg else. In exactly the
same way, they argue, we should understand the phrase: “And
the Word became flesh” (Jn 1:14).

A Itis true that he has introduced this opinion that just as
one says, “He became curse and sin,” 5o in the same way did
he “become flesh,” and this notion holds a predominant place
among his followers.

ofthe La
sakes,” then how could anyone doubt that this clearly refers to the
time when the Only Begotten was incarnatc and made

A. Well, when one speaks of the incarmation one also implies

all those other n the
one who willingly suffered this “emptying out,” as for example
hunger and tiredness. How could he who has all power ever have
been tired, or how could one ever say that he who s the food and
life of all beings was ever hungry, if he had not appropriated to

y ts very
tiredness? In the same way one could never have counted
‘among the lawless (for this is what it means to say that he became
sin) nor would he ever have become a curse, enduring the cross
for our sakes, if he had not become flesh, that i incarnated and
made man for our sake, submitting (0 a birth like our own,
although it was from a holy virgin.
B. T agree. Your opinion is right.

ord
became flesh in just the same way as he became curse and sin.
B. Tell me why.
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A. Did he not become accursed in order (o lft the curse?
And did not the Father make him sin in order that he might
bring sin to an end?

B. They too would agree with this.

A In that case, if it is true that the Word became flesh in
exactly the same way that he became curse and sin, which is
how they understand it, then surely he must have become flesh
for the Suppression of flesh? But how would this serve to
exhibit the incorruptibility and imperishability of flesh which
he achieved, first of all in his own body? For he did not allow
it o remain mortal and subject to corruption, thus allowing the
penalty of Adam’s transgression to continue (o pass on to us,
but since it was his own and personal flesh, that of the incor-
ruptible God, he set it beyond death and corruption.

B. How well you put it.

A. Somewhere holy scripture says that that the first man,
thatis Adam, was made “a lfe-giving soul,” while the last man,
that is Christ, was made “a life-giving spirit” (1 Cor 15:45).
Should we say, therefore, that as he became curse and sin for
the destruction of that curse and sin, just so he became a
life-giving spirit in order to suppress the state of being a living
soul? These people nonsensically twist the significance of the
word “became” and then maintain that he becamc flesh in the
same way as he became curse and sin. This is the w. y that the
incarnation, or rather the enmanment of the Word, is destroyed.
For if this approach s taken as the truth then the whole sense
of the mystery is lost t0 us; for Christ is not born, neither did
he die, neither was he raised, in accordance with the scriptures.
In this event where is the faith? that “word of faith which we
proclaim” (Rom 10:8)? How did God raise him from the dead
i he did not die? And how could he die if he had not been born
according 10 the flesh? And *if Christ is not raised” (1 Cor
15:17) then where is that resuscitation of the dead which
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inspired in the saints the hope of everlasting life? And where
is that revitalization of human bodies which is achieved by
participation in his holy flesh and blood?

B. This is why we affirm that the Word became flesh in
regard to that generation from a woman, according o the flesh,
ich is sai i i ‘this present
age, even though, as God, he exists before every age.

A. Exactly so. For it was in this way that he “became like
usin all things except sin” (Heb 4:15). The all-wise Paul bears
witness 10 this when he says: “Since the children have a
common share in flesh and blood he himself equally partici-
pated in these things 5o that through his death he could reduce
to powerlessness the one who held the dominion of death, that
isthe devil, and that he might liberate those who al their lives
were held in slavery by the fear of death. For he did not take
his descent from the angels, rather from Abraham's line, and
thus it was fitting that he should be made like his brethren in
all things” (Heb 2:14-17). And this likeness i all things has as
akind of beginning, or as the inception of the affair, his birth
from a woman; his revelation in the flesh, even though in terms
of his own nature he is invisible; his abasement in the human
condition for the economy of salvation, even though he has the
transcendent name; his humbling to manhood, even though he
is raised high above the Thrones; and his acceptance of servile
limitations, even though he s by nature the Lord (Phil 2:61).
And all this because “The Word was God” (n L:1).

B. How right are your thoughts on this matter. Nonetheless
you should know that in their opinion it is inadmissible and
even unfitting cither to think or to affirm that the Word who
was ineffably and incomprehensibly bom from God the Father
had to undergo a second birth from a woman. They maintain
that it was cnough for him to have been born from the Father
once only, in a manner fiting to God.
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A. In that case they are finding fault with the Son, and
saying that his decision to undergo a voluntary self-emptying
for our sake was misguided. Surely in this way the great and
venerable mystery of piety is frustrated and rendered futile, for
are they not implying that the Only Begotien’s wonderful
economy in the flesh served no purpase for the inhabitants of
earth? The word of truth does not allow the babblings of such
people as this 1o gain the upper hand, on the contrary it shows
them up for thie most stupid ramblings wholly dcvo\d of any
the Son from himself in one smglc actofgeneration, but it was
his good pleasure 10 save the whole human race in him by
means of the incaration, or rather the enmanment, whic
course, evidently and entirely depended on birth from a
‘woman; and for this end, that by the likeness that the Word born
from God had with us, the law of sin in the members of our
Mlesh coud be condemned, and 5o that i the ikenes of the
death of ith,

Asitis said: “If we have been, conjum:d with him in the likeness
of his death, 50 also shall we be in the likeness of his resurrec-
tion” (Rom 6:5.) I follows, therefore, that He Who I, The One
Who Exists, s necessarily born of the flesh, taking all that is
ours into himself 5o that all that is born of the flesh, that is us
corruptible and perishing beings, might restin him. In short, he
100k what was ours to be his very own so that we might have
all that was his. “He was rich but he became poor for our sake,
sothat we might be enriched by his poverty” (2 Cor §:9). When
they say that the Word of God did not become flesh, or rather

i i . they
bankrupt the economy of salvation, for if he who was rich did
not impoverish himself, abasing himself to our condition out
of tender love, then we have not gained his riches but are still
in our poverty, still enslaved by sin and death, because the
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Word becoming flesh is the undoing and the abolition of all
that fell upon human nature as our curse and punishment. If
they 50 pull up the oot of our salvation, and dislodge the
comerstone of our hope, how will anything else be left stand-
ing? As 1 have said, if the Word has not become flesh then
neither has the dominion of death been overthrown, and in no
way has sin been abolished, and we are stll held captive in the
transgressions of the first man, Adam, deprived of any retum
toabetterc which T would say
by Christ the Savior of us all.

B. 1 understand what you are saying.

A, Then how should we define him who shares in flesh and
blood along with us although in his own nature he is different
from us? We would hardly say that it was fitting for any man

assuming a reality that is different from it if that reality was its
own nature in the first place? Does my argument not make
perfect sense?

B. Oh indeed so.

A. Look at it from another perspective. Is it not wicked and
siocking oty 10 take away from God the Word his birth from

woman according to the flesh? For how could his body
possibly give lfe to s i it were not the very own body of him
who is Life? And how could it be that the “blood of Jesus
cleanses us from all sin” (1 Jn 1:7)if it was in reality only that

of an ‘And how has

Sent his Son born of 2 woman, born subject o the law” (Gal
4:4)? Or how has “he condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom 8:3)?
To condemn sin does not belong to someone with a nature like
ours, under the tyranny of sin, an ordinary man. But insofar as
it became the body of the one who knew no transgression, how
rightly it could shake off the tyranny of sin to enjoy all the
personal riches of the Word who s ineffably united with it in
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amanner lifegivi

thing, full of divine energy. And we too are transformed in
Christ, the first-fruits, to be above corruption and sin. What the
blessed Paul says is true: “Just as we bore the image of the
carthly, 50 shall we bear the image of the heavenly” (1 Cor
L8k tat 1o ay, of Chrit Gl s drsiod 15 the

sutoul of hebyen bt hecnusl: the Word who is God came
down from out of heaven and entered our kenm. that is to
say submilted to birth from a woman ac o the flesh,
whil cver remaining what he was, iat 33 on6 fr0m on bigh,
from heaven, superior to all things as God even with the flesh.
This is what the divine John says about him somewhere: “He
who comes from above is above all” (Jn 3:31). He remained
Lord of all things even when he came, for the economy, in the
form of a slave, and this is why the mystery of Christ is truly
‘wonderful. Indeed God the Father said to the Jews through one
of the prophets: “Look on this you scoffers, be struck with
wonder and disappear, for I am doing a work in your days, a
work in which you will not believe even if one were to explain
it10 you" (Hab 1:5, Acts 13:41). Indeed the mystery of Christ
runs the risk of being disbelieved precisely because it s so
incredibly wnmkrful “For God was in humanity. He who was

was made vmble o the flesh: he who is from the heavens and

one could be touched; he who s free i
the form.
hewhois all i

life itself came in the appearance of death. All this followed
because the body which tasted death belonged to no other but
10 him who is the Son by nature. Can you find fault in any of
this, or in any of my other arguments?

s own nature came in




v
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B. None atall.

A. There arc other things you ought 1o consider as well.

B. What do you mean?

A. Christ said somewhere 1o those who wanted to deny the
resurrection of the dead: “Have you not read that he who made
‘man in the beginning made them male and female?” (Mt 19:4),

e e e e i

s an entirely honorable thing” (Heb 13:4). In that case, when
the Only Begotten Word of God wished to enter our likeness
why did he not permit the laws of our human nature to apply
iin the constitution and generation of his own flesh? He did not
commit himself to assume flesh through the marriage bed, but
rather from a holy and unmarried virgin, conceiving from the
Spirit when the power of God overshadowed her, as il is
‘written. So if God did not hold marriage in dishonor, but on the
contrary honored it with a blessing, then why did the Word,
who i God, make a virgin the mother of his own flesh with a
conception straight from the Holy Spirit?
B.1am unable to say.
A. Will the reason not become abundantly clear to anyone
who reflects on it? As I have said, the Son came, or rather was
in order to reconstitute our condition within him-
self; first of all in his own holy, wonderful, and truly amazing
birth and life. This was why he himself became the first one to
be born of the Holy Spirit (I mean of course after the flesh) so
that he could trace a path for grace 1o come to us. He wanted
us to have this intellectual regeneration and spiritual assimila-
tion 1o himself, who is the true and natural Son, so that we too
might be able to call God our Father, and so remain free of
corruption as no longer owning our first father, that is Adam,
in whom we were corrupted. Al this happened “not from
blood, not from the will of the flesh, or the will of man” (Jn
1:13) but Spirit. Indeed Chri: i
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“Call no man on earth your father, for you have but one Father
whois in heaven” (M1 23:9). And because he came down into
o il ey I onder 9 i i i own vl e,
he also said: “I am going to my Father and your Father; to my
God, and your God” (Jn 20:17). In his case the Heavenly One
is his natural Father; in our case he is our God. But insofar as
this true and natural Son became as we are, so he speaks of the
Father as his God, a language fitting t his self-cmptying. Stll,
he gave his very own Father even to us, for it is written: “Yet
0 those who did receive him, those that believed in his name,
he gave them authority to become the children of God” (Jn
1:12). But if we foolishly deny that the Word of God the Father
became like us by such a birth, the very one who has the
dominion over all s the most wise Paul says (Col 1), then
the Children
of God by the Spirit? Whom should we gl
first-fruits of this process? Who, in short, would bring this
dignity tous?
B.Iam sure that even they would say that it was the Word
made Man.

A Buthow could that be the case unless he himself became
flesh, that is became man, appropriating 2 human body to
himself in such an indissoluble union that it has to be consid-
ered as his very own body and no one clse’s? This is how he
transmits the grace of sonship even to us 5o that we too can

the Spirit, insofar had first
achieved this possibility in him. It seems to me that the divine

“For just as we have bome the image of that which is earthly
50 shall we bear the image of Ui hewrly o U it man
was from th
All those who belong t0 the clnhly one bear the cnwner of
the earth, but all those who belong to the Heavenly One bear a
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heavenly character (cf. | Cor 15:47-49). We are earthly beings
insofar as the curse of corruption has passed from the carthly
Adam even 10 us, and through our corruption the law of sin
entered in the members of our flesh. Yet we became heavenly
beings, receiving this gift in Christ. He is from God, from on
high, and naturally God. yet he came down to our conditior
a strange and most unusual manner, and was bor of the Spirit,
according to the flesh, 5o that we oo might abide in holiness
and incorruptibility like him. Clearly grace came upon us from
him, as from a new rootstock, a new beg

B. How excellently you put it

A. So why is it said that “He was made like his brethren in
all things™ (Heb 2:17), which means like us? How can we
possibly understand him as taking up our likeness unless he is
not of our condition, and different from us in nature? For
whatever is “made like" certain other things, must of necessity
be different from them, unlike them, indeed of a different form
or nature to them. The Only Begotten, therefore, was by nature
unlike s, and then he is said to have been made like us when
he became as we arc, that is man. There was only one way,
however, that this could properly happen, and that was by a
human bith, even though in his case it happened so marvel-

was! dmit,
of course, that the body which he united to himself was en-
dowed with a mlmmal sou,fo the Word, who is God, wnuld
hardly . the so
the earthly body. Quite clurly ol wisdom he provided ok
both the soul and the

B. 1 agree. The way ynu think is right.

A. In that case, if our opponents insist that the holy virgin
must never be called Mother of God, but Mother of Christ
mslr..ud then their blasphemy i patent, for they are dznymg
that God and Son. If they really
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was God, insofar as the Only Begotten came 10 be as we are,
then why would they be afraid of calling her who gave him
birth “the Mother of God"—I mean after the flesh?

B. Well, they say that the title of Christ is the only proper
designation for the one who s born of a woman of David’s race,
since he was anointed by the Holy Spirit. But the Word of God
needs no such anointing in his own nature, for by nature he is
holy. Is it not true that the title Christ presupposes some kind
of anointing has taken placc?

A. You are right to conclude that he is called Christ only
because of the anointing, just as an apostle is so called because.
of his apostolic function, and an angel from his office as
messenger. Names like these clearly indicate certain functions
rather than individual realities or specific persons. Even the

prophies s called Chrsy a1 f g n e Pralms.“Do not
touch my Christs, and do no harm against my prophets” (Ps
105115) The prophet Habbakuk a1 s ame forth for
the salvation of your people, to save your Christs” (Hab 3:13).
But tell me this; is it not true that even they would admit that
there is only one Christ and Son, who is the Lord made man,
the Only Begotten of God made flesh?

B. They might admit this but really they do not want the
title Christ applied to the Word born of God the Father, since
in his own nature, as God, he was never anointed. They would
also maintain that this too is one of those names which we
cannot use about the Holy Spirit or the Father himself.

A Thelogi ¥
thing if you could explain it

B. Well, listen. There are many varied titles which the
inspired scriptures apply to the Son. He is called: God, Lord,
Light, and Life, as well as King, Lord of Hosts, Holy One, and
Lord of AlL If someone wished to apply all these tites to the
Father himself, or to the Holy Spirit, he could do so without
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error. This is because in a single nature there can only be one
excellence of dignities. They argue from this that if the title
Christ s truly appropriate to the Only Begotten, then it should
be, like the other titles, equally applicable without distinction
10 the Father himself and to the Holy Spi n that it is
entirely inappropriate 1o apply this title to the Father or 10 the
Holy Spirit, then neither can it be right to apply it 10 the Only
Begotten, and on the contrary, they say, it ought in fact to be
auributed to the one who is of the line of David, for in our

an anointing by the Holy Spiri

A. We ourselves also admit that the titles of the divine
perfections are common to the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit, and we crown the Begetter with equal glories to the One
Begotten from him, and the Holy Spirit too. Nonetheless, dear
friends, I would say that that the title Christ, and that which it
signifies (that is, an anointing) really do apply to the Only
Begotten, after the manner of his seif-emptying. It indicates
quite clearly to those who hear it that he has undergone an
incarnation, for it signifies wonderfully well that he has been
anointed in being made man. If we were not considering this
issuc of the economy in the flesh, but rather were 1o direct our
thoughts to the Only Begotien Word of God considered outside
all the limitations of the self-emptying, then yes, it would
indeed be entirely unfitting to name him Christ when he has
not been anointed. Since the divine and sacred scripture says
that he has become flesh, however, even the anointing is
appropriate for him, referring to the incanation which is his
own. The all-wise Paul puts it this way: “For the Sanctifier and
the sanctified all have the same origin. This is why he is not
ashamed to call them brothers when he says: 1 will announce
your name to my brethren” (Heb 2:11-12; Ps 44:7-8). He was
Sanctified along with us when he became like us. The divine
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Duvm .usn testifies that the one who is xmly Son was also

perfccl ‘man, when he addresses thesc words to him: “Your
throne O God is from age to age; a scepter of rightcousness is
the sceperofyourkinglom, ¥ Youbave lovedrightousncss m
0d, your God,
the oil of gladness Shie i participate in you” (Ps pivs
LXX)." Take not, then, that while David cals im God and
heal t he has

th

anointed by God, cvnl:mly the Father, with a special ancining
above that of his patcpants, which meansus. The Word who

i ll the while
the virtues of his proper nature. He is perfection itself, and as
John says: “full of grace and truth” (Jn 1:14), and while he
himself has everything thatisfitting to the deity, we on our part
“have all of s recived from his fllness” s it i writen (In
1:16). n,
and all the things that pertain 0 it, and for this reason he is
called Christ even though he cannot be thought of as anointed
when we consider him specifically as God or when we speak
about his divine nature. How else could we consider that there
is one Christ, One Son and Lord, if the Only Begotien had
disdained the anointing and had never come under the limita-
tions of the self-cmptying?

B. But they move along completely different lines o us,
and interpret the holy mystery foolishly. They maintain that
God the Word assumed a perfect man who was of the line of
Abraham and David, as the scriptures say, and who was of the
same nature as his ancestors, a man complete in his nature,
composed of a rational soul and human flesh. They say that this
man, of our mture, was ashioned by the power of the Holy

3 Cyril appli int version
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Spirit in the womb of the virgin and “was born of a woman,
born under the law, so that he could redeem us all” (Gal 4:4-5.)
s slavery as

for us. They say that God the Word conjoined this man to
himself in an entirely new way, bringing him to death as is the
law among men, but raising him from the dead and taking him
up t0 heaven and sitting him at the right hand of Gjod so that he
was “above every Principality and Authority, every Power and
Dominion, and every name that can be named, not only in this
age but even in the age to come” (Eph 1:21). They say that he
received the worship of all the creation insofar as he had an
inseparabe conjonction withthe divine nature,ss allceaton
rendered its worship to him wi 1l

1t fo hi resson ta o does ac spelk of two Sons or two
Lords because God the Word, the Oy Begoien San of the
Father, i
and participatesin Fim and lhcmby Shars i the very tile and
honor of the Son. The Lord, who by nature is God ihe Word,

and his is why we do not speak of two Sons o (wo Lardssince
itis obvious that he who is Lord and Son by nature has, for the
sake of salvation, assumed a man into an inseparable conjunc-
tion with himself which thereby elevates him to the titie and
honor of both Son and Lord.

A. My goodness. | cannot imagine how stupid and intellec-
ally superficial they must be who hold to such a conception.
The whole thing is faithlessness and nothing else. It is the
novelty of wicked inventions, the overthrowing of the divine
and sacred kerygma which has proclaimed One Lord Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, truly the Word of God the Father who
was made man and incarnated so that the same one is equally
God and man, and that to him alone apply all the divine and

4 Jesus as notionally being honored with the divine tites.
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human characteristics. For he who is and exists from all eter-
nity, as he is God, underwent birth from a woman according to
the flesh. This means that it pertains to one and the same both
10 exist and subsist eternally, and also to have been born after
the flesh in these last times. He who as God was holy by nature:
has been sanctified along with us in terms of his manifestation
‘s man, for it befits man to be sanctified. Both he who exists in
lordly glories, and he who took the form of a slave as his own,
calls God his Father. He who as God is Life and Life-Giver is
said to have been brought o life by the Father in terms of his
manifestation as man. This is why all these characteristics
oaas e e A e
the Father had praised, if what Paul taught is true, who said
somewhere, “He made him who knew not sin into sin for our
sake o that in him we might become the righteousness of God™
(2 Cor 5:21); and in another place. o did ot sgare bis own
the hemight
grantus al tings" (Rom 8:32). Surcly ourcxposition follows
the mind of the scriptures?

B. Most certainly,

A. Our opponents have chosen to hold and teach that the
Only Begotten Word of God assumed a man of the line of the
divine David and Abraham, and took care to form him in the
holy virgin, then conjoined himself to him, made him come to
the trial of death, raised him from the dead, took him up o
heaven, and seated him at the right hand of God. But if this is
the case then it seems o me that the holy Fathers and all the

Godi vain
‘when we say that § bosame man,Nonethles | ok et
exactly this, and nothing else, that the all-wise John meant
when he wrote: “The Word became flesh” (Jn 1:14). It seems
to me that they have turned the mystery of the cconomy in the
flesh completely on its head, for in their argument one cannot
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see how God the Word, bom of God, and God by nature, abased
himself to a self-emptying and humbled himsclf to assume the
form of a slave. On the contrary, in their cstimate a man is
exalted into the glory of the Godhead and into preeminence
over all things; he receives the form of God and is raised on
high and comes to be enthroned alongside the Father. Or do I
not speak the truth?
B. Oh yes, entirely so. i

A. But if their argument is true, that the Only Begotten
disdained the economy, what was 50 shameful in it that caused
him to despise it (Heb 12:2)? And how was he able to become
“obedient to the Father even unto death, death on a cross” (Phil
2:8)? And if it was true that he assumed a man, brought him to
the trial of death, raised him to the heavens and made him sit
alongside the Father, then where would the Only Begotien
position his own throne after this? For it is part of their argu-
ment that there are not two Sons, only one enthroned with God,
and he seems clearly to be the one who is of the line of David
and Abraham. Butif tis were so, how could the Only Begotten
be said to have been the Savior of the World? Would he not
rather have been the Patron and Promoter of that man by whom
‘we were saved? In such a case the fulfilment of the law and the
prophets would then turn out to be a man, someone different
than him, because the law speaks of the mystery of Christ, and
Moses wrote about him and became our pedagogue in relation
1o him (Gal 3:24). I fear that the faith has come to nothing,
leaked away, so that our whole venerable mystery is made
entirely void. The excellent Paul has already clearly announced
this when he said: “Do not say in your heart, Who shall rise up
10 heaven 50 as to bring Christ down? or Who shall descend to

bring Christ back up? For wh:
say? The Word s near you, in your mouth and in your heart. It
i the word of faith which I preach; for if you confess with your
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mouth that Jesus is Lord, and believe in your heart that God
raised him from the dead, then you will be saved” (Rom
10:6-9). If we are to believe what these perverted people say
about a man assumed und unted o God the Word by a

lationship, that life, and was exalted
to heaven, then how is the mystery of rcllgmn any longer great
or admirable or extraordinarily wonderful? It is past all belicf
that such a man, who is not God truly or by nature, should
parade himself in a divine situation (doubtless having ousted
him who s the Son by nature) and that the angels and archan-
gels, or even the Seraphim who are higher still, should stand
before him ready to do service for someone who is not truly
Son or God, but in reality is a man who has received the i
of sonship, and divine honors in the form of great benefits in
‘which he participates just as is the case with us. Our opponents
come out with such things as these without the slightest sense
of shame. Surely their teaching represents the ultimate in
sacrilege and impiety? For anything that s given or bestowed
can be rejected, and it is obvious that anything that is externally
p jeg and

ir arguments, but
‘wonderful port f the cconom 10 a disgracefl level and make
out our most holy worship as nothing more than the idolatry of a
‘man? They steal the worship from him who s really the Son, and
wade us o worship someone conjoined to him in some kind
of relationship instead, someone (so they say) who has risen over
every Principality and Authority and Dominion. In this way they
or s 4

heavenly powers 100 in the guilt of a deception, if they, like us,
are found to be worshipping ot the true and natural Son made
man, the Word who shone forth from God the Fathers very being,
but rather some other person apart from him, aman of the line of
David, a man who has only been given the extemal appearances
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of deity by God's will as if they were external decorations, but
someone who is not God in truth,

B. They would say that even though he might be personally

ip
the whole creation in terms of an intellectual reference to God.

A. But tell me please how we can understand or articulate
this business of “reference” which they are always going on
about? Come, let us investigate the divine and sacred scripture
and let us seek the solution there. Well the Israelites had little
reverence for God and bitterly attacked Moscs and Aaron, so
Moses addressed them: “Who is Aaron that you murmur
against him? Your murmuring is not against us but against
God" (Num 16:11; Ex 16:8). They had ostensibly offended
Moses and Aaron, but what they had done touched the divine
glory, and the deeper motive of the traducers “had reference™
10 this glory. Moses and Aaron, however, were not gods, nor
did the Creation ever worship them “in reference to God. God
ruled over the fleshly Isracl through the prophets. Then they
came 10 the divine Samuel and ke us a King like the
rest of the nations” (1 Sam 8:5). When he heard this the

r was grieved, and rightly so, but he heard God
ing: “Itis ot you they have rejected but me, that I should
nolonger rule over them” (1 Sam 8:7). Here we see again, quite
clearly, that this rejection has God as its reference.
Lord and Savior of all says this about the wretched:
you do to one of the least of these, you do to me” (Mt 25:40).
‘Are we to conclude that if someone worships the one who is of
the line of David, he can be said to have worshipped the Son?
Andif someone refuses (o believe in such a son are we to think
he has really offended the natural Son whose only desire s that
we should honor and believe in this man in just the same way
and degree that we do him? I this were 10 b the case would

the same honor as the L
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he is elevated o the eminence of the deity? But in that case
“God is increased” as the seriptures say (Ps 81:10 LXX), and
surely something of an uncqual uatum must have been added
o the holy Trini ‘worship
along with it, and share in the same- glory”

B. They would say that this “reference” ought to be taken
in some sense like this: that insofar as we understand that the
Word of God is inseparably conjoined 1o the descendant of
David, so we worship him as God.

A. But is this mere conjunction with the Word enough to
allow him to grasp the proper glory of God and rise above the
‘bounds of the created order? Does this make him an object of
worship even though he is not God? I notice, for example, how
someone in the Psalms sings this to God: “My soul is bound to
you" (Ps 63:8), and the blessed Paul also writes: “Whoever is
bound to the Lord is one spirit with him" (1 Cor 6:17). So tell
me, should we also worship such people as this, since they 00
have a bonding “in reference” to God? But even 5o, the term
“bonding” surely has a stronger and much more suitable signifi-

“conjunction,” for ith
a bonding experience an extreme form of conjunction?

B. Soit would seem.

A. Then why do they abandon the term “union,” even
though it is the word in customary use among us, and indeed
has come down to us from the holy Fathers, preferring to call
e e .

of the things it refers to, but rather signifies the concurrence in
one reality of those things which are understood to be united.
Surely it is not only those things which are simple and homo-
geneous which hold a monopoly over the term “unity™? for it
can also apply o things compounded out of two, or several, or
different kinds of things. This is the considered opinion of the
experts in such matters. How wicked they are, then, when they
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divide i
‘man, and when they reject the union and call it a conjunction,
something that any other man could have with God, being
bonded to him as it were in terms of virtue and holiness. One
of the prophets rightly spoke of this in relation to those who
had fallen into negligence: “Be gathered again and tied back
together, you undisciplined nation, before you become like a
flower that passes away" (Zeph 2:1-2 LXX). A disciple can
also be said o “attach” himself t0 a teacher in terms of a love
of study, and we 100 can attach ourselves to one another not in
one fashion only but in many. In short, when someone assists

er in a task, should we not consider that he has been
conjoined by will to the one who receives his assistance? It
seems to us that his is exactly what these innovators mean by
conjunction. You must have heard how they stupidly maintain
that God the word assumed a man, as a1 e were ifferent o
10 himself, and then proposed him as a kind of assistant to his
haigns 6 iat e ladeppent e Tl o dcty came Lo e
again, rose up to heaven, and even sat upon the throne of the
incffable Godhead? With arguments such as these have they
not completely and utterly proven that this man is altogether
different from the true and natural son?

B. 1 would say so.

A. Butonce they have slipped down to this level of stupid-
k and say that the Only Begotten Word of God did
not himself become as we are, but rather assumed a man, then
in what way do they want us o undersiand the terms of such
an assumption? Would it be as if he had foreordained that
someone should accomplish a desired task, in the way that one:
of the prophets talks about: “I was no prophet, or son of a
prophet. I was a goatherd and dresser of sycamores, and the
Lord took me from among the flock, and the Lord said to me:
Go prophesy to my people Isacl” (Am 7:14-15). From being




STCYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA| 75

a goatherd, im i het and appointed him a
an assistant in his own designs.

B. They too would say that the “assumption” was certainly
not of this order, but that we should understand it in terms of
the “taking the form of a slave" (Phil 2:7).

A. In that case it would seem to be the proper conclusion
that the one assumed in this inseparable union has become the
personal property of the one assuming, and while Jesus is God.
the one and only true Son of God, the Word of God the Father
born of God before all ages and times, nonetheless the same
one, in these last times of the present age, has been born of a
woman according to the flesh, for the form of a slave belongs
10 10 other, but was his very own.

B. What do you mean?

A. Well, tell me this; what is the proper referent for the
phrase “taking the form of a slave™? Is it something which was
already a slave by nature, or something which was truly free
and naturally above the limits of slavery?

B. T would suppose it was something which was free; for
how could anything start o be what it already was by nature?

A.Inthat case take note that the Only Begotten Word of God,
even though he had become as we are and had come under the
limitations of slavery, in accordance with his human nature, still
bore witness to the fact he was naturally free when he jointly paid
the drachmas and said: “And so the sons are free” (Mt 17:26).
Does it not follow that he receives the form of a slave and

5 e coomve 3 -

disdain this likeness to us? For there was no other way to honor

s Y

own 'so that they could be illumined from his own glory. What s

pre-cminent will always conquer, and the shame of the slavery is
from us.

andhe who in the lmi ur e, This
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was why honors passed cven to us, for we too are called the
sons of God, and we regard his own true Father as our Father
also. Al that is human has become his own. And so, (0 say that
he assumed the form of a slave expresses the whole mystery of
the economy in the flesh. So, if they confess One Lord and Son,
the Word of God the Father, but say that a simple man of the
line of David was conjoined as a companion of his sonship and
his glory, then it is time for us Lo speak to people who choose
1o think like this with sorrowful compassion. We will say:
“Who shall give water for my head, and a spring of tears for
my eyes, that 1 might weep for this people day and night?” (Jer
8:23) for they have veered o an evil opinion and “denied the Lord
‘who redeemed them” (2 Pet 2:1; Rom 1:28). It seems to us that
there are two sons in this argument, who are unequal in nature,
and that a slave is crowned with the glory that is proper to God,

asthe one wi
quite clearly:

really God's natural Son, even though God says.
will not give my glory to another” (Is 42:8). How

ly
fail 0 be “other” to the true and natural Son when he has just been
‘assumed for the office of servant, given the honor of sonship, jus
like us, and sharing in another's glory which he atains by grace
and favor?

B. So the Emmanuel must not be separated out into a man,
considered as distinct from God the Word?

A. On no account. T say that we must call him God made
‘man, and that both the one and the other are this same reality,
for he did not cease to be God when he became man, nor di
he regard the economy as unacceptable by disdaining the
limitations involved in the self-emptying.

B.They ifthis his bod:
must be consubstantial with the Word. For only in this way,
and no other, could he be regarded as one single Son.
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A. What nonsense that is. Surely it s the clearest proof of
adelirious brain. How could one posit an identity of essence in
things which arc so disparate in the rationale of their res
natures? Godhead is one thing, manhood quite another. So,

what
One cannot speak of things “united” when there is only one
thing o start with; there must be two or more.

B. This is why they argue that these things we name arc
separate realities.

A. But they arc not separated, as 1 have already said, in
terms of individual distinctnesses, so that they exist apart and
distant from one another. On the contrary they are brought
together into an indissoluble union, for, as John says: “The
‘Word became flesh” (Jn 1:14).

B. In that case both natures must have been confused, and
have become one.

A. But who would be so misguided and stupid as to think
that the divine nature of the Word had changed into something
‘which formerly it was not? or that the flesh was changed by
some kind of transformation into the nature of the Word
himsclf? This is impossible. We say that there is one Son, and
that he has one nature even when he is considered as having
assumed flesh endowed with a rational soul. As I have alrcady
said, he has made the human element his own. And this is the
way, not otherwise, that we must consider that the same one is
at once God and man.

B. Then he does not have two natures? that of God, and that
of man?

A Well
considered in the p=rspcu|v= of their respective and xmnnsw

e comprehersibie uion without confusion or change. The
‘manner of this union is entirely beyond conception.
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B. But how from these two things, that is Godhead and
‘manhood, can we envisage a single Christ?

A. 1 think in no other way than as things which come
together with each other in an indivisible union beyond all
conception, as I have already said.

B. Such as what?

A. Well,do we not say that a human being like ourselves is
one, and has a single nature, even though he is not homogene-
ous but really composed of two things, I mean soul and body?

B. We do.

A. And if someone takes the flesh on its own, separating its
unity with its own soul, and divides what was one into two,
have they not destroyed the proper conception of a man?

B. And yet the all-wise Paul writes: “For if our outer man

day by day” (2 Cor 4:16).
A. You speak rightly for he knew, and knew perfectly well,
what were the constituents of the one man, and he makes a
the theoretically conceivable. He

calls the soul the inner man, and the flesh the outer man. 1 am
reminded of the holy scriptures where we sometimes find the
whole living being signified in terms of a part, as when God
says: “1 will pour out my Spiriton allflesh” (3 2:28), and again
when Moses addresses the Israelites: As seventy five souls did
your fathers go down into Egypt” (Dt 10:22). We will find that

After th mean with the fl if
Only Begotten, or God from God, this does not mean he is
thought of as being separated from the flesh or indeed the
‘manhood. Similarly if one calls him a man, this is not 1o take
away the fact that he is God and Lord.
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has a single nature, surely it is completely inevitable that we
must admit a confusion and a mixture here, as if he had hidden
away 2 human nature in himself. For what would the nature of
man be in the face of the pre-eminence of the godhead?

A. My friend, if anyone says that when we speak of the
single nature of God the Word incamate and made man we
imply that a confusion or mixture has occurred, then they are
talking uttr rubbish. No one could convict us of saying this by

per . Butif they i

own preferences on u, ike & aw, then "lhey have deviscd &
plan which they cannot secure” (Ps 21:11) for we must pay heed
0 the God-inspired scripture rather than to them,. If they think
that because the nature of man s as nothing before the divine
pre-eminence, then this means that it must be “hidden away™
and overwhelmed, as they keep saying, then once more we
reply: “You are mistaken, for you know neither the scriptures
nor the power of God” (Mt 22:29). It was ot Empoeell o
God in
the limitations of Lhc mznhood "And he forcid this 1o us In
enigmas when he initiated Moses, depicting the manner of the
incarnation in types. For he came down in the form of fire onto
the bush in the desert, and the fire played upon the shrub but
did not consume it, When he saw this Moses was amazed. Why
‘was there no compatibility here between the wood & d the fire?
How did this inflammable substance endure the assaults of the
flame? Well, as I have already said, this cvent was a type of a
mystery, of how the divine nature of the Word supported the
limitations of the manhood; because he chose to. Absolutely
nothing is impossible to him (Mk 10:27).

B. As well you know, they refuse to think of the matter like
this.

A Douttess we will find thei way of hinking o be
offering us two sons and two Christs
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B. No, not two. They say that the Word of God the Father,
who is Son by nature, is one; but that the man who s assumed
is by nature the Son of David, and is the Son of God insofar as
he s assumed by God the Word. They say that he has come to
such dignity and has the sonship by grace, because God the
Word dwells within him.

A. What has happened to their brains and their intelli-
gence—people who hold such opinions? How can they possi-
bly say there is not a duality of sons when they split off man
and God from each other? If, as they say, one is truly the Son
by nature, but the other has the sonship by grace and came to
such dignity because of the Word dwelling within him, then
‘what more does he have than us? For the Word also dwells in
us. The most holy Paul confirms this point for us when he says:
“For this reason I bend my knees before the Father, from whom
all fatherhood is named in heaven and on earlh May he grant
that it, according
1o the riches of his glory, that Christ may el your hearts”™
(Eph 3:14-17; and he is within us by the Spirit, “in whom we
cry out Abba, Father” (Rom 8:15). And so, if we have been
granted the same dignity by God the Father, our position
no way inferigr to his. For we t0o are sons and gods by grace,
and we have surely been brought to this wonderful and super-
natural dignity since we have the Only Begotten Word of God
dwelling Iti
45 s that Jeous s been granicd the gaiky of the Seuship
and has won this glory as a matter of grace.

B. Will you explain why?

A. Indeed T will. In the first place, as I said earlier, this
implies that he must be considered as a different and separate
Sonand Christand L
such. And secondly, another impossible consequence is intro-
duced which obviously flics in the face of right reason.
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B. Will you say what it is?

A. The all-wise John said about Christ: “He came to what
was his own and his own did not receive him, but as many as
did receive him he gave them the authority to become the
children of God” (Jn 1:11-12). Well then, if he has the sonship
by grace and has come to be what he is by winning this extra
dignity will he be led to grant t0 others the riches it cost him so
much to gain himself? Do you not think that the whole scheme
is highly unlikely?

B. Mostcertainly so.

A.

is added on from outside, s there not lways the possbily of
losing it
B. How could it be otherwise?
A.Intha case it will be u posslhlb eventuality for the Son

by natural laws is ot lou.!lly Sesured againe os.
B. This is true.

" pointof view how i

their doctrine is, and how it really procee fmm the worst kind
of ovil intent. If it is true that whatever is by adoption or grace
must always be in the likeness of that wmch i by nature and
truth, then how can we be sons by adoption in reference to him
who is truly the Son, if even he stands alongside us in the
number of those who have the sonship by grace? How is it in
the Gospel parable that he is sent as the Son after the servants?
And when they see him the vineyard tenants say: “This is the
heir; come let us kill him"” (M1 21:38)? The one who appearcd
in the flesh, therefore, and suffered the wickedness of the Jews,
is truly the Son, and is free, since he is born of a nature that is
free. Insofar as we consider him as God he is not in the ranks
of those who are under the yoke, and even though he became
ason under the yoke of slavery, just like us, sil, as  have said,
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heis truly the Son by nature who is beyond any yoke, and above
all creation. It is in relation to him that we 0o have been
fashioned as sons by adoption and grace.

B. Butthey argue that we do not talk about the man as being
the s0n of God by nature and that this avoids talking of two
sons. Just as the Word, who comes down from heaven, is not
by nature the Son of David, 50100 he whois of the line of David
is not Son of God by nature.

A. But in this case they have split him into two sons, and
both of them are proven to claim the title falscly. I think one
might conclude that if things are really as our opponents
foolishly maintain, then the mystery of Christ is a useless
posture, Where would be the union? and what was the point of
it? Perhaps even the fact that the Word became flesh is shown
up now as a falsity or a superfluous extra, if e Wordof Ged
the Father is not to be called Son of Davi ashe became
bisdescendant sccoding o the lsh? But 1  bink we necd to
“What
do you think of Chnsl” ‘Whose son Is hc"" (Mt 22:42). And if
they should answer, “David's son,” then we will tell them:
“How then did David, in the Spirit, call him Lord, when he said:
The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand while | make
‘your enemies a footstool for your feet? If David, thercfore, in
the Spirit, calls him Lord, then how can he be his son?” (Mt
22:43-45). Tell me, does one who is not truly and naturally the
e &
all things? This is what our opponents are saying. But, as the
n, aul says, the Father “has never said to any of the
el You are my Son (Heb 1:5), nof has e sad: it on my
JiEhe" (Heb 1413, How, then, can a man born of a woman be
in these supreme honors, on the very throne of the godhead,
and “above every Principality, Dominion, Throne, and Author-
ity, and every name that can be named” (Eph 1:21)? Notice how
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the Lord says: “If David, therefore, in the Spirit, calls him Lord,

then how can he be his son?” This persuades all who want to

search out the truth to maintain that the Word, even when he

came to participate in flesh and blood, has even so remained

one Son. He bears witness that he is God from a divine
ind how well he indi

T et ok by also being called the Son of David.

B. I would suppose that they wlllmply Iolhl
then,
is exactly the same s he who i of he line of David?

A. Well that is a stupid question is it not? unworthy of the
power of the mystery and unworthy of anyone who delights in
the truth,

B. Explain why.

A i isof David's i 2
that he it i tothe one Christand. d Lord,
for the correct position is that the Only Begotten Son who is
bomn from God the Father is himself, and no other, the Son of
David according o the flesh. They must not maintain, there-
fore, in a boundless folly, that just as the Word of God who
came down from heaven is not by nature David’s son, 50 too
he who is of David's line is not the Son of God by nature. As [
said earlier, when the Word of God, who in nture and truh
dblood,

,thatis truly and the Son of the
Father. He is the one and only Son, not one son alongside
another son, considered in this way 1o be one person
(prosopon). In this way we can gather into  truc unity, though
one that transcends speech and understanding, realitics which
were unlike one another, and separated becausc of their respec-
tive natures. This is how we can make progress along the
infallible path of faith. For we say that the one and the same
Jesus Christ is from God the Father as God the Word, and also
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of the line of godly David according to the flesh. Or do you
think that I have not considered these matters correctly?

B. Oh, entirely so.

A. But I have another question for our opponents.

B. And what is it?

A. Do they not take it as axiomatic that the Only Begotten
‘Word of God has his being from God the Father while, on their

b ’ A f

a conjunction is born of the lin of the divine David?

B. This is what they say.

A. Then the Word, being God, will surely surpass in every
conceivable way, in nature and in glory, the man who is of
David’s line, and will have the advantage over him to the same
extent that there is a difference in their natures. But, if I am
right in what I say, why do they make a distinction and present
one who bestows the glory and authority and the other who
receives it 50 as to gain what he is as a gift or as a reward? The
one who receives is surely inferior and subordinate to the one
who gives, and the same applies when one glorifies and the
other participates in the glory that comes from him.

B. I think that they too would admit the vast difference
between God and man,

A. Then how is it that the all-wise Paul, the priest of the
divine mysteries, who had indwelling within him the one of
whom he preached, when he speaks in the Spirit calls by the
name of God the very one who is of the Jews according to the
flesh, and says that he is “blessed for all ages, Amen.” What is
there that s above “God who is over all” (cf. Rom 9:5)? What
can we discer that is greater in God the Word born of the
Father than the one bom of the Jews according to the flesh, if
he s different from him, and not properly and really the Son?

B. But they would say that he who is of David's line was
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admitied by a conjunction, and seeing that God the Word dwelt
within him he shared n his dignities and horors. The most holy
Paul

tothe b even o datdest cn  croe: SoGod has ighly
e” (Phil

2 9). a0 s pame s O

A. Do they maintain that God has given “the name above
every name” separately to the Son of David as if to a different
son altogether?

B. Yes, this is what they say. For how could the Only
Begotten, who s from God by nature, ever be given what he
already possesses?

A In that case, if this gift does not apply to him we must
examine very carefully what the divine Paul himself has written
about him: “Let cach of you have that same mind which was
in Christ Jesus, who even though he was in the form of God did
not count equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied
himsclf, assuming the form of  slave, coming in the likeness
o d ‘he humbled himself

becoming obedient o death, death on a cross. And so, God
highly exalted him and granted him the name above every
name" (Phil 2:5-9). So if they maintain that it is the one who i
of David's line, the man considered separately on his own, who
has received the name above every name, then let them dem-
onstrate how he pre-existed in the form of God and did not
count cquality with God 2 thing to be grasped, and how he
assumed the form of a slave, evidently as though he did not
already have it and did not exist in this way before he assumed
it, even though (as they themselves prefer to say and think) he
himself was the form of the slave. But f this were so how could
he have assumed that form as if he did not already have it? Or
how could this man be understood as “coming in the likencss
of men"?and "7 y
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of the arguments must surely bring them round, however
unwilling they might be, to know the truth.

B. Which is?

A. That it is none other than God the Word, who exists in
the form of God the Father, the impress of his very being (Heb
1:3), who is equal in all things to the one who begot him, who
has emptied himself out. And what is this “emptying out™? It
i his life in the form of a slave, in the flesh which he assumes;
it is the likeness to us of one who is not as we are in his own
natwre, since he is above all creation. In this way he humbled
himself, economically submitting himself to the limitations of
the manhood. But even so he was God, for he did not have as
a gift what pertained to him by nature. This was why he also
said to God the Father who is in heaven: *Father, glorify me
with that glory I had with you before the world was™ (Jn 17:5).
1do not think that they would say that it was David's descen-
dant, born in the last times of this age, who was reclaiming as
his own a glory that predated the world, at least if he is a
different son and distinct from the true and natural Son? No,
surely this s a saying which befits the godhead? It was neces-
sary, yes necessary, that he should be conformed (o us in the
limitations of the manhood while at the same time he authen-

tial being; just as it is with the Father. How can the saying be
true: “You must not introduce another god among you" (Ps
. if according to them a man is deified by a conjunction
with the Word and is said to be enthroned with God 50 as o
share the Father's dignity?

B. How right you are.

A. And how can we correctly understand what is so wiscly
said i that text of Paul's: “For even if therc are many gods and
‘many fords in heaven and on earth, yet for
the Father from whom are all things; and we too are through
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him" (1 Cor 8:5-6). And since there is One Lord Jesus Christ,
through whom all things have been brought into being, as has
been said so well, what shall we do, my friends, when you make
a distinction between the Word of God the Father and the
“assumed man,” as you call him? Which one of these shall we
say was the creator of the universe?

B. Surely it was the natural Son of God the Father, that is
the Only Begotten?

A. But our priest of the divine mysteries tells us that all
things have come into existence through Jesus Christ, and that
this same Jesus is one and single. I remember that when we
investigated the title “Christ” we said that it introduced the
notion of anointing, for someone is called a Christ on account
of having been anointed. So either let them confess that the
Word of God the Father has been anointed in his own nature,
and thus st0od in need of the communion and sanctification of
the Spirit, or let them teach s how someone who has never
been anointed can be understood as Christ, or how the Only
Begotten Word of God can be independently called Jesus, as
when the blessed Gabriel said to the holy virgin: “Do not be
afraid Mary, for behold, you shall conceive in your womb and
bear a son, and you shall name him Jesus, for he shall save his
people from their sins” (Lk 1:30-31; Mt 1:21).

B. Are we to say, then, that all things were made through a
‘man, and that he who undergoes this birth from a woman in
these last times of this age is the Creator of heaven and carth,
the sum of all that they contain?

A. Well then, you tell me the answers to these questions:
Did the Word not become flesh? Has he not been called The
Son of Man? Did he not assume the form of a slave? Did he not
‘empty himself, coming in the likeness of men and being found
in fashion as a man? If they deny the economy, thercfore, the
divine disciples will stand against them saying: “And we saw,
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and we bear witness that the Father has sent his Son as Savior
of the world, and whoever confesses that Jesus is the Son of
God, then God :bldcs in him and he in God” (1 Jn 4:14-15).

And again: “The § i
spirit which confeases that Jesus Chis bas come in the flesh,
is of God, and every spirit which does not confess Jesus, is not
of God" (1Jn 4:2-3). Besides, what sense does it make o think
g in the flesh™ To come in the flesh and
thereby to come into the world while always remaining what
he ! isoutsi nd

i not of our nature. And so, even if he did become man, there
s nothing in this to hinder us from understanding that all things
g through him, insofar as he is considered as
God, and coetemal with the Father. God the Word did not
change even when he assumed flesh endowed with a rational
soul. This does not mean that he connected a man to himself as
these innovators of the faith say, but that he himself became
flesh, as I said, that is became man. In this way the anointing
applies to him and is free from all objection. He is called Jesus
because it is he himself who truly undesgoes birth from a
woman according o the flesh. In this way he saved his own
people, not as a man conjoined to God, but as God who has
come in the likeness of those who were in danger, 5o that in
him first of all the human race might be refashioned to what it
was i the beginning. In him all things became new (cf. 2 Cor
5:17).

B. In that case we must refuse (o think or say that a man has
joined to God the Word i

dignity and enjoy the sonship in the order of grace; s that right?

A. Entirely so. The mind of the holy scriptures does not
admit anything like this. It s rather an invention of  weak and
fecble spirit that loves novelty and has no perception of the
depth of the mystery. Where do the divine scriptures speak of
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anything like this? On the contrary, the divine Paul clearly and
brilliantly describes the mystery of the incamation of the Only
Begotten
and blood, he 100 equally shared in these things so that by his
death he might bring to nothing him who had the power of
death, that is the devil” (Heb 2:14). And in another place he
does the same when he says: “For God sent his own Son in the
llkcncss of sinful flesh for the sake of sin so that he might judge
in the flesh, somelhmglhe Ilw could not do because it was

of the law among s wh le 1o longer according to the flesh
but according to the spirit” (Rom 8:3-4). We follow the mind
of the divinely inspired writers, and for this reason we say that
the one who particpated n flesh and blood is not one. who had

ot et e ho ot e his kind o existence but was
of a different nature to us, We sa;
from a woman. and i the lkencas ofsifu fesh, he who for
our sake became as we are, and yet is above us insofar as he s
understood as God. The Word became flesh, but not sinful
flesh, rather “in the likeness of sinful flesh.” He lived as a man
earthly beings, and came in our likeness, but he was not
subject 0 inike s,but was far beyond the knowedge ofany
Tcannot
understand how these people, who pxllaga s wondatta and
noble economy of the Only Begotten, conneet a man to
term: i
in a glory which is not his, for then he is not truly God but
someane who has fellowship and participation with God, and
is thus a falsely-named son, a saved savior, a redecmed re-
deemer; all of which contradicts what the blessed Paul wrote:
“For the grace of God which s the salvation of all men has been
revealed 5o that, renouncing unrighteousness and worldly de-
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sires, we might live soberly and religiously in the present age,
waiting for the blessed hope and revelation of the glory of our
great God and Savior Jesus Christ” (Tit 2:11-13).

B. But they would agree, saying that since he was judged
entirely worthy of the conjunction with God the Word, he was
called Great God even though he came from the line of David.

A. My goodness! What madness this is. As it is written:
“flattering themselves they are wise, they have become as
fools” (Rom 1:22). As I have said, they have changed the
significance of the mystery of Christ round to its complete
negation, for to say that he has been judged worthy is nothing
else than to call him common man, and foolishly o divide him
into complete diversity such that we must consider there are
(w0 sons to worship, where one is the true and natural son, but
the other is an adopted, bastard son having nothing of his own.
It can be said of him just as well as of us: “What then do you
have which you have not received?” (1 Cor 4:7). What was it
the all-wise Paul meant when he said: “For Jesus Christ, the
Son of God, whom Silvanus, Timothy and myself preached
among you, was not Yes and No; there was only Yes in him”
(2 Cor 1:19). If one says that he was God, and tha he was not
God, or that le is only falsely called Son and Lord, then what
is this except to make him Yes and No? If things really arc as
they 1
o him: “I am what 1 am by the grace of God” (1 Cor 15:10).
For whatever s not a natural property, butis given by someone
else as an external addition, is not the property of the one who
receives it, but of the one who bestows it as a gift. But f this
were 50 how could he possibly say “1 am the truth” (Jn 14:6) if
there is nothing true about him? And if he had lied he would
have been “overcome by the darkness” (cf. Jn 1:5) but in fact,
as itis written, “He did no sin, nor was any decit found in his
mouth” (Is 53:9).
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B. Indeed not.
A. Where then is the self-emptying? To whom should we
auribute it? One cannot see anyone empticd out there, but on
the contrary someone fulfilled, even though he does not have
this fullness in his own nature, for if he did have an intrinsic
self-perfection and was sufficient in all things he would not
have needed what was another’s, and it would have been
for him to receive it. Yet,
of Christ we have all of us received (cf. Jn 1:16) and the
preaching of those who were divinely inspired does ot lie.
Christ, however, was fullness itself and there is absolutely
nothing that s given to him insofar as he is considered (and
indeed is) God, even if it became his role to receive because of
the limitations of the manhood, and insofar as he was revealed
like us, to whom it was rightly said: “For what do you have that
you did not receive?” (1 Cor 4:7).
B. But they would agree that there is one Christ, and Son
and Lord, and conjoined © him i one from the line of David.
A.But,
has another added to him he cannot be considered one. How
could he be? He would be one plus one, or rather one plus
someone different, and without any question this makes two.
‘The Son can be truly understood to be one only if we confess
that one and the same God the Word is divinely begotten from
God, and mysteriously is man born of a woman according to
the flesh. But if they set apart and separate out him who is of
the line of David, then they surely dismiss him from being Son
and God in truth, and maintain instead that he communicates
in the sonship and participates in a glory not his own. In that
case I think that we will find that the objections the Jews made
about him were quite apposite, for they said: “We o not stone
be fa good work, foryou
Who are 3 man make yourself God” (Jn 10:33).
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5 y Christ s
thatis the Word of God who assumes by a conjunction the one
who is of David's line.

A. Butif the Word of God the Father is not himself the one
who is bom of a woman according to the flesh, but is different
alongside another different person, then how can he be called
Christ if he has not been anointed, as we have already said?

B. In that case, if the one who is of the line of David is not
different from the Word of God the Father we must admit that
he s “before the ages,” but then how is it that the all-wise Paul
rejects such an opinion when he says, s if posing a question:
“Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and today, and even to the
ages?” (Heb 13:8). Putting it another way, what he means is
that this Jesus who s the same yesterday and today shall always
remain the same, that is “recent,” of yesterday and today,
whercas God the Word coexists with his own Father.

A. How wrong it is of them to divert the truth to their own
absurd personal opinions, and to cormupt the proper meaning of
the sacred scriptures. If anyone should say that Christ Jesus is

tleast
ifitis true that there is One Son and Lord, the Word who s before
the ages who finderwent a birth from a woran according 10 the
flesh in the last times of this age. The Word was made man us we
are, but was not changed, and the Spirit-bearer testifies o this
when he says: “Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and today, and
eventothe ages” (Heb 13:8), where the term “yesterday " signifies
ime past, where “today” signifies present time, and “to the ages™
significs the future and what is t0 come. They think they have
thought up something clever when they take the “yesterday and
today” as referring 1o someone of recent time and then go on o

als0 be “even (0 the ages™? But we will simply tum the force of
the argument around to is direct contrary and ask in reply: How
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can the Logos, who is “even 1o the ages,” possibly assume (o
himself something that is “yesterday and today, " f it s truc that
the Christ is one and has not been divided, as the divine Paul
tellsus(1 Cor1:13)? As you will understand, thi is how he wished
10 be made known 10 us. Even when he was visible in the flesh
and had cntered into the limitations of the manhood he bore
witness to his own etemal existence when he said: “Amen I say
10 you, before Abraham came into being 1 am” (Jn 8:58), and
again: “If 1 speak to you about earthly realitics and you do not
believe me, how will you believe me if I tell you of heavenly
realities?” (Jn 3:12), and also: “No one has cver gone up into

. ps o

(In3:13), Soitis as the Word who exists etemally and before the
ages, the Word come down from the heavens, the selfsame who
appeared as a man like us, that he says thes things, as one Christ
and Lord, even when he has become flesh.

B. They have discovered another argument, however,
which is the following. They maintain that he who is of the line
of David should be considered as Son of God in the same way
that the Word of God the Father is himself called Son of David,
for neither of them are so by nature.

A. In that case let us introduce the manner of the real union
50 that we may demonstrate what faith teaches about how the
Word became flesh, that is man, and was thereby called the Son
of David, not in a spurious way, but insofar as he descends from
him according to the flesh while remaining what he was, that
is God of God. This is what the priests of the evangelical
proclamation have taught us about him, for they knew that the
same one was at once God and man. So it is writien about the
blessed Baptist, On the following day he saw Jesus
coming towards him and said: Behold the Lamb of God who
takes away the sin of the world. This is the one of whom I said:
‘There is coming after me a man who came before me because

5
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he s before me; and I did not know him, yet | came bapising
in water 5o that he might be revealed to lsrael” (n 1:29-31).
Note, therefore, how he says he is a man, and calls him a lamb,
and yethe says he i no different o the one who takes away the
sinof the
vast dignity which befits God. He also says that he came ot
and prior to himself, even though he was bor after him; I mean
in terms of the date of his birth in the flesh. And s, both the
recent characteristics of humanity, and the etemal charac-
eristics of the deity apply to him. The afl-noble Peter gazed
upon the Logos, not nakedly or without flesh, but as he was
revealed in flesh and blood, and he made his tribute of faith in
him clearly and correctly when he said: “You are the Christ,
the Son of the Living God.” and he heard in rewrn: “Blessed
are you Simon Bar Jonah because flesh and blood did not reveal
this to you but my Father whao is in heaven” (Mt 16:16-17). But
if the mystery was not so deep as this, and he was not in the
flesh, but was rather, as they say, only a man who had the
sonship by grace. then why would Peter have needed such an
thisto the
disciple and the Father himself had to be his instructor? The
divine disciples were astounded at the miracle when they saw
him walking over the surface of the sea, and they confessed
their faith saying: “Truly you are the Son of God" (Mt 14:33).
But if he was introduced to the sonship. and is a bastardized
and falsely-named son, then [our opponents] are accusing the
gisciples of bearing false witness, for they used the word “truly ™
10 stress that he is the Son of God the Father.

B. You put it very well indecd.

A. How can the Son of Man have his own angels and shine
out in the glory of his Father [for he says}: “The Son of Man
will come in the glory of his Father with his angels” (Mt 16:7),
and again: “And the Son of Man will send his angels” (Mt
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13:41). But i they stil refuse to believe when they see him
crowned in divine dignity and in these radiant and sublime
honors then let them isten to him as he says: “If you do not
believe me, believe in my works” (Jn 10:38), and again: “If

do not do the works of my Father then do not believe me, but
if 1do them, then even if you do not believe me, believe in my
works” (Jn 10:37-38). When we sce the sublimity of this
incffable glory in a man who does not hold it as belonging to
another, nor is offered it in the form of a grace, but has it s his
very own, then how can we fail o be persuaded that he was
God in our likeness and truly the Son of God who is over all?

B. They would say that he spoke of the angels being his
own, and was able 1o accomplish such signs, because of the
Word who dwelt within him and imparted to him his own glory
and power as it is written: “Jesus from Nazareth, whom God
anointed with the Holy Spirit and with power, who came doing
good works and curing all those who lay under the power of
the devil” (Acts 10:38). It was from his anointing with power
and Spirit, therefore, that he was a wonder-worker.

A. Since the Word is God, however, and is holy by nature
and essentially omnipotent, it follows that he will never need
cither power from someane else, or an imparted holiness, and
in that case who is it who s anointed with power and the Holy
Spirit?

B. They would doubtless say it was the man assumed into
conjunction.

A. Then he is surely Jesus Christ, taken separately and
distinctly, of whom the all-wise Paul says: “But for us there is
one God, the Father from whom come all things, and we 100
come from him, and one Lord Jesus Christ, through whom
come all things, and we too come through him"” (1 Cor 8:6)
But then tell me how all things can come through a man? And
‘whyis he ranked as Son immediately nextto the Father without
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anyone’s mediation? Or where shall we put the Only Begotten
after we have elevated the man into his place, a man they tell
us who is moved by him and is held in honor because of him?
Has not their argument overstepped what s reasonable? Has it
not gone beyond the pale? Has it not become utterly ridiculous
for having entirely missed the mark as far as truth goes?

B. He would reply that the Word of God is called man in
some such fashion: just as the man assumed by him is bom in
Bethlehem of Judah, and is called a Nazarene because he lived
in Nazarcth, in the same way God the Word is called man
because he dwelt within a man.

A. Whata servile mentality from a crazed brain that knows
how to do nothing else but gabble. We must reply to our
opponents: “You drunken men rouse yourslves from your
cups™ (J1 1:5). Why do you do such violence to the truth? Why
have you twisted the sense of the divine teachings so as to have
been carried off the Royal Road? It would seem that the Word
has no longer been made flesh as the scriptures say, but rather
an inhabitant of 2 man, and it follows from this that he should
not be called man but should be called “mannish,” just as
someone who lives at Nazareth is called Nazarene and not
Nazareth. But if they think that their foolish inventions are
correct, then in my opinion there is absolutely nothing to
prevent us from calling the Father and the Holy Spirit a man
along with the Son. For the fullness of the consubstantial
Trinity dwells within us through the Spirit. This is why Paul
: “Do you not know that you are the temple of God and that
pirit of God dwells within you?” (1 Cor 3:16). Indeed
Christ himself says: “If anyone loves me he will keep my word
and my Father will love him, and we shall come to him and
‘make our abode with him" (Jn 14:23). But neither the Father
nor the Holy Spirit have ever been called a man because of the
fact that they dwell within us. These people are making a
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mockery of the mystery of the incamtion. Dogmas of the

Church rthy of
round by them o the point of deformity. Nevertheless, let our
discourse its course,

e
this disgusting mess they have spewed out. For if he became a
worker of wonderful signs because the Word was within him,
are they not simply saying that he was one of the holy prophets?
The Word also worked divine signs through the hands of the
saints. If they argue that it is the Son who i in these signs then
they have reduced him to the status of the apostles or prophets.

B. They would reply: “But has he not been called Prophet
and Apostie?”

A. Well, you are not mistaken. Moses said 1o the race of
Israel, for example: “The Lord your God will raise up for you
from among your brethren a prophet like myself” (Acts 3:22;
in¢ Paul has also written: “And so, holy

ever, they must answer this question which I shall pose: Would
itbe an honor for any man to have the grace of prophecy, or to
be endowed with apostolic privileges, or to be called a priest?

B. 1 would say so.

A. Some might say that considering Christ as God these
things are petty and not worth accepting, that they are the way
in which he is revealed as having been emptied out, and the
things that he takes up along with the manhood. Since he is God
and truly Lord by nature, he assumed the form of a slave and
he came in this form, adopting our human condition, and then
gave the Spirit of prophecy, designated apostles, and estab-
lished priests. By doing this he was “made like his brethren in
all things" (Heb 2:17), and this was why he is named prophet,
apostle, and priest.

B. But even if they grant that he was a prophet, they
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‘maintain that he was not just as one of the prophets, mlh:r max
their level. They §
e o S 5 0 O, s . ek 4560 10 hers SV
time, whereas he was full of the Godhead all at once, from his
Very birth, for the Word who is God was with him.
A.In that case Christ surpassed the holy prophets who came

and this is what constitutes his pre-eminence. But the question
‘which we must address is whether he was a prophet atall, not

for his low degree would consist in the very fact of his being a
‘prophet and in not passing beyond our limitations. This would
be the case even if he is understood to be such even from the
outset, since this would apply even to the divine Bapist of
‘whom the blessed angel said: “And he shall be fiiled with the
Holy Spirit even from his mother’s womb" (LK 1:15). So how
was the one a servant and the other honored with all the
dignities of a Lord? Blessed John said this about himself: “He
who is of the carth speaks of the earth,” but about Emmanuel
he says: “He who comes from above is over all” (Jn 3:31).

B. Perhaps they would reply that the Word who has shone
forth from God the Father is from above and certainly over all,
but they are afraid to attribute human characteristics to him in
case he might somehow be dishonared by then, s broght

is why the
asoumed  man and conoined i t0 imsel,and that it s 10
this man that all the human characteristics relate and can be
auributed while absolutely no damage is done (o the nature of
the Word himself.

A. If this were so the one assumed must certainly be
understood and confessed to be different from the Word. Stil,
we will not get involved in the nonsenses of these people, nor
shall ur faith, for
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they set the sacred scripture aside and dishonor the tradition

that comes from the holy apostles and evangelists. We our-

selves ought not to go astray just because a weak and ignorant
i them, look

of the mystery, for otherwise we might become as stupid as
them, refusing 10 go along the straight path of the truth. We
know that the all-holy Paul has written that it is necessary “to
cast down reasonings and every lofty thought which is r
up against the knowledge of God, and to reduce all conception
0 captivity in the obedience of Christ” (2 Cor 10:5). Now then,
can you tell me which things scandalize them? or what stum-
bling block have they fallen over like the Jews (I Cor 1:23)?
B. Indeed I can. How could I not have things to tell? And
how many things too, although T will recount them one by one.
‘They say, for example, that Christ has been sanctificd by the
Father, for it is written: “And John bore witness saying: I have
seen the Spirit descending from heaven and it remained upon
him. And 1 di w him, but he who sent me baptising in
water, he it was who said to me: On whoever you shall sce the
Spirit descending and remaining upon him, he it is who shall
baptize in the Holy Spirit. And T have seen, and I have borne
witness that this s the Son of God” (Jn 1:32-34). Paul has also
written about him: “For the one who sanctifics and those that
are sanctified are all of one [origin]” (Heb 2:11). However,
since the Logos, who is God and holy by nature, has no need
of sanctification, then it only remains to attribute this sanctifi-
cation 10 the man assumed by the Word in  conjunction.

A. Then how does he who was bapiized, and received the
visible descent of the Spirit, himself baptize in the Holy Spiril,
e sccompichthogs wiich perain 1 s e proper o e
divi For he is the giver of and in
orde 10 show this was his own proper benefit the Word-made-
‘man physically breathed on his holy apostles saying: “Receive
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Whoever's sins you forgive they are forgiven,
whoever's sins you retain, they are retained” (Jn 20:22-23). And
why did the divine Baptist bear witncss by saying “This is the
Son of God," in the singular and using the definite articie, when
he was quite obviously referring to the one who had been
sanciified? He stood as the initiator of the whole world, and if
this ws a different son alongside the real son, e knew wel
enough how to'sig . and would

“This is one who has been made a son by giftand grace through
his conjunction with him who is true and natural son.” He said
nothing of the kind, for John knew that he was one and the same,
the Word of God the Father and also of David's line according
10 the flesh. He says that he was sanctified insofar as he was
‘man, butsanctifies insofar as he is understood as God. As I have
said, he was both the one and the other in the same [person]. If
e had not become man, and had not been bom of a woman
according t0 the flesh, then we ought to chase away all human
characteristics from him. But if itis s it e s gt

. then
1o him al those lJungs thugh hich heis P ke 5 being

design of the ﬂ:shly economy.

B. So, if he is said to have received glory and (o have
become Lord, (o have been exalted by the Father and estab-
lished as King, would you attribute even these things to God
the Word? If you did would you not thereby utterly dishonor
his glory?

A.How could anyone doubt that the nature of God the Word
is filled with true and regal dominion? Certainly we must
understand this nature as being in the very heights befitting to
God. Si h i whom

all things are bestowed as gifts, he received as a man, even
though hei from hi 16).
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He made our poverty his own. and we sce in Chist the strange
Lordship in servant';

in human abasement. That which was under the yoke in terms

of the limitations of manhood was crowned with royal digni-

ties,
excellence. The Only Begotten did not become man only 1o
remain in the limits of the emptying. The point was that he who
was God by nature should, in the act of self-cmptying, assume
‘everything that went along with it. This was how he would be
revealed as ennobling the nature of man in himself by making
it participate in his own sacred and divine honors. We shall find
that even the saints call the Son of God the “Glory” of God the
Father, and King, and Lord, even when he became a man.
Isaiah, for example, says in one place: “Justas a man gleans an
olive tree so shall they be gleaned, and when the harvester
leaves off they wil raise a shout. Those that are left upon the
earth shall rejoice with the glory of the Lord” (Is 24:13-14).
And another one of the saints says: “Shinc forth Jerusalem for
your light has come, and the glory of the Lord has risen upon
You. Behold, darkness and gloom may cover the carth, but over
You the Lord shall be made manifest and his glory shall be seen
upon you” (I 60:1-2). James, his disciple, says: “Brothers, do
not confuse personal preferences with faith in Jesus Christ, our
Lord of glory" (Jas 2:1). The divine Peter also says: “If you are
reproached in Christ then you are blessed, because the Spiritof
God, the Spirit of glory, rests upon you” (1 Pet 4:14)°

B. My good friend, this is enough on these matters. Tell us
now how we ought to understand the following text which is
writen of Christ; “Who in the days of his flesh offered prayers

was able to save him from death. AmJ he was heard because of
his godliness, and although he was son he leamned obedicnce

5 Cyril's text differs from all known mss. of the N.T.
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from the things he suffered, and being made perfect he became
for those who obey him the cause of their everlasting salvation”
(Heb 5:7-9). I will add 1o this another saying: "My God, my God,
why have you forsaken me?” (Mt 27:46). They say that such
things are not at all applicable to God the Word, and one might
even argue that they fall far short of his inherent excellence.

A. 1100 am aware that these things are not atall fitting for
God the Word who issues from God the Father, at least if we
set aside the form of the economy, and if we do not accept that
he “became flesh,” in accordance with the scriptures. But since
we make our stand on this point, and since to doubl it would
surely convict us of impiety, then come and let us look into the
profundity of this economy insofar as is possible. The Word of
God the Father, therefore, appeared 1o us in our likeness,
bringing help to our human condition in myriad ways, and
brilliantly showing us the path which leads to every admirable
thing. But insofar as temptation attacks all those who are put in
danger because of the love of God, then it was necessary for us
toleam how.
live an honorable life in cxemplary conduct. Should we, for
example, slacken our grip and fall into carelessness, with
unseasonable tevelling, living for the sake of pleasure? Or
should we give ourselves over to prayer, standing in tears
before our Savior, seeking and thirsting for his assistance, and
even asking for courage in case it is his will that we should
suffer? Besides, it was also necessary for us o have the bene-
ficial knowledge of how far the limits of obedience should
extend, by what wonderful ways it comes, how great is its
reward, and what form it has. This was the reason Christ
became our model in all these things, and the divine Peter

us when he says: “Whatis'
enduring persecution if you have done wrong? But f you have
done good and still hen this i od,
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for Christ also suffered for you leaving you an example that
you might follow in his steps” (I Pet 2:20-21). And so the Word
of God became an example for us in the days of his flesh, but
not nakedly or outside the limits of the self-cmptying, This was
why he i imi f the
‘manhood. This was why he extended his prayer, and shed 3
« jor hi d learned

obedience, while all the while he was the Son. It was as if the
Spirit-bearer [in this passage] was almost astonished at the
mystery, that he who was truly and naturally the Son, and
eminent in the glories of the Godhead, should bring himself to
such abasement as o undergo the abject poverty of the human
state. Yet the beautiful and helpful example of this action was
for our sake, as 1 have said. It was meant so that we should leam
something from it, an easy lesson, that we must not hurry down
another path when the occasion calls for courage. For this
reason Christ once said: “Do not be afraid of them that can
destroy the body but cannot destroy the soul; be afraid rather
of him who is able to destroy both soul and body in Gehenna™
(Mt 10:28), and again: “If anyone wishes to come after me let
him deny himself, ake up his cross, and follow me” (Mt 16:24).
What else is involved in the duty of following him other than
10 overcome temptations manfully by asking for heavenly
assistance? We will not do this negligently or carelessly, but
only by the most intense prayer when we let the tears of
godliness drop from our eyes.

B. How well you put it.

A.Soif he said: "My God, my God, why have you forsaken
me” (ML 27:26), how do these people understand it?

B. They would regard these words, I suppose, as coming
from the man that was assumed.

A. From a broken man, doubtless, who found the assaults
of this trial 50 hard that it seemed unsupportable? Or how else?
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B. They would regard them as the sayings of one who was
distraught because of human faintheartedness, or so it would
seem. For he also said to his disciples: “My soul is sorrowful
even to death” (Mt 26:38), and he fell down before the Father
himself saying: “Father, if it is possible, let this chalice pass
from me, but not my will, but yours be done” (Mt 26:39).

A. Butisn't this exactly the same as what we have spoken of
earlier? Thatis: “Who in the days of his flesh offcred prayers and
supplications with a great cry, and with tears, o the one who was
able 10 save him from death (Heb 5:7)? Yet if anyone thinks that
Christ had fallen 50 low into such faintheartedness a5 1o be so
“sormowful and cast down” (Mt 26:37) that he could o longer
bear his sufferings but was overcome by fear and mastered by
weakness, then he assuredly convicts him of not being God, and
also shows that he apparently had no right to rebuke Peter.

B. What do you mean?

A. Well, Christ said: “Behold we are going up to Jerusalem,
and the Son of Man shall be betrayed into the hands of sinful
men, and they shall mock him and shall crucify him, and on the
third day he shallrise again.” But then, this lover of God said:
“May he be merciful 10 you Lord, that this shall not happen to
you” (cf. MK 10:34; Mt 16:22). Then what did Christ say to
him? “Get behind me Satan for you are a stumbling block to
me; for you do not think the things of God but the things of
men” (Mt 16:23). How did the disciple make an improper
suggestion'in wanting this trial to be removed from his master
if it was going to prove insufferable for him, and so completely
unbearable that it would undoubtedly cast him down into
cowardice and break his spirit? After all, he himself had com-
‘manded his disciples to stand fast against their fears of death
and reckon suffering as nothing in the course of fulfilling the
will of God. | am amazed how such peaple are able to say that
such a man has been conjoined to the Only Begotten or go on
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intain that he has shared in the divine dignities when they
then subject him to the fears of death and expose him as naked
Just like any one of us. He presumably gained no benefit at all
from his divine dignities?

B. How can we understand the form of the economy inthese
matters?

A. It is mystical, profound, and truly wonderful, for those
‘who know the mystery of Christ correctly. Look at the sayings
Which refer to the emptying out, and are accommodated 1o the
limitati look h just the right

time, when they are that he whos
might be revealed as having become like us in all respects.
Another conclusion follows from this,
B. Tell me what it is
A. Wehad b Adam’ i
and had fallen into the trap of death, abandoned by God. Yet
all things were made new in Christ (2 Cor 5:17) and our
condition was restored to what it was in the beginning. It was
entirely necessary that the Second Adam, who is from heaven
(1Cor 15:45) and superior to all sin, that s Christ, the pure and
immaculate first-fruits of our race, should free that nature of
man from judgement, and once again call down upon it the
heavenly graciousness of the Father. He would un.'» our aban-
donment by his obedience and complete submission:
didno sin” (1 Pet 2:22) but the nature of man was made rich in
all blamelessness and innocence in him, 5o that it could now
ery out with boldness: “My God, my God, why have you
forsaken me?" (Mt 27:46). Understand that in becoming man,
the Only Begotien spoke these words as one of us and on behalf
ofall our nature. It was as if he were saying this: “The first man
has transgressed. He slipped into disobedience, and neglected
he received, and i

of wilfulness by the wiles of the devil; and then it was entirely
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right that he became subject to corruption and fell under judge-
ment. But you Lord have made me a second beginning for all
on the carth, and 1 am called the Second Adam. In me you see
the nature of man made clean, its faults corrected, made holy
and pure. Now give me the good things of your kindness, undo
the abandonment, rebuke corruption and set a limit on your
anger. | have conuerd Satan himself who ruled of o, for he
f what was his.”

this I the sense of the Savior's words, He did not inveks the
Father's graciousness upon himself, but rather upon us. The
effects of God's anger passed into the whole of human nature
as from the original rootstock, that is Adam: “For death has had
dominion from Adam up to Moses, even on those who com-
mitted 1o sin in the manner of Adam’s transgression” (Rom
5:14). In the same way, however, the effects of our new
first-fruits, that s Christ, shall again pass into the entire human
race. The all-wise Paul confirms this for us when he says: “For
if many died because of the transgression of one, how much
more” (Rom 5:15) shall many come to life because of the
righteousness of one. And again: *As all men die in Adam, so
shall all be made alive in Christ” (1 Cor 15:22).

Do yoy mean it would be foolish and in complete
dxsngrumen( with the sacred scriptures to think or to say that
the assumed man used these human expressions as one who
was bandonsd by the Word wha had been conjoined 1o im?

A. My friend, this would be blasphemy, and a proof of
complete madness, but doubtless it would evidently suit those

properly. They

split up and completely divide his words and acts, attributing
some things as proper solely to the Only Begotten, and others

10 a son who is different to him and bom of a woman. In this

y of knowing

the mystery of Christ clearly.
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one must not divide the words or the acts in this way?

A. Certainly not, at least not as referring to two persons or
two hypostases divided from one another and completely di-
‘verging into distinct and separate spheres. For there is only one
Son. the Word who was made man for our sake. I would say
that everything refers to him, words and deeds, both those that
befit the deity, as well as those which are human,

B.So eveniif he s said to have been wearied by the journey
(Jn 4:6), t0 have hungered (Mt 4:2.), and to have fallen aslecp
(Mt 8:24), would it be proper, tell me, to atribute these things
which are petty and demeaning to God the Word?

A. Such things would not be at all fitting to the Word, if we
considered him nakedly, as it were, not yet made flesh, or
before he he had descended into the self-cmptying. Your

out, what harm can this inflict on him? Just as we say that the
flesh became his very own, in the same way the weakness of
that flesh became his very own in an economic appropriation
according 0 the terms of the unification. So, he is “made like
his brethren in all things except sin alone” (Heb 2:17). Do not
be astonished if we say that he has made the weakness of the
flesh his own along with the fllesh itself. He even atributed to
himself those external outrages that came upon him from the
roughness of the Jews, saying through the voice of the Psalmist:
“They divided my garments among them, and cast lots for my
clothes” (Ps 22:18), and again: “All those who saw me sncercd
at me, they wagged their tongues, they shook their heads” (Ps
22:7).
B. Even if perhaps he should say: “Whoever has seen me, has
seen the Father. 1 and the Father are one” (Jn 14:9; Jn 10:3), and
Jews: “Why do i who has
spoken o you the truth which I heard from God" (Jn 8:40) then are
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we to apply both sets of sayings to one and the same subject?

A. Indeed so, for the Christ is in no way divided, but is
believed by all those who worship him 10 be the one and only
and true Son. “The image of the unseen God, the brightness of
the glory of the Father's hypostasis, the imp
(Col 1:15) “assumed the form of a slave” (Phil 2:
e joined & man 1 bmsel, s they would say, bu aher that
he himself came in that form, while even so rem
heness o G the Father. Thl was wy the allwise Bl
wrote: “Because it is God, he who said that light should shine:
from darkness, who lit up our hearts for the enlightenment of
the knowledge of his glory in the face of Jesus Christ” (2 Cor
4:6). Notice how the radiance of the divine and incffable glory
of God the Father shines "in the face of Jesus Christ.” The Only
Begotten, even when he has become man, shows forth in
himselfthe glory of the Father. Only in this way, not otherwise,
is he understood and designated as Christ. If this is not so let
our opponents teach us how one could ever see in an ordinary
man the radiance, or even the knowledge, of the divine glory?
We do not sce God in the form of man; only in the Word who
is made man and has become as we are, while ever remaining
the true and nafural Son (and thus considered in his deity), can
we sce hat this trange relit has come about. Morcover the
Chri

a5 we are and was made ﬂcsh but he knows that at the same
“Ihave
writien (o you more boldly on some points $0 as (o serve as a
reminder for you, by virtue of the grace which God gave me
that I should be aminister of Christ Jesus for the gentiles in the
priestly service of the Gospel of God” (Rom 15:15-16). And
Zechariah also prophesies to his own child, that is the Bapist,
as follows: “And you, little child, shall be called a prophet of
the Most High for you shall go before the face of the Lord to
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prepare a people for him” (Lk 1:76). Thercafter the divine
Bapiist pointed out the Most High Lord saying: “Behold the
Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world. This is the
one of whom I said: after me there comes a man who came
before me, because he was before me” (Jn 1:29-30). And so,
can it be lawful 1o doubt that the one and only true Son s the
Word of God the Father with the flesh he united to himself?
This is not a soulless flesh as some would have it, as [ have said
earlier, but flesh animated with a rational soul, and in all
respects one factor (prosopon) with it,

B.1do not doubt it in the least, for there is “One Lord, one
. one baptism” (Eph 4:5). But if Jesus i said to “advance
ature and wisdom and grace” (Lk 2:52) then who is the
subject who is “becoming” in this instance? The Word of God
the Father is complete and perfect in himself, so what could he
progress or advance t0? He himself is wisdom, 50 he cannot be
said 10 receive wisdom Manuseript lacuna ],
This is why they say that we must seek to discover who it is to
‘whom these things apply.

A. Then it scems that a different Son and Christ and Lord
has been introduced, just because certain people are unable to
plumb the depihs of the sacred scriptures. When the wise
evangelist introduces the Word as having been made flesh he
shows him economically, allowing his own flesh to obey the
laws of its own nature. It belongs to manhood to advance in
stature and wisdom, and one might say in grace also, for
understanding unfolds in a certain fashion in cach person
according o the limits of the body. It is one thing in infants,
something clsc in grown children, and something different
again for adults. It would not have been impossible, or imprac-
tical, for God the Word who issued from the Father to have
‘made that body which he united with himselfrise up even from

i bring it perfect
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maturity. One might even say that it would have been plain

iling, quite casy for him isdom
in his infancy; but such a thing would have smacked of won-
der-working, and would have been out of key with the plan of
the economy. No, the mystery was accomplished quietly, and

of the manhood to have dominion over himself. This was so
arranged as part of his “likeness o us,” for we advance to
greater things litle by litle as the occasion calls us to assume
a greater stature and a concomitant mentality. The Word who
is from the Father, then, is entirely perfect and needs nothing
‘whatsoever, since he is God, yet he makes what is ours his own
since he became as we are. Even 50 we know that he s above
us, as God. In some places, even though he knows that he
became flesh, yet with an eye to the excellencies of the God-
head, Paul even goes so far as to say that he was not even a
man, He writes to the Galatians, for instance: “Paul, an apostle,
not from man or by aman, but through Jesus Christ” (Gal 1:1).
% News which

treceive

1 d, that itis not man; for
it from a man, nor was I taught it. Tt came by the revelation of
Jesus Christ” (Gal 1:11-12).

B. Then should we apply to him whatis said about advanc-
ing in wisdom and stature and grace, just as as we would with
reference to hunger and tiredness and other such things? Per-
haps even if he could be said to suffer or be restored to life by
the Father we should attribute such things to him as well?

A. We say that these human things are his by an economic
appropriation, and along with the flesh all the things belonging
0 it. We recognize no other Son apart from him, for the Lord
himself has saved us, giving his own blood as a ransom for the
life of all (15 63:9 LXX). “We were not bought with a perishable
price of silver or gold, but with the precious blood of the
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spotless lamb without blemish, which is Christ, who offered
himself on our behalf as a sweet-smelling offering to God the
Father” (¢f. 1 Cor 6:20; 1 Pet 1:18-19). And Paul, who was
most learned in the law, confirms this for us when he writes:
“S0 become imitators of God as beloved children and walk in
love, just as Christ loved us and gave himself up for us as a
sweet-smelling offering and sacrifice to God” (Eph 5:1-2).
Since Christ has become a sweet odor for our sake, and has
revealed in himself the nature of man possessed of sinlessness,
then we have had boldness through him and in him towards our
God and Father in heaven. It is written: “So brethren, we have
the boldness through the blood of Christ to go into the holy
places by a new and living way which he has opened for us
through the veil, that is his flesh (Heb 10:19-20). Understand
then how he says the flesh is his, and the blood is his, which he
also calls “the veil," and rightly so, for what the sacred veil did
i the Temple, effectively covering up the Holy of Holics, this
is what we can understand the flesh of the Lord does. The Word
is made one with it, and in turn it masks the transcendent
excellnce of the eminence and gloy o the Word rom being
gazed at as if laid bare to the inspection of all. This is exacily
Why some tought that Christ was “Eljah, and others Jeremiah
" (Mt16:14). Butthe.

misunderstood his mysery spoke badly of him Yhen they snc:

“Surely this is Jesus, the son of the carpenter? (Mt 13:55) How
can he now say: I have come down from heaven i 42)? The
deity is invisible by nature, yet he, who in his own nature is not
visible, was seen by those on earth in our likeness, and God who
is Lord appeared (o us. This, I think, is what the divine David
teaches us :“God, our God,

shall no longer be silent” (Ps 50:3 LXX).

B. however, that
things are not like this at m ot from it They think 1 1 not o
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all right to autribute the suffering upon the cross to the Word
bom of God. They would argue instead that he prepared the
man who was conjoined to himself in terms of equal honor to
undergo the insults of the Jews, and the sufferings on the cross,
and even death itself, and that in this way the man became the
“leader of our salvation,” n:um\mg 10 il ellng

A. Do they have nnymmg fmm lhz sacred scriptures to
demonstrate for us the truth of their doctrine on such matters?
Orare they innovating inthe faith? “Speaking things from their
own harts and notfrom the mouth of the Lord." as it writien
(e 25:6). Periups tey find themselves uabic o sy: -
me, et me never|
the world is crucified to me, and I to the o (Gl &1,

B. They would claim they have [scriptural proofs]; for the
all-wise Paul confirms this for us when he writes: It was fitting
for him, because of whom are all things, and through whom are
al things, o perfect the leader of their salvation through mas
Sulfcings, i eading manysons o glory" (e 2:10y. They sty
that the one in whom are all things, and through whom are ail
things, can be none other than the Word bom of God the Father,

ath
sufferings, that is the one who is of the line of David.

A. In that case we have no longer been redeemed by God
(how could we have been?) but rather by the blood of someone
else. Some man or other, an imposter and a falsely-named son,
has died for us. The great and vencrable mystery of the incar-
nation of the Only Begotten has turned out to be only words
and lies, for he never really became man after all. We certainly
could not regard him as our Savior who gave his blood for us,
we would have to attribute this to nm man, Nonctheless, the
most holy Paul wrote to certain pers as necessary,
then, that the copies of the heavenly et should e puriicd
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by these things whereas the heavenly realities themselves
should be purified by greater sacrifices than these. For Christ
did not enter into holy places made by human hands, the figures
of the true realities, but into heaven itself, to appear now in the
presence of God on our behalf. Nor does he offer himself many
times, as the High Pricst enters the holy places every year with
another's blood, otherwise he would have suffered many times
since the foundation of the world. No, he is now made manifest
once and for all, in the consummation of the ages, for the
abolition of sin through his sacrifice” (Heb 9:23-26). So, if the
“type” of the form makes its entrance with anothers blood and
purifies the people, then the true form, or rather the truth itself,
is superior in every respect and the Son enters with his own
blood not into some temporary tabernacle made by human
hands, a matter of shadows and types, but into that which is
above and true, that is into heaven: “For it was necessary that
the copies of the heavenly realitics should be purified by these
things™ (Heb 9:23). The former clearly refers to the things that
were “symbolic” and “not his own,” “whereas the heavenly
things themsclves should be purificd with greater sacrifices
than these.” This is why we ought to find out what it is in

that is greater than the types, I mean whatis true, which is “in
his own blood.”

B. You put it well.

A. They have set up the apostolic saying against us as
though it referred only t0 a common man. Now let us take the
quotation from s beginning 10 the point relevant to our case.
‘Thus it is writien: “For we behold Jesus, who for  short time
was brought lower than the angels because of the suffering of
death, now crowned with honor and glory. It was fitting for
him, because of whom are all things, and through whom are all
things, o perfect the leader of their salvation through many
sufferings, thus leading many sons to glory. For the one sanc-
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tifying and those that are sanctified are all of one [origin], and
this is why he is not ashamed to call them brothers, saying: 1
announced your name to my brethren, or again: Behold, I and
the children which God gave me... And since the children have
fellowship in flesh and blood he too equally shared in these
things so that through death he could destroy the one who has
ihe power of deah, hat i th devil and should delve those
ives had been held i
o dest. i i no ke i descen fom angels but from
Abraham. Hence in all things he ought to be made like his
brethren” (Heb 2:9, 10-17). So notice then, observe how very

y
the suffering of death, and that he has thereby “been crowned
with honor and glory,” and yet he makes it obvious to whom his
words refer, clearly the Only Begotten. He tells us that “he
shared in flesh and blood equally with us” and that “he did not
take s descent rom angelsbut rom Abraham” becauseit wis
because of

"o perfect the Son through suffer-
ings when he descended into the self-emptying and was made
‘man, that is when he took the form of a slave and consecrated
his own flesh as a ransom for the life of all. The Christ has been
sanctified for u§ as a spotless oblation, and “by one offering he
has perfected those who were to be sanctified for ever” (Heb
10:14) and has refashioned the nature of man into what it was
inthe beginning. “In him all things are made new” (2 Cor 5:17).
The all-wise Paul confirms that God the Father has given his
‘ownson for our sake when he writes: “He did not spare his own
son but gave him up on behalf of us all, so how could he not
grantus all things along with him” (Rom 8:32)? We say, then,
thatthe Word who shines forth from God's essence is his proper
Son, but that he is not given on behalf of us nakedly, as it were,
oras yet without flesh, but rather when he became flesh. To say
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that he suffered does no disgrace to him, for he did not suffer in
the nature of the godhead, but i his own flesh. God the Father,
as 1 said carlier, “made him who knew no sin into sin for our
sake, in order that we might become the righteousness of God
along with him” (2 Cor 5:21).

B. Ought we to consider that he actually became sin, or
rather that he was made like to those who are under sin, and for
this reason is said to be sin?

A. You express it correctly. Just as “he made him who knew

of God in him"” (for the nature of man has been justified in him),
50 in the same way he caused him who knew ot death (since the
Word is life and life-giver) to suffer in the flesh. But insofar as he
i considered as God he remained outside suffering i order that

of Christ has been called “the likeness of death” So it s writen:
“If we become one being with him in the likeness of his death, 50
shall we be of his resurrection” (Rom 6:5). The Word was alive
even when his holy flesh was tasting death, so that when death
was beaten and cormuption trodden underfoot the power of the
resurrection might come upon the whole human race. It s a fact
that “just as in Adam all men die, 5o all men shall be made alive
inCriis” 1 Cor 15:22), How el should we say that the mystery
of the economy of the Only Begotten in the flesh brought help (o

himself down into a self-emptying and lowered himself in our
condition? How else could it be except that the body which lay
under corruption became a body of life 50 as to become beyond
death and corruption?

B. Is this why we say that the Word of God the Father
himself suffered in the flesh for our sake?®

6 This defends Cyril's 12th *Anathema’ attached to his Third Letter (Ep.
1.
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A. Exactly 5o, atleast if Paul is truthful when he says: “He
is the image of the invisible God, the first-bom of all creation,
forall things were created in him, visible and invisible, whether
‘Thrones, or Dominions, or Principalities, or Powers; all things
were created through him and for him. He is before all things,
and in him all things hold together. He is the head of the body,
the church. He is the beginning, the first-borm from the dead,
that in all things he might be pre-eminent” (Col 1:15-18). So
take note, and observe how very clearly he says that it is the
image of the unseen God, the first-born of all creation visible
and invisible, through whom are all things and in whom are all
things, who has been given as a head to the church, and who is
also the first-born from the dead. As I have said, he made the
characteristics of his flesh his very own and “endured the cross,
despising the shame” (Heb 12:2). We do not say that a simple
man honored in conjunction with him (how, T know iot) was
given on our behalf, rather that the Lord of Glory is himself the
crucified one, as it is written: “If they had known they would
not have crucified the Lord of Glory” (1 Cor 2:8). He suffered

in the flesh for us, and on our behalf, “who is of the Jews
according to the flesh, God over all blessed for ever” (cf. Rom
9:5). This is how the most holy Paul has writien, that herald and
apostle who héd the very Christ within himself. But, tell me
this, when Christ says to the Samaritan woman: “You worship
what you do not know. We worship what we do know, for

salvation is of the Jews” (Jn 4:22), then how do these people
understand such a text, given that “it was no elder or angel that
saved us, but the Lord himself” (Is 63:9), and not by another's
death, or through the mediation of a common man, but by his
own blood? How rightly the all-wise Paul said: “Anyone who
sets aside the law of Moses is put to death without mercy at the
hands of two or three witnesses. How much more severe do you
think would of any
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foot the Son of God, considers the blood of the new covenant
acommon thing, and scorns the spirit of grace in which he was
sanctified” (Heb 10:28-29)7 Yet if it was not rally the precious
blood of the true Son made man, but rather of some bastard son
different from him, someone who holds the sonship by grace,

thing? So, even if he is said to suffer in the flesh, even so he
i . The

divine Peter also says: “Christ died for us once and for all, on
behalf of our sins, the righteous for the unrightcous, that he
might lead us 1o God. Put to death in the flesh, he was made
alive in the spirit” (1 Pet 3:18). I suppose someone might ask
bearer not say simply and straightforwardly
here that he suffered, but added on the word: He

s he attributed impassibility to him insofar as he is understood
as God, adding on, most skillfully, “in the flesh,” which s, of
course, where the suffering occurs.

B. They argue that to have 10 say that the same one suffers
and does not suffer makes it seem like a fairy tale, and indeed
incredible. For either, as God, he h
atall, or altematively, if he is said to have suffered, then how
can he be God? For such reasons the one whao suffers must be

understood 0 be only the one who is of David’s line.

A. Is not this an evident demonstration of their feebleness
of mind to choose to say and think this? God the Father did not
give us any common man taken up in the rank of mediator and
antificially holding the glory of sonship, honored with the
conjunction of a relationship; no, he gave him who s above all
creation, who for our sake came in our likeness, the Word who
issues from his own being, so that he might be scen as the
equivalent of the life of all. In my opinion it s the height of
absurdity, as I have already said, t0 find fault with the Only
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Begotten, when he did not disdain the cconomy and became

friend, this was a matter of the salvation of the whole world.
And since on this account he wished to suffer, even though he
was beyond the power of suffering in his nature as God, then
he wrapped himself in flesh that was capable of suffering, and
revealed it as his very own, so that even the suffering might be
said t0 be his because it was his own body which suffered and
1o one else’s. Since the manner of the economy allows him
blamelessly o choose both to suffer in the flesh, and not to
suffer in the Godhead (for the selfsame was at once God and
‘man) then our opponents surely argue in vain, and foolishly
debase the power of the mystery, when they think they have
made a worthy synthesis. It seems that the fact he so chose to
suffer in the flesh was somehow blameworthy of him, but in
another way it was glorious, for the resurrection has testified
that he is greater than death and corruption. As God he i life
and life-giver, and 0 he raised up his own temple. This is why
the divine Paul said: “I am not ashamed of the Gospel since it

i er ¥
(Rom 1:16), and again: “The message of the crossis foolishness
for those that dre perishing, but to those of us who are saved it
is the power of God, and to those who are called, Jews as well
as Greeks, it is Christ, the power and the wisdom of God” (1
Cor 1:18, 24). When the Son himself was about to go up to his
saving Passion he also said: “Now is the Son of Man glorified,

God is glorified in him, and God shall glorify him in
himself and shall glorify him straightway” (Jn 13:31-32). In-
deed, having despoiled Hell he returned to life, and not after
any long period but “straightway,” as it were, and on the very
heels of the Passion.

B.D ise Paul alsosay: *
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that it is Christ who speaks in me, he who is not weak but
powerful among you. Though indeed he was crucified out of
weakness he lives now from the power of God” (2 Cor 13:3-4).

A. Do we not say over and over again that the Word of God
was made flesh and became man?

B. Yes, and how could it be otherwise?

A. Well then, it is the one “who is weak” in the flesh, insofar
ashe who “li powerof God,"”
apower indeed not alien to him but integral, since he actually
was God in the flesh.

B. Yet the Father is said to have raised him, for it s written:
“According to the working of that power of his might which he
worked in the Christ, raising him from the dead and sitting him
at his right hand in the heavenly places, above every name that
can be named” (Eph 1:19-21).

A. We say that he s the life-giving power of the Father, and
that he is naturally resplendent in all the dignities of the one
who begot him, even when he became flesh. He himself can
stand as his own witness here when he says: “For just as the
Father gives life to whomsoever he wills, so does the Son give
life to anyone he wills" (Jn 5:21). And he is quite able to do

hi forh d the Jewis tollows:

“Destroy this temple and in three days I shall raise it” (Jn 2:19).
Yet he who rose again sat “upon the right hand of the Father in
the heavenly places, above every Principality, and Authority,
and Dominion, and every name that can be named” (Eph
1:20-21), So i this a di tothe Word fi
him? Someone who is honored because of a mere conjunction,
who receives the title of Godhead by the lot of grace? Or is it
not rather the one who is truly and naturally the Son, the one
Who *“came i the likeness of men and was found in fashion as
aman” (Phil 2:7) in an economic manner?

B. They would say, perhaps, that it was only the man of the.
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line of David who was conjoined to him in an equality of honor
who could appropriately suffer death.

A.Butas I have already said, something which is said to be
“equal in honor” (o something else cannot be numerically one
with it; rather it is one alongside another. This, I think, makes
two things which are unequal in nature, at least if the one that
is honored is less than the one who honors. Given that only one
son sat down at the right hand, let them teach us who it is who
has been honored with these heavenly thrones, and sits along-
sidethe Father, since it would be a mostdradfulting o dare
toholda slave in the selfsame honor as the master, or a creature:
i e e e Creator, or one under the yoke with
the King of all, or one ranked among all with the one who
transcends all.

B. Then explain this for us a lttle further.
A. Well, I think that our discourse has already treated these
matters suffcenly and clearly enough b, sigh,  ill id
a few other things without hesitation to what I have already
said. 1 will not take i this fight for the sacred dogmas mean-
itedly; n
those who think fes. He himself confirms that it was
ihe Gnly Begotien Word of God who has destroyed the domin.
ion of death; not a different son to him joined in a relationship
to mediate this economy, but he himself,personally. He con-
firms this when he says: “God so loved the world that he gave
Only Begotten Son so that everyone who believes in him
might have eternal life” (Jn 3:16). When God the Father so
exalts his love for the world, explaining how immensely great
and vast it is, then why do our opponents so belittle it, saying
that it was not the true Son who was given for us? They
introduce in place of the natural Son someone else who is like
us and has the sonship as a grace; but it really was the Only
Begotten who was given for our sake. John wisely wrote: “The
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Only Begotien God, he who is in the bosom of the Father” (Jn
1:18), 50 how can we not marvel at their stupidity when they
cast out the Only Begotten Word of God from the economy i
order (0 bring in, as I have said, someone alien, endowed with
external glories, who has the title of godhead laid upon him?

What will then be left of the great and admirable love of the
Father if he only gave up a part of the world for its sake, and a
small part at that? Perhaps it would ot even be wrong to say
that the world was redeemed without God's help, since it was
served in this respect from within its own resources?

B. They say that the Only Begotien has been given by the
Father $0 as to put our affairs in order. not that he should suffer
the things of man in his own nature, since this would be
impossible.

. In his own nature he certainly suffers nothing, for as God
he is bodiless and lies entirely outside suffering. On his own
testimony, however, and I mean what he said through the lyre
of the Psalmist, a body was prepared for him by the Father, and
then he came in that body to do the Father's will (cf. Ps 40:6-8
LXX). This will was no less than the redemption through the
honorable cross, and the recapitulation of all things, something
that was perfectly accomplished through him and in him. The
most excellent Paul supports what I have said when he writes:
“Let each of you have this mind among you which was in Christ
Jesus, who though he was in the form of God did not consider
equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself
out, assuming the form of a slave, and coming in the likeness
of men, and being found in fashion as a man he humbled
himself and became obedient even to death, death on a cross.
For this reason God has highly exalted him and granted him the
name above every name, tha in the name of Jesus every knee
should bend, of those in heaven, on the carth, and in the
underworld, and every tongue should confss that Jesus Christ
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is Lord to the glory of God the Father” (Phil 2:5-11). So who
would you say is the one who is in the form of God the Father?
Whe who could have remained in equality with him yet
did not think this pre-eminent and divine dignity and this
transcendence of all things something to be grasped? Is it not
God the Word who issues from him? If so, how is the matter
not evident to all? It is he who was “in the form of God,” the
one who was equal with God, who assumed the “form of a
slave,” and not in the manner of a conjunction of relationship
but rather as “coming in the likeness of men and being found
in fashion as a man.” Yet even 5o he was God and “he humbled
himself and became obedient to death, death on a cross.”

B. They would argue that scripture says of him: “God
granted him the name above every name o that in the name of
Jesus every knee should bend”; but how could the Word ever
be understood as receiving something which he already was,
being God? And this is why it is necessary t0 say that the name
above every name was given rather (o the man who was
assumed, and then we will not be guilty of thinking anything
unseemly of the Only Begotten.

A.In that case would it not be incomparably betier 0 say
that the name was given by the Father to the natural son who
was made man for our sake, so that even in the manhood he
might be understood to be God, and though he endured the
abasement of our condition, o be in the most transcendent
heights? In this way we will not introduce any new or recent
god among angels and men, one that holds the glory of the

added on from outside, and as if only by the will of God the
Father.

B. Then should we conclude that the “name above every
‘name” was given by God the Father to the Word who was born
from him?
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nd our argument is not off the mark in this
s true that “he did not consider equality
with God a thing to be grasped” but descended into a condition
without glory insofar as he was revealed as man. This is why
he said: “The Father is greater than 1," even though he had the
right ity with him in all th i

in the glory of the Godhead since he has existed with God
etemnally insofar as he is conceived as, and actually is, God. We
must not think that he who descended into the limitation of
‘manhood for our sake lost his inherent radiance and that tran-
scendence that comes from his nature. No, he had this divine
full i i i e erfoyed

our
the highest eminence in humility, and held what belongs to him
by nature (that i, to be worshipped by all) as a gift because of
his humanity. Every kne bends before him, “those in heaven
and those on earth,” and every rank proclaims his praise, for
Jesus Christ is believed on as Lord *to the glory of God the
Father.” This is why he said to God the Father in heaven:
“Father glorify me with that glory which I had with you before
the world was” (In 17:5). S0 tell me, did this man whom they
say was assumed by the Only Begotten in a conjunction of
relationship pre-exist the world?

B. Notatall,

- Who is it then who is asking for the glory which he says
existed in himself before the very foundation of the world, since
he was always and ever with God? Was it not God the Word
Who is co-eteral with the Father, who shares his throne and
co-exists with him? The all-wise evangelist John said of him:
“The Word was with God, and the Word was God" (Jn 1:1).

B. How could it be otherwise?

A Just as he is the Lord of Glory and then abases himself
into the low status of the slave’s form, so he asks to take up his
etemally inherent glory again, and he does this in a way that
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a man. Since he is etemally God he ascends from the
limitations of our conditon o the pre-eminence and glory of
y knee should

i natural Son, albeit as I have said, one who is made
flesh and has become as we are. In my opinion, if we think and
believe this we shall abolish from heaven and earth every
charge of man-worshipping: for it is written: “You shall wor-
ship the Lord your God and adore him alone” (Mt 4:10).

B. This argument needs much more support, so please
continue and clarify the mystery for us through some other
ideas.

A.Twill surely do 5o, and very gladly. T would say that they
have missed the truth when they yoke together a different son
who s of David’s line with the truc and natural Son, that is the
Only Begotten. Does not sacred scripture clearly shout out:
“The first man is of the earth, and earthly, the second is from
heaven” (1 Cor 15:47)? And does not the Son himself say: “For
Thave come down from heaven not to do my own will but the
will of the one who sent me. And this is the will of the one who
sent me that of all that he has given me I should lose nothing,
butthat I should raise itup on the last day” (Jn 6:38-39)? Whom
then do they say is this one who has come down from heaven?
For as far as the body was concerned it was evidently born of
a woman.

B. Obviously it was the Word begotten of God the Father,
for I suppose they would not choose to think anything other
than this.

A.Quite so, my friend. Yet the all-wise John writes some-
where: “He who comes from above, is above all” (In 3:31). So,
insofar s the Father wishes to raise up allthat he has given to
him, an act which s both good and godly, since it is fitting to
God 0 save, then how is it that he says he came down not to
do his own will but that of the Father? Should anyone of us
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think that the Son who is born from God the Father lags behind
him in clemency or is so poorer than him in goodness that it is
not pleasing to him to abolish corruption from men?

B. I can see the risk of that,

A. We should quite properly argue that since he is the
‘genuine offspring of the Good Father, he himself ought to be
understood as good, or rather goodness itself: “For from the
fruit you shall know the tree” (Mt 12:33), as he himself said.
So. what he says is proven true: “He who has seen me has seen
the Father. Iand the Father are one” (Jn 14:9; 10:30).

B. You put it well, but please clarify what seems obscure

A. We say that the destruction of death and the banishing
of cormuption from the bodies of men was certainly something
that the Son wanted to do. As it is written: “He takes no delight
in the destruction of the living, but the generations of the world

preserved” (Wis 1:13-14). “ Yet through the envy of the
devil death entered into our world” (Wis 2:24). But there was
10 other way (0 shake off the gloomy dominion of death, only
by the incarnation of the Only Begotien. This was why he
appeared as we arc and made his own a body subject to
commuption according (0 the inherent system of its nature. In so
far as he himself is life, for he was bom from the life of the
Father, he intended to implant his own benefit within it, that is
life itself. Once he had chosen to undergo likeness to us, out of
his compassion and loving-kindness towards us, then it was
also necessary o submit to suffering when the wickedness of
the Jews was unleashed against him. The shamefulness of his
Passion was nonetheless a burden for him, and when the time
came when it was necessary to endure the cross on behalf of
the life of all, he approached it in a way befitting a man, in the
fashion of prayer. This was to show that he did not look forward
tothe passion, and thus he said: “Father, i it is possible, let this
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chalice pass from me; but not my will but yours be done” (Mt
26:39). He is sayil h i

unwillingly to do what would cause him grief, but descended
30 tha he might restoe he resunecton o those on carh,
something he alone had formed afresh for human nature
hebecame b firs-bom from the dead” acording othe lch.
and the “first-fruits of those who have fallen asleep” (cf. Col
1:18; 1 Cor 15:20).

B. Are we, then, t0 attribute the suffering to him and to no
other, insofar as he appeared as a man, even if he remained
impassible insofar as he is understood as God?

A. That is exactly what I am saying. Remember that the
God-inspired scripture says: “The first man, Adam, was made
a living soul; the last Adam a life-giving spirit” (1 Cor 15:45).

B. Should we say, then, that the Word of God has been
called the Last Adam?

A.This istrue, as  have said, not “nakedly,” but ather when
he has come in our likeness. Then we say that he is the Last
Adam insofar as to give life is not a human act, but rather
something that befits God. He also has this ttle since he came
from Adam according to the flesh, as a second beginning for
those on eartf, to transform the nature of man in himself into a
venrnes of e In holnss and incorruptibility through the
resurrection from the dead. This was how death was destroyed
sine lif “natraly” did not allow its own body (0 endure
corruption since it was not possible for the Christ (o be under
its dominion according to the wun:s of the divine Peter (Acts

B. How excellently you put it
A. But consider now this fact too.
B. What do you mean?
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A. Somewhere Christ said to his holy apostles: “Go forth
and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name
ofthe Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit” (M1 28: 19).
‘We are baptized, therefore, into the holy and consubstantial
Teinity; | mean into the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.
Oris what I have said not correct?

B. How could it be otherwise?

A. Do we not consider as Father, the one who has begotien,
and on the other hand consider as Son the Only Begotien Word
of God who is born from him by nature?

B. Indeed so.

. Then how are we baptized into his death, according to
the saying of the blessed Paul who tells us: “For those of us
who were baptized into Christ were baptized into his death”
(Rom 6:3). And yet “there is one Lord, one faith, one baptism”

sy B .

into someone who was a distinctly different son of the line of
David. Since he is God by nature, he is conceived of as beyond
uffe i
under comuption, and 50 became like those on carth in all
respects, and underwent birth from a woman according to the
flesh. As I have said, he made his very own a body capable of
tasting death and capable of coming back (o lifc again, so that
he himself might remain impassible and yet be said to suffer in
his own flesh. In this way he saved what was lost (Mt 18:11)
and openly said: “I.am the Good Shepherd. The Good Shepherd
lays down his own life for the sake of the sheep.” And again:
G i Layitdownof X
1 have the authority both to lay it down and to take it up” (Jn
10:11,18). It does not pertain to any one of us, nor to any
common man, to have the authority to lay down his life and
take it up again. Yet the Only Begotten and True Son has laid
it down and taken it up again, thereby pulling us out of the
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snares of death. One can also see this very clearly in the books
of Moses, figured there as i in shadows for those of ancient
times.
death and corruption, and averted the Destroyer. This was a
type of Christ: “For Christ our Passover was sacrificed for us™
(1 Cor 5:7) that he might undo the gloomy dominion of death
and might gain possession of all that is under heaven by his
own blood. “We were bought at a price” and “are not our own”
(1 Cor 6:19, 20) because “one died on behalf of all” (he who is
more worthy than ) “so that those who live should no longer
live for themselves but behalf and
rose again” (2 Cor 5:15). Paul confirms this when he says:
“Through the law I died to the law that | might live to God. |
am crucified with Christ. Now it is no longer I who live but
Christ who lives in me. And the lfe that I now live in the flesh,
Ilive in the faith of the Son of God who loved me and gave
himself for me” (Gal 2:19-20). So, we are all Christ's, and
gh him who suffered in the flesh for our sake we are
reconciled to the Father so that he might reveal us as having
been purified. Thus it is written: “For this reason Jesus suffered
outside the gate so that he might smuiy the people through
his own blood” (Heb 13:12), and & ‘e who were once
estranged and‘enemies in our mentaiy ) works, he
has now reconciled in his own fleshly body through his death,
10 present us as holy and blameless before him” (Col 1:21-22).
Note how he says it was “his own body” and “his own flesh™
‘which was given up for us. We must not say, then, that the flesh
and blood was that of another son apart from him, understood
as separate and honored by a mere conjunction, having an alien
glory, someone who did not have pre-eminence substantially,
but only s if the name of sonship and that of Godhead which
is above every name were thrown over him like a mask ’ or a

7 Lit.“as something prosopic.”
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cloak.Ifhe
have imagined mm 10 have, then it would be entirely unﬁmng
for him (o say: “I am the truth” (Jn 14:6). How can that be tru
which s ot what s sid 1o be, but s really something fmxy
named and bastardized? But Christ is truth, and, as God, is over
all. The Word remained what he was even when he became
flesh, 5o that he wha is over all, and yet came among all through
his humanity, should keep in himself his transcendence of all
‘and remain above all the limitations of the creation.

B. We would argue that one inflicts a terrible dishonor on
the Word of G ind that this brin
‘our noble mystery into disrepute.

A. Well, “despising the shame” he chose to “suffer in the
flesh for our sake, according to the scripture (Heb 12:2; | Pet
4:1), and in my opinion he must evidently have the problem of
aJewish mentality or the culpable stupidity of the Greeks if he
thinks that the suffering on the cross was anything (o be
ashamed of. The divine Paul wrote of this: “Though the Jews
ask for signs, and the Greeks seach for wisdom, yet we

lai d Chris

viles bt o hose )
well as Greeks, Christ the power of God and the wisdom of
God; because the foolishness of God is wiser than men and the
weakness of God is stronger then men” (1 Cor 1:22-25).
B. How can this be? I really do not understand.
/A Does he ot say that the suffeing on he cross became
the Greeks?
When they saw him mgmg on the wood the former shook.
their I
of God come down from the cross and we shall believe in you™
(Mt 27:40). They thought that he was beaten by their power
and so had been seized and crucified; but they were mistaken,
for they did not think that he really was the Son of God. They
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were looking at the flesh. The Greeks, on the other hand, are
wholly incapable of grasping the profundity of the mystery, for
they think it is foolishness on our part to say that Christ died
for the lfe of the world. Yet this very thing which seems (o be
foolishness is that which is “wiser than men." This system
ing Chr sallis
full of heavenly wisdom. What the Jews think of as weakness
i far stronger than men; for the Only Begotien Word of God
has saved us by putting on our likeness, Suffering in the flesh,
and rising from the dead, he revealed our nature as greater than
death or corruption. What he achieved was beyond the ability
of our condition, and what seemed to have been worked out in
by suffering

and a demonstration of the power that pertains to God.

B. But they say, how can the same one both suffer and not
suffer?

A. He suffers in his own flesh, and notin the nature of the
Godhead. The method of these things is altogether ineffable,
and there is no mind that can attain to such subtle and transcen-
dent ideas. Yet, following these most correct deductions, and
carefully considering the most reasonable explanations, we do
not deny that fie can be said to suffer (in case we thereby imply
that the birth in the flesh was not his but someone else’s), but
this does not mean that we say that the things pertaining to the
flesh transpired in his divine and transcendent nature. No, as 1
have said, he ought to be conceived of as suffering in his own
flesh, although not suffering in any way like this in the God-
head. The force of any comparison falters here and falls short
of the truth, although I can bring to mind a feeble image of this
reality which might lead us from something tangible, as it were,
10 the very heights and to what is beyond all speech. It s like
iron, or other such material, when it is put in contact with a
raging fire. It receives the fire into itself, and when it is in the
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very heart of the fire, if someone should beat it, then the
material itself takes the battering but the nature of the fire is in
10 way injured by the one who strikes. This is how you should
understand the way in which the Son is said both to suffer in
the flesh and not o suffer in the Godhead. Although, as I said,
ison is feeble, this bri
near the truth if we have not deliberately chosen to disbelieve
the holy scriptures.

B. Well said.

A.If the flesh that is united to him, incffably and in a way

ds thou, i y

of the Word, dircctly, then how could it be understood as
life-giving? He himself says: “I am the living bread which has
come down from heaven and gives life to the world. If anyone
should cat of this bread he shall live forever, and the bread
which 1 shall give is my flesh for the life of the world” (Jn
6:51,33). But if it is the flesh of a different son than him,
someone appropriated by him in a conjunction of relationship,
called to an equality of honor as a grace, then how can he call
this his own flesh f he is ignorant of all deceit? And how could
the flesh of anyone clse ever give life to the world if it has not
become the very flesh of Life, that is of him who is the Word
0f God the Father? The divine said of him: “And we know that
the Son of God has come and has given us understanding that
we might know him, and we are in his true Son Jesus Christ
“This s the true God, and life everlasting” (1 Jn 5:20).

B. I suppose they would say in reply that he also quite
clearly said: “Amen, Amen, I say (0 you, unless you eat the
flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you shall not have
life within you” (Jn 6:53). They say that we should understand
from this that the honorable body and blood are not those of
God the Word but those of the man assumed by him.

A. Then where do they locate “the great mystery of piety™?
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(1 Tim 3:16), for it seems that the self-emptying of God the
Word is destroyed, who though he was in the form and equality
of the Father chose to assume the form of a slave for our sake,
and came in likeness (o us, and shared in flesh and blood, and
graced everything under heaven with the cconomy of the
incarmation. This is how salvation came about with the Father
recapitulating all things in him, “things in heaven and things
on carth” as it is written (Eph 1:10). If they say that this is not
the Only Begotien who speaks at once in human and divine
fashion when he says: “And the bread which I shall give is my
flesh for the life of the world” (Jn 6:51) rather that it was some
Son of Man conceived of as different and separate from him
whc d us, then it is no longer “the Lord himself who saved

written (Is 63:9 LXX), but one of our own number,
and i that caeal those who ar sublec t corapton are nck
brought to life by God (who does have the power to bring to
life) but by one who is subject to corruption himself, someonc
who receives life as a gift along with us, On the other hand if
it i true that the Word became flesh, in accordance with the
seriptures, and “appearcd on the earth and had converse with
men” (Bar 3:37), taking the form of a slave as his very own,
then he can also be called the Son of Man; and if certain people:
feel ashamed Of this, they thereby expose themselves to the
charge of st ‘There was no other way for the flesh to
become life-giving, cven though by its own nawre it was
subject to the necessity of corruption, except that it became the
very flesh of the Word who gives life to \gs. This is
exactly how it accomplishes his own ends, working| by his own
life-giving power. There is nothing astonishing here, for if it is
true that fire has converse with materials which in their own
natures are not hot, and yet renders them hot since it so
abundantly introduces 1o them the inherent energy of its own
power, then surely in an even greater degree the Word who s
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‘God can introduce the life-giving power and cnergy of his own
selfinto his very own flesh. We can see that this is his very own
flesh since he is united 1o it unconfusedly and unchangeably
and in a manner he alone knows.

B. Then must we confess that it has become entirely the
personal body of the Word of the Father with no one clse
intervening, even though it is understood as animated with a
rational soul?

A. Exactly so, if we are 10 define the doctrine of faith
correctly and without error, and are lovers of the doctrines of
the truth, who follow in the track of the faith of our holy fathers
In this way we shall not be carried away from the right path,
and will not abandon the royal road, by being carried off into
a debased mentality by the empty myths of certain people. No,
we shall be built upon the foundation stone itself, that is Christ.
“For o one is able (o lay any other foundation apart from that
already in position” (1 Cor 3:10-11), as the wise architect and
priest of his mysteries has so truly written. This is why we
believe that there is only one Son of God the Father. This is
why we must understand Our Lord Jesus Christ in one person,”
As the Word he is bom divinely before all ages and times, but
inthese last times of this age the same one was born of a woman
according 1o the flesh. To the same one we autribute both the
divine and human characteristics, and we also say that (o the
same one belongs the birth and the suffering on the cross since
he appropriated everything that belonged to his own flesh,
while ever remaining impassible in the nature of the Godhead.
This is why “every knee shall bend beforc him, and every
tongue shall confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of
God the Father” (Phil 2:10-11).

—Amen.
8 prosopon.
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