ON THE UNITY OF CHRIST'

People of true and good sense, who have intellectually
gllhcrcd i knowledge which giveslfe.ae neves jadod by

by bread lone, but by every word that comes from the pie
of God” (Mt 4:4; Dt8:3). The word of God is 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 eloquent men among the pagans are full
of admiration for a well-turned phrase. One of their main
preoccupations is with elegance of expression. They are filled

in verbal dexterity. The base material of their poets is mercly
lies fashioned in thythms and meters for grace and harmony,
but for the truth they have littl 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
it: “They 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
1 Texts: Quod Unus Sit Christus, PG 75:1253-1361; Ed. P.E. Pusey,
Works of S. Cyril vols. 1-7 (Oxford, 1868) (Vol.7, pp. 334-424); ed. G.
M. de Durand, i i

97, pp. 302-514 (Paris, 1964). The treatise seems, by its maturity of
thought and assured tone, to be one of the last works Cyril wrole on
the Nestorian controversy, at a time when his apologetic had moved
‘more towards opposing the continued influence of Diodore of Tarsus.
1t could be dated circa 438.
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man, and birds, and beasts and reptiles” (Rom 1:21-23).

B. Quite s0. And God said of them through the voice of
Tsaiah: “Know that their hearts are but dust, and that they have
emed” (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

ings” (Act

slipped in their madness as low as the foolish pagans, perhaps
evenlower, 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 rewmed o its vomi, and no
Sooner hasi

(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.

y pillag

is not theirs,” as it is written (Hab 2:6 LXX), and “stuffing their

gorge (o the full.” How aptly does that saying apply o them,

that “They came out from us but were not partof us” (1 Jn 2:19).
B. Indecd they were not.

A Well,
h people. Word and
Only Begotien Sono!(md from his supreme station. They reduce

by denying
lalky e efusiog o crown i with  perfect Kty of pare
2 The Arians. Note how Cyril immediately goes on to characterise the
jon in the following sentence, as something tht is
o Avanism, The elson of berses was 2 atisic
nge

torian
m.uly aki

but Cyril's
ks was his ey bl logical anayets of Nemoranisn,
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Others more o 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) asthey pervert the mystery of the leshly
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
bom of God the Father from the heights of divinity even before
his incaration, while the second group have decided to wage
war against the Word even in his incamation. These shameless
people even dare to criticize 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 rightly you put it.

A. Nonetheless, God-inspired scripture will ery 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

fix the cyes of their mind with care and sublet
il i bout the

people
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 1 feel afraid when [ 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 serpent who has so
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recently appeared? And what are these i
against the teachings of the truth?

B. The serpent so recently appeared is that crooked one
whose tongu is drunk on venom. Not only does he not wel-
‘come the tradition of all the initiates throughout the world (or
rather that of all the God-inspired scriptures), but he cven
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 10 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 it precise nature, my fricnd,
Tam not 5o sure. How can he say that the holy virgin s not the
Mulbu of God?

jotic things he sets

i ot i Vel i o rtbeg J b evuy agc
and time being coeternal with God the Father.

A. In that case it is clear that they must also deny that
Emmanel i God: and 0 it vould sem at he evangelist
interpreted the term pointlessly when being trans-
lated this means God-with-us” (Mt 1:23; Is 7: H) And yet,

the one that is bom 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, o 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
Iscaclites from the land of Egypt and from their tyranny, as it
is written: “With strong hand and outstretched arm"? (Ps
136:12). And afier 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 bom 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  sick mind that has strayed where
it should not have gone s as to think that the ineffable being
of the Only Begotten could ever be the fruit of flesh. On the
Sonary, 13 God he was m:fllhly g b s fom th

clearly how, and in what mann, he appeared in a form like
ourown,
when he says: “And the Word became flesh and dwelt among
us, and we beheld his glory, glory as of the Only Begotten of
the Father, full of grace and truth” (Jn 1:14).
B. But they maintain that if the Word became flesh he no
Word, ceased 10 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.

. 2
on the basis of the God-inspired scriptures themselves. For he
maintains that it is said somewhere about Lot's wife that: “She

salt” (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 90:1);
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
we are considering God, if one uses the word “became” is it not
altogether impious and absurd for someone (o presume that it
signifies change, rather than wrying to understand it in another
manner, applying some wisdom and tuming instead (o what is
much more iting and applicable o the unchangeable God?

B.Ifwe i
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
mlmsn:r of s when

he says, “Let each 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 10 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
humbed himself becoming obedient even to death, death on a
cross” (Phil 2:5-8). And indeed, the Only Begotien 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 submitied
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 (o sin and death. He mad
very own, and not soulless as some have said, but rather
animated wil i
it was in the beginning. He did not consider it beneath him to
follow a path congruous to this pian, and so he s said o have
undergone a birth like ours. while all the while remaining what
he was. He was born of a woman according 10 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 (o earthly ercatures. He thought it

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 a < 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 learning, and in full accord with the God-inspired

e !

argument may produce some useful results.

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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" (lCor
“Chri the Las
curse for us” (Gal 313). But they would mainain that his
ex that here
o holy sesipture cleay means somsbing le. I o exacly 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.

B. What do you mean? For when one says of iny

e who

ofthe Lay

sakes.” then how could anyone doub that this clearly refers to the
time when the Only Begotten was incamate and made man?

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

i the

one who willingly suffered this “emptying out” as for example
hunger and iredness. How could e who asall power ever have

tired, o

life of all beings was ever hungry. f b had not appropriated 10
tiredness? I the same way one could never have countcd him
‘among the lawless (for this is what it means (0 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 s incarnated and
made man for our sake, submitting (o a birth like our own,

although it was from a holy virgin.
B. L agree. Your opinion is ight.
A.More« u i Word
in way as he sin.

B. Tell me why.



STCYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 57

A. Did he not become accursed in order 10 lift 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 i
for the suppression of flesh? But how would this serve to
exhibit the incorruptibility and imperishability of flesh which

achieved, first of all in his own body? For he did not allow
it 1o remain mortal and subject to corruption, thus allowing the
penalty of Adam’s transgression o continue to pass on o 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 life-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
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 became Aesh 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 is taken as the truth then the whole sense
of e ayvery b ot o e f Chre kb e d
he die, neither
10 his event where &t Fath? that “word offith which we
proclaim” (Rom 10:8)? How did God raise him from the dead
if he did not dic? And how could he die if he had not been bom
according to 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
i 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

2 ing to the flesh,
ich is sai inthe 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 exceptsin” (Heb 4:15). The all-wise Paul bears
witness to this when he says: “Since the children have a
common share in flesh and blood he himself equally partici-
‘pated in these things so that through his death he could reduce

the one who held inion of death, that
isthe devil, and that he might iberate those who all 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 in 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 is by nature the Lord (Phil 2:61)
And all this because “The Word was God” (n 1:1).

B. How right are your thoughts on this matter. Nonctheless
you should know that in their opinion it is inadmissible and
even unfitting cither o think or to affirm that the Word who
‘was incffably and incomprehensibly bom from God the Father
had 10 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 fitting o 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-emplying
for our sake was misguided. Surely in this way the great and
veneable mystery of piety is frustrated and rendered futile, for
are they not implying that the Only Begotten's wonderful
economy in the flesh served no purpose for the inhabitants of
earth? The word of truth does not allow the babblings of such
people as this to gain the upper hand, on the contrary it shows
them up for their most stupid ramblings wholly devoid of any
knowledge of the mystery of Christ. God the Father engendered
the Son from himself in one single act of generation, but it was
bis good pleasurs 10 save the whole human race i him by
eans of the incarnation, or rather the enmanment, which, of
course, evidenily and entiely depended on bith from a
Word born
from God had wllh us, sl the members of our
flesh could be condemned, and so that in the likeness of the
death of | ne who knew
Asitis said: “If we have been conjoined with him in the likeness
of his death, 50 also shall we be in the likeness of his resurrec-
tion” (Rom 6:5.). It follows, therefore, that He Who Is, The One:
‘Who Exists, is necessarily born of the flesh, taking all that is
ours into himself 5o that all that is born of the flesh, that is s
corruptible and perishing beings, might rest in him. In short, he
100k what was ours (o 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 8:9). When
they say that the Word of God did not become flesh, or rather
4 : 2 o
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 s the undoing and the abolition of all
that fell upon human nature as our curse and punishment. If
they so pull up the root of our salvation, and dislodge the
comerstone of our hope, how will anything else be left stand-
ing? As I 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 stil held captive in the
transgressions of the first man, Adam, deprived of any retum
a e

by Christ the Savior of us all.

B. T 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

something
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
shocking to try to take away from God the Word his birth from
a woman according to the flesh? For how could his body
possibly give life to us if 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

b P S o

sent his Son bor of a woman, born subject t0 the law” (Gal
4:4)? Or how has “he condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom 8:3)?
To condem sin does not belong to someonc 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 cnjoy all the
personal riches of the Word who is incffably united with it in
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5
thing, full of divine encrgy. 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, so shall we bear the image of the heavenly” (1 Cor
15:49) tat s to say, of Chiis. Chist is understood as the
Heavenly
i ot f b bul because the Word who is God came
down from out of heaven and entered our likeness, that is to
say submitted to birth from a woman according o the flesh,
while ever remaining what he was, that is one from on high,
from heaven, superior 10 ll things as God even with the flesh.

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. Father said to the.

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
itt0 you" (Hab 1:5, Acts 13:41). Indeed the mystery of Christ
runs the risk of being disbelieved preciscly because it is so
incredibly wonderful. For God was in humanity. He who was

was made visible in e flesh; he who is from the heavens and
1

is own nature came in

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?
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B. Noneatall.

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

B. What do you mean?

A. Christ said somewhere to 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),

o s s

s an catirely 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
in the constitution and generation of his own flesh? He did not
commit himself t0 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
writien. So if God did not hold marriage in dishonor, but on the
contrary honored it with a blessing, then why did the Word,
who is 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

je man, in order (o 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 2 path for grace to 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
cormuption as no longer owning our first father, that is Adam,
in whom we were corrupted. All this happened “not from
blood, not from the will of the flesh, or the will of man” (Jn
1:13) but irit. Indeed Chri i
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“Call no man on earth your father, for you have but one Father
who s in heaven" (Mt 23:9). And because he came down into
in order to lead us to his state,

he also said: “1 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 us

this true and natural Son became as we are, so he speaks of the

Father as his God, a language fitting to his self-emp;
is

2. Still,

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 as the most wise Paul says (Col I:18), then

ldren

of God by the Spirit? Whom should we then take as the
first-fruits of this process? Who, in short, would bring this
dignity to us?

B.1am sure that even they would say that it was the Word
‘made Man.

A But how could that be the case unless he himself became
flesh, that is became man, appropriating a human body to
himself in such an indissoluble union that it has to be consid-
ered as his very own body and no one else’s? This is how he
ransmits the grace of sonship even to us 5o that we 100 can

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

“For just as we have bore the image of that which is earthly
so shall we bear the image of the heavenly, for the first man
was from the earth and earthly, but the second is from heaven.”
Al those who belong t0 the carthly one bear the character of
the earth, but all those who belong to the Heavenly One bear a
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heavenly character (cf. 1 Cor 15:47-49). We are carthly beings
insofar as the curse of corruption has passed from the carthly
Adam even 1o 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 condition in
astrange and most unusual manner, and was bom of the Spirit,
according to the flesh, 50 that we too might abide in holiness
andi ibility like him. Clearly gr pon us from
him, as from a new rootstock, a new beginning.

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 us, and then he is said to have been made like us when

became as we are, that is man. There was only one way,
however, that this could properly happen, and that was by a
human birth, even though in his case it happened so marvel-

8

of course, that the body which he united to himself was en-
dowed with a rational soul, for the Word, who is God, would
hardly neglect our finer part, the soul, and have regard only for
the earthly body. Quite clearly in all wisdom he provided for
both the soul and the body.

B. 1 agree. The way you 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
insicad, then thir blasphemy is patent,for they are denying
that Ch d Son. If they really
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was God, insofar as the Only Begotten came to 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 whois 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. I8 it not true that the ttle Chiis presupposes some kind
of anointing has taken place’

A. You are right to concludc that he i caled Christ only
because of th
of his apostolic function, and an angel from his olrcc as
messenger. Names like these clearly indicate certain functions
rather than individual realities or specific persons. Even the
prophets are called Christs, as it is sung in the Psalms: “Do not
touch my Christs, and do no harm against my prophets” (Ps
105:15) The prophet Habbakuk also said: “You came forth for
the salvation of your people, to save your Christs” (Hab 3:13).
But tell me this; i it not true that even they would admit that
there is only one Christ and Son, who is the Lord made man,
the Only Begoten 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
thing if you could explain t.

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 titles to the
Father himself, or to the Holy Spirit, he could do so without
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eror. This s because in a single nature there can only be one
excellence of dignities. They argue from this that if the title
Christis truly appropriate to the Only Begotten, then it should
be, like the other titles, equally applicable without distinction
10 the Father himself and o the Holy Spirit. Given that it is
enircly inappropriate to apply this tile to the Father or 10 the
Holy Spirit, then neither can it be right to apply it t0 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 Spirit.

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 Begeter with equal glories (o 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 self-cmptying. It indicates
quite clearly t0 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 ecbnomy in the flesh, but rather were 1 direct our
ly Begotten i i
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 incamation 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: I will announce
your name to my brethren” (Heb 2:11-12; Ps 44:7-8). He
Sanctified along with us when he became like us. The divine
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David also testifies that the one who s truly Son was also

perfect man, when he addresses these words to him: “Your
throne O God is from age to age; a scepter of rightcousness is
thescepter of your ingdom. You have lovedrighteousncss and
50God, your G
the oil of gladness el i pumclpll: inyou" (Ps 4567
LXX).' Take note, then, that while David calls him God and
auributes (o him an eteral throne, he also says that he has been
anointed by God, evidently the Father, with a special anointing
above tha of his paticpants, which e us. The Word who
but h: tained all the while
the virtues of his proper nature. He is perfection tself, and as
John says: “full of grace and truth” (Jn 1:14), and while he
Pimsl s everytingtat s iting o th deiy,we onourpart
“have all of us received from his fulless” s i s witen (in
1:16). N
and all the u‘mg; that pertain 10 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 onc Christ, One Son and Lord, if the Only Begoten had
disdained the anointing and had never come under the limita-
tions of the self-emptying?

B. But they move along completely different lines to us,
and interpret the holy mystery foolishly. They maintain that
God the Word assumed a perfect man who was of the line of
Abraham und 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 nature, was fashioned by the power of the Holy

3 Cyril applies the Septuagint version to distinguish Christ (who has the
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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.)

for us. They say that God the Word conjoined this man to
himself in an entirely new way, bringing him o death as is the
law among men, but raising him from the dead and taking him
up 10 heaven and sitting him at the right hand of God so that he
was “above every Principality and Authority, evéry 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
inseparable conjunction withthe divine nature, as all creation

Itis for this reason that one does not speak phincet
Lords because God the Word, the Only Begotten Son of the
Fath b him

and participates in him and thereby shares in the very title and
honor of the Son. The Lord, who by nature is God the Word,

and this is why we do not speak of two Sons or two Lords since
itis obvious hat he who is Lord and Son by nature has, orthe
sake of salvation,

tion with himself which thereby elevates him to e and
honor of both Son and Lord.

A. My goodness. I cannot imagine how stupid and intellec-
tually 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 incarated 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 ttes.
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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 fleshin these lat times. He who as God was holy by nature
has ith us in terms of h

as man, for it befits man t0 be sanctificd. 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 1o have been brought to life by the Father in terms of his
manifestation as man. This is why all these characteristics

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 5o that in him we might become the righteousness of God™
(2 Cor 5:21); and in another plece, "Ho dd o sase it own
ight
grantusal things" (Rom 8:32), Surely our expasition 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 to
heaven, and seated him at the right hand of God. But if this is
the case then it seems (0 me that the holy Fathers and g

inspired scriptures, and i
when v saythat e became man. Nonetilss ik hatiis
exactly this, and nothing else, that the all-wise John meant
When he wrote: “The Ward bocame s (n 119, 1t scems
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, born of God, and God by nature, abased
himself i humbled himself h

form of a slave. On the contrary, in their estimate 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. -

A. But if their argument is true, that the Only Bcgmmn
disdained the economy, what was so shameful in it ssed
By (P LA Al 9 i
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 Begotten
position his own throne after this? For it is part of their argu-
ment two Sons,
and he seems clearly to be the one who s of the line of David
and Abraham. Butif this 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
10 him (Gal 3:24). 1 fear that the faith has come to nothing,
lesked awsy, o that our whole venerable mymry is made

this when he s snd “Donot say in your heart, Who shall s up
1o heaven so as (o bring Christ down? or Who shall descend to
: 5 For -

say? The Word is 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 & man assumed and united to God the Word by a
lationshi was exalte:
to heaven, then how is the mystery of religion any longer great
or admirable or extraordinarily wonderful? It s past all belief
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 stll, should stand
before him ready o do service for someone who is not truly
Son or God, but in reality is a man who has received the title
of sonship, and divine honors in the form of great benefits in
‘which he participates just asis 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 thal is given or bestowed
i be rejected, and itis obvi ing that i

Twill s jesand

y
wonderful part of the cconomy 10 a disgraceful level and make
out our most holy worship as nothing more than the idolatry of a
man? They steal the worship from him who is really the Son, and
pﬂsna/.k: 5 0 worship someone wnpmed 10 him in some kind

evay Principality and Authority and Dormmm Inthis way they

hemnly powers 100 in the guilt of a deception, if they, like us,
are found to be worshipping not the true and natural Son made
‘man, the Word who shone forth from God the Father's very being,
but rather some other person apart from him, a man of the line of
David, a man who has only been given the external 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

in terms of

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 seck the solution there. Well the Israclites had little
reverence for God and bitterly attacked Moses 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”
1o 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 Israel through the prophets. Then they
came (o the divine Samuel and said: “Make us a King like the
rest of the nations” (1 Sam 8:5). When he heard this the
Spirit-bearer was grieved, and rightly so, but he heard God
speaking: "It s ot you they have rejected but me, that siould

" (1 Sam 8:7). . quitc

learly, m.u tisrefection bas God as i referens. Even the
i the wretc ver

you du toanc of Ihe mu ofthese, you do to me” (ML 25:40).
of

the lne of David, he can be said to have worshipped the Son?

And if someone refuses to 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? If this were to be the case would
ord
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he is elevated to the eminence of the deity? But in that case

“God is increased” as the scriptures say (Ps 81:10 LXX), and

surely wmenhmg of an uncqual nalum ‘must have been added
Trini

rship

along with it and sharein the same glcry”

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 10 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 so, the term
“bonding” surely has a stronger and much more suitabl signif-

‘conjuncti
a bonding experience an extreme form of conjunction?

B. So it would seem.

A. Then why do they abandon the term “unior
though it s the word in customary use among us, and.
has come down to us from the holy Fathers, preferring to call
o . 5

of the things it efers 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 to 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 in two the one true and natural Son incarated and made
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 gathercd 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 o a teacher in terms of a love
of study, and we oo can attach ourselves (o one another not in
one fashion only but in many. In short, when someone assists
another in a task, should we not consider that he has been
conjoined by will 0 the one who receives his assistance? It
seems (o us that this is exactly what these innovators mean by
njunction. You must
hat God the word assumed a man, as if h were a diferent son
10 himself, and then proposed him as a kind of assistant t0 his
designs 5o that he underwent the trial of death, came to life
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 1o this level of stupid-
ity, as to think 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 to understand 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. 1 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 Israel” (Am 7:14-15). From being
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a goatherd, God made him into a prophet and appointed him as
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
1010 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. 1 would suppose it was something which was free; for
how could anything start to 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, il
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
‘appropriates the characteristics of this self-emptying, and does not
disdain this likeness (o us? For there was no other way o honor

y
own so that they could be illumined from his own glory. What is
pre-cminent will always conquer, and the shame of the slavery is

and he who s naturaly free was n the limitations of our lfe. This



76 ONTHE UNITY OF CHRIST

was why honors passed even to us, for we 100 are called the
sons of God, and we regard his own true Father as our Father
also. All that is human has become his own. And 5o, (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 to speak to people who choose
1o think like this with sorrowful compassion. We il sy
“Who shall give water for my head, and a spring of
my eyes, that | might weep for this people day and mgm” o
8:23) for they
who redeemed them"” (2 Pet 2:1; Rom 1:28). It seems to us o
there are two sons in this argument, who are unequal in nature,
and that a slave is crowned with the glory that s proper to God,

quite clearly: “I will not give my glory to another” (s 42:8). How

ly
fail 1o be “other” to the true and natural Son when he has just been
assumed for the office of servant, given the honor of sonship, just
like s, and sharing in anothers glory which he attains by grace
andfavor? *

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 did
he regard the economy as unacceptable by disdaining the
limitations involved in the self-emptying.

B.They if this body
smust be consubstantal with the Word. For only in oo way,
and no other, could he be regarded as one single Son.
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A. What nonsense that is. Surely it is the clearest proof of
adelirious brain. How could one posit an identity of esscnce in
things which are 5o disparate in the rationale of their respective:
naturs? Godbead is one hing, manood quit another. So

Dne cannot speak of things “unted” 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 are
separate realitis.

A. But they are not separated, as I have already said, in
terms of individual distinctnesses, so that they exist apart and
distant from one another. On the contrary they arc 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 (o 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
himself? 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 clement his own. And this s the

way, therwise, that we must that is
at once God and man.

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

A. Well, Godhead is one thing, and manhood is anoiher thing,
considered in the perspective of their respective and intrinsic
s . .

and incomprehensible union 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 sai

B. Such as what?

A Well, y that a human being I
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 Car 4:16).
You perfectly well,
what were the coastituents of the one man, and he makes a

. He
Cals the 3wl the er man, and the flesh the outer man. I am
reminded of the holy scriptures where we sometimes find the
whole living being signified in terms of a part, as when God
says: “I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh” (J1 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

Af (
Only Begotten, o 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 to take
away the fact that he is God and Lord.

B.Butif
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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 a 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 incarate and made man we
imply that a confusion or mixture has occurred, then they are
talking utter rubbish. No one could cunvicl us of saying this by
. then “they have Gevised 8

" (Ps21:11) for
10 the God-inspired scripture rather than o them. If they think
that because the nature of man is 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 scripturcs
nor the power of God” (Mt 22:29). L was no impossible (0
God,i i i beari

g
own preferences on us, like

ng
the limitations of the manhood. And he foretold this to 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
didnot consume it. When he saw this Moses was amazed. Why
dthe fire?

How did this inflammable substance endure the assaults of the
flame? Well, as I have already said, this event was a type of a
mystery, of how the divine nature of the Word supported the

nothing is impossible to him (Mk 10:27).
B. As well you know, they refuse to think of the matter like
e

A. Doubtess we il find their way of thinking 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 is 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
‘The most holy Paul confirms this point for us when he says:
“or this reason | bend my knees before the Father, from whom
all fatherhood is named in heaven and on earth. May he grant

10 the riches of his glory, that Christ may dwell in 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 positior
no way inferigr to his. For we too 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 them
10 say that Jesus has been granted the digity of the Son:
and has won this glory as a matter of grace.

B. Will you explain why?

A. Indeed I will. In the first place, as I said earlier, this
implics that he must be considered as a different and separate
Sonand Christ and L
such. And secondly, another impossible consequence is intro-
duced which obviously flies in the face of right reason.
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B. Will you say what it
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 to others the riches it cost him so
i £? Do you not think that n

much t
is highly unlikely?
a Most cerainly so.

et i outside, s there not always the posslb ty of
losing it?

B. How could it be otherwise?

A. Inthat case it will be a possible eventuality for the Son

y
by natural laws is not totally assured against loss.

B. This s true.

A. We can see from another pointof view how ill-conceived

i and how it eally proceeds from the worst kind
of evil intent. If it is true that whatever is by adoption or grace
must always be in the likeness of that which is by nature and
truth, then how can we be sons by adoption in reference to him
whao 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 tha 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" (Mt 21:38)? The one who appearcd
in the flesh, therefc the Jews,
is truly the Son, and is fiee, since he is born of a nature that is
firee. 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, justlike us, still, as I have said,
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andabove
all creaion. It is i elation 1o i that e t00 have boen
fashioned as sons by adoption and grace.

B. But they argue that we do not talk about the man as being
the son 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, 50 t0o 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 falsely. 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 the Word of God
the Father is not to be called Son of David insofar as he became
his descendant according to the flesh? But I think we need to
tell them what Christ himself said to the Jewish teachers: “What
doyou think of Christ? Whose sonis he?” (Mt 22:42). And if
they should answer " then we will tell them:
“How then did Day ocall bim Lovd, when h saic
The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand while I make
your encmies 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 s not truly and naturally the

all things? This is what our opponenis are saying. But, as the
all-wise Paul says, the Father “has never said (o any of the
angels: You are my Son (Heb 1:5), nor has he said: Sit on my
right” (Heb 1:13). How, then, can a man bom 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 Spiri, 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
pre-eminence and dominion, and how well he indicates that he
has become man by also being called the Son of David.

B. 1 would suppose that they will mply 10 this: “But are we,
th hoisof the
is exactly the same as he who is o the linc of David?

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

e truth.

B. Explain why.

A hois of David's s ing
thathe i ord,
for the correct position s that the Only Begotien Son who s
bom from God the Father is himself, and no other, the Son of
David according to 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, 5o too
he who is of David's line s not the Son of God by nature. As 1
said carlier, when the Word of God, who in nawre and truth

he remained the same, that is truly and naturally the Son of the
Father. He is the one and only Son, not one son alongside
another son, considered in this way to 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 because 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 s 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 whats it?

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

a conjunction is born of the line 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 [ am
ight 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 s as a gift or as a reward? The
one who receives is surely inferior and subordinatc (o the one
ho gives, an the same applies when one loifics and the
other participates in the glory that comes from him.

B.I Lhmk that they 100 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 (o the
flesh, and says that he is “blessed for all ages, Amen.” What is
there that is above “God who is over all” (cf. Rom 9:5)? What
can we discern that is greater in God the Word born of the
Father than the one bom of the Jews according (o the flesh, if
heis different from him, and not properly and really the Son?

B. But they would say that he who is of David’s line was




STCYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA 85

admitted by a conjunction, and seeing that God the Word dwelt
within him he shared in his dignities and honors. The most holy

tothe Father even todeath, death on  cross. S0 God has highly
‘name” (Phil

2.5-9). s e Gt

A. Do they maintain that God has given “the name above
every name” separately to the Son of David as if (0 a different
son altogether?

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

A In that case, i tis gift docs not apply to him we must

has written

about him: “Let each of you have that same mind which was

in Christ Jes who even though he was in the form of God did

not count equality with God a thing (o be grasped, but emptied

himself, assuming the form of a slave, coming in the likeness
i himsel

becoming obedient to death, death on a cross. And so, God
highly exalted him and granted him the name above every
-9). So if they maintain that it is the one who is
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 cequality with God a thing to be grasped, and how he
assumed the form of a slave, evidently as though he did not
already have it ind did not exist in this way before he assumed

en though (as they themselves prefer to say and think) he
himself was the form of the slave. But if this were so how could
e have assumed that form as if he did not already have it? Or
bow could b e wadeiod a1 g n th kces
of men"?and y




86 ONTHE UNITY OF CHRIST

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
; friends, when

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 cxistence through Jesus Christ, and that
this same Jesus is onc 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 st00d 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
Begotien 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 10 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 earth,
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, therefore, the
divine disciples will stand against them saying: “And we saw,
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nd 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 abides in him and he in God” (1 Jn 4:14-15).
And again: “The Spirit of God is made known thatevery
spirit which confesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh,
is of God, and every spirit which does not confess Jesus, is not
of God" (1Jn 4: esides, what sense does it make to think
of a man as “coming in the flesh”™ To come in the flesh and
thereby to come into the world while always mmaining whnl

is not of our nature. And so, even if he did become man, .
allthings
come into being through him, insofar as he is considered as
God, and coctemal 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 aman 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 undergoes binth from a
woman according to 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, 50 that in
him first of all the human race might be refashioned o what it
‘was in the beginning. In him all things became new (cf. 2 Cor
5:17).

B. In that case we must refuse to think or say that a man has
i Weid A

dignity and enjoy the sonship in the order of grace; is thatright?

A. Entirely so. The mind of the holy scriptures does not
admit anything like this. It s rather an invention of a 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 the i ion of the Only

ystery of

2
and blood, he 100 equally shared in these things so that by his
death he might bring 10 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
likeness of sinful lesh for the sake of sin so that he might judge
sin in the flesh, something the law could not do because it was
weakened
of the law among us who walk no 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 participated in flesh and blood is not one who had

b rther one who id ot have i kindofestence but was
+ therefore, th:

o woman,and nthe likeneas of sinfl esh, he who for
our sake became as we are, and yet is above us insofar as he is
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 to sin like us, but was far beyond the knowledge of any

cannot
understand how these people, who pillage this wonderful and
noble economy of the Only Begotten, connect a man to him in

in a glory which is not his, for then he is not truly God but
someone who has fellowship and participation with God, and
is thus a falsely-named son, a saved savior, a redeemed re-
deemer; all of which contradicts wha the blessed Paul wrotc:
. b i et

revealed so that, renouncing unrightcousness 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
t 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:
“flatering themselves they are wisc, they have become as
fools™ (Rom 1:22). As I have said, they have changed the
significance of the mystery of Christ round (o its complete
negation, for 1o say that he has been judged worthy is nothing
else than to call him common man, and foolishly to divide him
into complete diversity such that we must consider there are
two 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 that he was not
God, or that He is only falsely called Son and Lord, then what
s this except to make him Yes and No? If things really are as
they Tthink

10 him: “I am what I am by the grace of God” (1 Cor 15:10).
For whatever is not a natural property, but is 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 if this
were 50 how could he possibly say “I 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 i fact,
as itis written, “He did no sin, nor was any deceit found in his
mouth” (Is 53:9).
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B. Indeed not.

A. Where then s the self-emptying? To whom should we
auribute it? One cannot see anyone emplied out there, but on
the contrary someone fulflled, 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
hlve needed what was Illothﬂ s, unﬂ it would have been

Yet

of Christ we have all of us received ’(cf Jn 1:16) and the

Christ, however, was fullness itself and there is absolutely
nothing that is given to him insofar as he is considered (and
indeed ) God,cven i it became hisFole 10 receive because of
f the ind insofar as he
hknux. 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 o him i on from the lne 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 b tuly undersiood © be on only if we confess
that the Word is divinely from
God, and mysuncnxly is man bom of a woman according t0
the flesh. But if they set apart and separate out him who is of
the line of David, then they surely dismiss him from
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 do not stone
you because of a good work, but because of blasphemy, for you
Who are a man make yourself God” (Jn 10:33).
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i hrist
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 (o the flesh, but i differcnt
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 s it that the all-wise Paul
rejects such an opinion when he says, as 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
thatthis Jesus who is the same y y shall always
remain the same, that is “recent,” of yesterday and today,
whereas God the Waord coexists with his own Father.

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

tleast

ifiti One Son and Lord, e
the ages who imderwent a birth from a woman according 1o the
flesh in the last times of ths 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

" (Heb 13:8), ‘yesterday” signifies.
time past, where “today” signifies present time, and “to the ages™
significs the future and what is to 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 ©

also be “even (o the ages”™? But we will simply tum the force of
the argument around (o its direct contrary and ask in reply: How
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can the Logos, who is “even 10 the o " possibly some o
himself something that is “yesterday and s true that
the Christ s one and has not been uw.am 2 the divine Pan
tellsus(1 Cor 1:13)? As you will understand, thisis how he wished
10 be made known 10 us. Even when he was visible in the flesh
and had entered into the lim
witness to his own ctemal existence when he said: “Amen 1 say
10 you, before Abraham came into being I am” (Jin 8:58), and
again: “If I speak 10 you about carthly realics 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 ever gone up into

(In3:13). So it is as the Word who exists eternally and before the
ages, the Word come down from the heavens, the selfsame who

that he says these 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
So that we may demonstrate wht faith caches about how the
the Son
of David, not mnspun(ms ‘way, butinsofar as he descends from
him according to the flesh while remaining what he was, that
is God of God. This is what the pricsts 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 written about the
blessed Bapist, that: “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 i the one of whom I said:
‘There is coming after me a man who came before me because
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he s before me; and I did not know him, yet I came baptising
in water so that he might be revealed to lsrael” (Jn 1:29-31).
Note, therefore, how he says he is a man, and calls him a lamb,
o
sinof the world, and i
vast dignity whic od.
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 so, both the
recent characteristics of humanity, and the etemal charac-
teristics of the deity apply o him. The all-noble Peter gazed
upon the Logos, not nakedly o without flesh, but as he was
revealed in flesh and blood, and he made his tributc of faith in
him clearly and correctly when he said: “You are the Christ,
the Son of the Living God,"” and he heard in return: “Blessed
are you Simon Bar Jonah because flesh and blood did not reveal
this to you but my Father who s 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
initiator, i i

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).
Bul if he was introduced to the sonship, and is a bastardized
and falsely-named son, then [our opponents] are accusing the
disciples of itness, “truly”

10 stress that he is the Son of God the Father.
B. You put it very well indeed.

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 the Son of Man will send his angels” (Mt
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13:41). But if they still refuse to believe when they see him
crowned in divine dignity and in these radiant and sublime
honors then let them listen o him as he says: “If you do not
believe me, believe in my works” (Jn 10:38), and again: “If I
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
ineffable glory in a man who does not hold it as belonging to
another, nor is offercd it in the form of a grace, but has it as his
very own, then how can we fail to 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
either power from someone 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 s
one God, the Father from whom come all things, and we (oo
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 A i
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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 is reasonable? H:
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 s bor in
Bethlchem of Judah, and is called a Nazarene because he lived
in Nazareth, in the same way God the Word is called man
because he dwelt within a man.

A Wik "
how to do nothing else but gabble. We must reply to our
opponents: “You drunken men rouse yourselves from your
cups” (11 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 a 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. B if they think that their foolish inventions arc
comect, then in my opinion there is absolutely nothing 1o
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
says: “Do you not know that you are the temple of God and that
the Spirit 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 incamation. Dogmas of the
Ch

round by them to the point of defm-mny Nevertheless, let our
discourse
this disgusting mess they have spewed out. For if he became a
worker of wonderful signs because the Word was within him,

“The Word also worked divine signs through the hands of he
saints. If they argue that it is the Son who is in these signs then
they prophet:

B. They would reply: * “But has he nokbeen called Prophet
and Aposte?

A. Well, you are not mistaken. Moses said 10 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;
Dt17:13). And Ihcd ine Paul has also writter nd 50, holy
brethren, sharers in this heavenly calling, consider Jesus the
Apostle and High Priest of our confession” (Heb 3:1). How-
ever, they must answer this question which  shall pose: Would
itbe an honor for any man to have the grace of prophecy, or to
be endowed with apostolic privileges, or (o 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

i i ince heis 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 apostlcs, 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, rather that
he greatly transcended their level. They had grace meted out to
them as it scemed fit to God, and it was added o them over
time, whereas he was full of the Godhead all at once, from his
very birth, for the Word who is God was with himn.

A.Inthatcase C}

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

for his low degree would consist in the very fact o 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 Baptist of
‘whom the blessed angel said: “And he shall be filled 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 Emmanucl
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 i from above and certainly over all,
but they are affaid to attribute human characteristics to him in
case he might somehow be dishonored by them, and hrmugbl

“Thisis why they i
assumed a man and conjoined him 10 himself, and that it is i
this man that all the human characteristics relate and can be
atiributed 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. Still,
we will not get involved in the nonsenses of these people, nor

shall our 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
Idof them,

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 raiscd
up against the knowledge of God, and to reduce all conception
to 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 (1 Cor 1:23)?
B. Indeed I can. How could I not have things to tell? And
how many things (00, although I 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 I did not know 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 I have seen, and I have borme
et ki e S of i 34341 Pl el
written about him: “For the one who sa and those that
are sanctified are all of one [origin]” (Heb 2:11), Howeer,
since the Logos, who is God and holy by nature, has no need
of sanctification, then it only remains to atribute this sanctifi-
cation 1o the man assumed by the Word in a conjunction.

A. Then how does he who was baptized, and received the
visible descent of the Spirit, himsclf baptize in the Holy Spirit,
or accomplish things which pertain (o and are proper 1o the

For he is the giver of and in
order 10 show this was his own proper benefit the Word-made-
‘man physically breathed on his holy apostles saying: “Receive
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the Holy Spirit. Whoever's sins you forgive they are forgiven,
whoevers sins you retain, they are retained” (Jn 20:22-23). And
why did the divine Baptist bear witness by saying “This is the
Son of God,” in the singular and using the definite article, 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 was  differeat son alongside the rel son, b know wel
enough how (o signify it
“This 3¢ a sonby

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
1o the fleh. He says tha he was sancifed insofurus e vas
man, but As | hay
said, he was both the one ey e s i he aras {person]. If
he had not become man, and had not been bom of a woman
according 1o the flesh, then we ought to chase away all human
characteristics from him. But if it is true that he abased himself
in an emptying-out to become as we are, then why do they deny
0 him all those things through which he is understood as being

design of the fleshly economy.
B. So, if he is said to have received glory and to have
become Lord, to have been exalted by the Father and estab-
lished as King, would you atiribute even these things to God
the Word? If you did would you not thereby utterly dishonor
his glory?
Word
is filled with true and regal dominion? Cerainly 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
i i i Inl:l
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He made our poverty his own, and we seein Christ the strange
f 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, and that which was humble was raised to the most supreme
excelence. The Only Begotten did not become man only to
imi hat he who
was God by nature. shuuld in the act of selfemplying, 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 cxample, says in one place: “Just as a man gleans an
olive tree so shall they be gleaned, and when the harvester
leaves off they will raise 4 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: “Shine 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
hall i i be seen

upon you" (Is 60:1-2). James, his disciple, says: “Brother
not confuse personal preferences with faith in Jesus Chri
Lord of glory” (Jas 2:1). The divine Peter also says: “If you are
reproached in Christ then you are blessed, because the Spirit of
God, the Spirit of glory, rests upon you" (1 Pet 4:14)°

B. My good friend, tis is nough on these matters. Tell us
now how we ought o understand the following text which is
written of Christ: “Who in the days of his flesh offered prayers

agreatery an
was able to save him from death. And he was heard because of
his godliness, and although he was son he learned obedicnce

5 Cyril’s text diffes from all known mss. of the N.T.
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from the things he suffered, and being made perfect he becam
for those who obey him the cause of their everlasting salvation”
(Heb 5:7-9). 1 will add to 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 at all fitting for
God the W who lssues from God the Fter at east v
of and if we do not
R "bocama lh,” I Seooutanch with b scriptures. But since
we make our stand on this point, and since o dout it would
us of impiety, d let us look into the.
profundity of this economy insofar asis possible. The Word of
God the Father, therefore, appeared 10 us in our likeness,
bringing help 0 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
Jive an honorable if In exemplary conduct. Shauld 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 (o 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 to 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, an it i

enduring persecution if you have done wrong? Butif you have
- il
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for Christ also suffered for you leaving you an example that
youmight follow in his steps” (1 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

y p the
‘manhood. This was why he extended his prayer, and shed
tear, at i jor i 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 natwrally the Son, and
eminent in the glorics of the Godhead, should bring himself to
such abasement as to undergo the abject poverty of the human
state. Yet the beautiful and helpful example of this action was
for our sake, as | 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 1o destroy both soul and body in Gehenna”
(Mt 10:28), and again: “If anyone wishes to come after me let
him deny himsclf, take up his cross, and follow me” (Mt 16:24).
What clse 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” (Mt 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 thistrial 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 hums fuinlhwncdmsx o 50 it would
soul is sorowful
even todeath” (Mt 26:39, and he el down befor 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'tthis exactly the same as what we have spoken of
earlier? Thatis: “Who in the days of his flesh offered prayers and

fons with a great cry, and with tears, was
able 10 save him from death” (Heb 5:7)? Yet if anyon thinks that
Christ had fallen 50 low into such faintheartedness as 10 be 5o
“somowful and cast down” (Mt 26:37) that he could no 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 shal rsc again." But then, this lover of God said:
ay he be merciful 10 you Lord, that this shall not happen to
ou” (cf. MK 10:34; Mt 16:22). Then what did Christ say to
im? “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 e make an improper
suggestion'in wanting this trial to be removed from his master
ifit 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 o 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 people arc able to say that
such a man has been conjoined to the Only Begotien or go on
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o maintain that he has shared in the divine dignties when they
then subject him 10 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 in these
matters?

A. Itis 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 to the

might be revealed as having become like us in all respects.
Another conclusion follows from this,

B. Tell me what itis.

A. We had b Adam’s 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 (o what it was in the beginning. It was
entirely necessary that the Second Adam, who s from heaven
(1 Cor 15:45) and superior to al sin, that is Christ, the d
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 unc" our aban.
donment by his obedience and complete submissio. “For he
did no 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
cry out with boldness: “My God, my God, why have you
forsaken me?” (Mt 27:46). Understand that in becoming man,
the O
ofall our nature. It was s if he were saying this: “The first man
has transgressed. He slipped into disobedience, and neglected

i ight 10 this state.
of wilfulness by the wiles of the devil; and then it was entircly
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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 earth, 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 e the good things of your kindness, undo
the abandonment, rebuke corruption and set a limit on your
anger. 1 have conquered Satan himself who ruled of old, for he
hat was his.”

this i the sense of the Savior’s words. He did not invoke the
Father's graciousness upon himself, but rather upon us. The
effects of God's anger passed into the whole of human nature
asfrom the original rootstock, that is Adam: “For death has had
dominion from Adam up to Moses, even on those who com-
mitted no 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
: “As all men die in Adam, so
shall all be made alive in Christ” (1 Cor 15:22).

B. Do yoy mean it would be foolish and in complete
disagreement with the sacred scriptures to think or to say that
the assumed man used these human expressions as one who
was abandoned by the Word who had been conjoined o him?

A. My friend, this would be blasphemy, and a proof of
complete madness, but doubtless it would evidently suit those
‘who do not know how to conceive of the matter properly. They
split up and completely divide his words and acts, atributing
some things as proper solely o the Only Begotten, and others
10 a son who is differcnt to him and born of a woman. In this

iy of knowing

the mystey of Christcleary.
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i . .
one must not divide the words or the acts in this way?

A. Certainly not, at least not as referring (o two persons or
two hypostases divided from one another and completely di-
verging into distinct For there is only
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. Soevenif he is said to have been wearied by the journey
(Jn 4:6), 10 have hungered (Mt 4:2.), and to have fallen aslecp
(Mt 8:24), would it be proper, tell me, o auribute 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-emptying. 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 flesh 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 sneercd
at me, they wagged their tongues, they shook their heads” (Ps
2:7).

B. Even if perhaps he should say: “Whoever has seen me, has
seen the Father. and the Father are one” (Jn 14:9; Jn 10:3), and
ws: “Why who has

spoken 0 you the truth which I heard from God" (Jn 8:40) then are:




108 ONTHEUNITY OF CHRIST
we to apply both sefs 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 o 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 impress of his being”
(Col 1:15) “assumed the form of a slave” (Phil 2:6), not as if
he joined a man to himself, as they would say, but rather that
he himself came in that form, while even so remaining in
likeness to God the Father. This was why the all-wise Paul
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 i
himself the glory of the Father. Only in this way, not cthiryise,
s he understood and designated as Christ. If his s not o 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 3 we ar, while e emainng
the true and naiural Son (and thus considered in his d
e s that his strange rality has come sbout. Morcover the

teward of istJesu
1 e are and was made flcsh, mu e knows that at the same
“I have

writen 1 you more boldly on some poits 50,3 (0 5erve 253
reminder for you, by virtue of the grace which God gave me
that I should be a minister 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 s the Baptist,
as follows: “And you, lttle child, shall be called a prophet of
the Most High for you shall go before the face of the Lord o
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prepare a people for him” (L 1:76). Thercafter the divi
Baptist 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” (In 1:29-30). And so,
can it be lawful to doubt that the one and only true Son is the
Word of God the Father with the flesh he united to himself?
This is not it,as [ have said
earlier, but flesh animated with a rational soul, and in all

respects one factor (prosopon) with it,
B.1do not doub it in the least, for there is “One Lord, one
lesus is said to “advance

the Father is complete and perfect in himself, so what could he
progress or advance 107 He himself is wisdom, so he cannot be
said to receive wisdom [ Manuscript lacuna ).
‘This is why they say that we must seck 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 depths 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 each person
according to 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
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maurity. One might ey that it would have been plain

wisdom
by infancy; but s 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
amanged as part of his “likeness to us,” for we advance to

greater things little by little as the occasion calls us to assume
a greater stature and a concomitant mentality. The Word who
i 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 5o we know that he is above
us, as God. In some places, even though he knows that he
became flesh, yet with an eye 10 the excellen
head, Paul even goes so far as to say that he was not cven a
man. He writes to the Galatians, for instance: “Paul, an apostle,
ot from man or by a man, but mmup- Jesus Chist” (Gl 1:1).
which
Tannounced, that it s ot according toman; fortdidnovrceive
it from a man, nor was | taught it. 1t 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 t0 suffer or be restored (0 lfe by
the Father we should attribute such things to him as well?

od-

A. We say ha these buman things are his by an economic

We rcwgmm no nlher Son apart from him, for the Lord
mself has saved us, giving his own blood as a ransom for the
life of all (15 63:9 LXX). “We were not bought wuhlperlshuble
price of silver or gold, but with the precious blood of
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spotless lamb without blemish, which s Christ, who offered
himself on our behalf as a sweet-smelling offering to God the
Father” (cf. 1 Cor 6:20; 1 Pet 1:18-19). And Paul, who was
most leamed in the law, confirms this for us when he writes:
“So 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 inhimselfthe nature of man possessed o inessness,
then we ha
God and Faher inheaven. It writien: 80 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 i 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
in the Temple, effectively covering up the Holy of Holies, this
is what we can understand the flesh of the Lord does. The Word
is made one with it, and in tun it masks the transcendent
excellence of the eminence and glory of the Word from being
gazed at as if laid bare 1o the inspection of all. This is exactly
‘why some thought that Christ was “Elijah, and others Jeremiah
(M1 16:14). But th

isunderstood his mystery spoke badly of him when they said:
“Surely this is Jesus, the son of the carpenter? (Mt 13:55) How
can he now say: [ have come down from heaven” (Jn 6:42)? The
deity is invisible by nalur, yet e, who i s own tur s ot
visible, was s ke d God who
is Lord appeared 10 us. This, 1 think, is what the divine Dmd
‘God, our God, nd
shall no Imxgerbe silent” (Ps 50:3 LXX).

however, that
mmgs are not like this at all, far from it. They think it is not at
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all right to auribute 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
i the Jews, i
and even death itseif, and that in this way the man became the
“leader of our salvation,” returning 10 life and crushing the
the power of th
A. Do they have anything from the sacred scriptures to
demonstrate for us the truth of their docirine on such matiers?
Orare they innovating in the faith
‘own hearts and not from the mouth of the Lord,” as it is written
U 25:6). Pekas they i themselves unable o y: “As for

the wnrld is crucified to me, and 1 1o the world" (Gal 6:14).

B. They would claim they have [scriptural proofs; for the

ise Paul confirms this for s when he writes: “I was fitting

. because of whom are all things, and through whom are
\g5. 10 perfect the leader of their salvation through many
sufferings, thus leading many sons to glory" (Heb 2:10). They sly
that the one in whom are all things, and through whom are
s, can be none other than ( beWmd!zxno(GodlMl‘uha
and thathe, therefc
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 venerable mystery of the incar-
‘nation of the Only Begotten has tumed 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 (o atribute this (o that man. Nonctheless, the
most holy Paul wrote t0 certain persons: “It was necessary,
il 9 5y
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by these things whereas the heavenly realities themselves
should be purified by greater sacrifices than these. For Christ
i rinto holy p the figures
of the true realities, but into heaven itself, to appear now in the
presence of half. fer himself many
times, as the High Priest enters the holy places every year with
another's blood, otherwise he would have suffered many times
i ion of the world. No,
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 another’s 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 realities should be purificd by these
things” (Heb 9:23). The former clearly refers to the things that
were “symbolic” and “not his own,” “whereas the heavenly
things themselves should be purified with greater sacrifices
than these.™ This is why we ought to find out whatit s in C]
that is greater than the types, | mean what s truc, 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 10 a common man. Now let us take the
quotation from its beginning to the point relevant to our case.
“Thus it is written: “For we behold Jesus, who for a 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-

i
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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
the power of death, that is the devil, and should deliver those
ho through all their lives h 4
of death. He did not take his descent from 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 his descent from angels but from Abraham,” because it was
pleasi because of ings, and
through whom are all tings,"” to 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  slave and consecrated
his own flesh as a ransom for the life of al. The Christ has been
sanctified for u§ as a spotless oblation, and “by one offering he
has perfected those who were to be sanciified 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 a Paul confirms that God the Father has given his

m son for our he writes: his own
son but gave him up on behalf of us all, so how could he not
grantus allthings along with him” (Rom 8:32)? We say, then,
thatthe Word who shines forth from God's essence i his proper
Son, but that he is not given on behalf of us nakedly, as it were,
or as yet without flesh, but rather when he became flesh. To say
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that h 1 him, for b
the naure of the godhead, but i his own flesh. God the Father,
as I 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 not death (since the
Word is life and life-giver) to suffer in the flesh. But insofar as he
is considered as God he remained outside suffering in order that

of Christ has been called “the likeness of death. So it is written:
*“If we become one being with him in the likeness of his death, so
shall we be of his resurrection” (Rom 6:5). The Word was alive
even when his holy flesh was tasting death, s0 that when death
was beaten and cormuption trodden underfoot the power of the
resurrection might come upon the whole human race. It is a fact
that “just as in Adam all men die, so all men shall be made alive
in Christ” (1 Cor 15:22). How else should we say that the mystery
of| y of the Only Begotten i

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

B. Is this why we say that the Word of God the Father
himsclf 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, at least if Paul is truthful when he says: “He
is the i )magc of the invisible God, the first-bom of all creation,
for in him, whether
Thrones, or Domirions,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 s the beginning, the first-born 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

‘his flesh hi

despising the shame” (Heb 12:2). We do not say that a simple
man honored in conjunction with him (how, T know not) 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 erucified the Lord of Glory™ (1 Cor 2:8). He suffered
in the flesh for us, and on our behalf, “who is of the Jews
mm:mg ta the flesh, God ovr albistd forcve . Rom
9:5). Thi holy Paul has written,

apostle who hid the vy Chrit within himself, Bur, el me
this, when Christ says (o the Samaritan woman: “You worship
what you do not know. We worship what we do know, for
), 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. ch muchmoresevere o you
think would ¥
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foot the Son of God, considers the blood of the new covenant
acommon thing, and scoms the spirit of grace in which he was.
sanctified” (Heb 10:28-29)? Yet if it was not really 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,
h % :

en ly
thing? So, even if he is said to suffer in the flesh, even so he
At s Tne

ine 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 somcone might ask
why did the spirit-bearer not say simply and straightforwardly
here that he suffered, but added on the words “in the flesh™ He
knew, you sce, he knew that he was speaking about God, and
it e e speaking Mx

tohi
as God, adding on, most skillfully,
course, where the suffering occurs,

B. They argue that to have o say that the same one suffers
and does not suffer makes it seem like a fairy tale, and indeed
verges on the incredible. For either, as God, he has not suffered
atall, or altematively, if he is said to have suffered, then how
can he be God? For such reasons the one who suffers must be.
understood to be only the one who is of David's line.

the flesh,” which s, of

A. Is not this an evident demonstration of their fecbleness
of mind to choose 10 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 is above all
creation, who for our sake came in our likeness, the Word who
issucs from his own being, so that he might be scen as the
equivalent of the life of all. In my opinion it is the height of
absurdity, as I have already said, to find fault with the Only
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Begotten, when he did not disdain the economy and became
flesh, and accuse him of having militated against his own glory
by choosing inappropriately to suffer in the flesh. My good
friend, this was a matter of the salvation of the whole world.
Andsince 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 10 be his because it was his own body which suffered and
1o one clse’s. Since the manner of the economy allows him
blamelessly to 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 ts
greater than death and corruption. As God he is life

-giver, and so he raised up his own temple. This is why
the divine Paul said: 1 am not ashamed of the Gospel since it

(Rom 1:16), and again: " s fooli

for those that e perishing, but to those of s who are saved it
is the power of God, and t0 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 i the Son of Man glorified,
and 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 retumed 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 also say: *
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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. Wellthen,its the one “who is weak " in the flesh, insofar
b s

as who' d f God,’
a power 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 is written:
“According to the working of that power of his might which he
‘worked i 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 s 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 o whomsoever he wills, so does the Son give
life to anyone he wills" (Jn 5:21). And he is quite able to do

for the Jewi tollows:

“Destroy thi iseit” (Jn2:19),
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). Sois this adi toth
him? Someone who is honored because of a mere conjunction,
‘who receives the itle 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 in 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” to something else cannot be numerically one
with it; rather it is one alongside another. This, I think, makes
o things which are unequal in nature, atleas i he one that
i i who honors. Gi
g sy right hand, let them teach us who it is who
has been honored with these heavenly thrones, and sits along-
side the Father, since it would be a most dreadful thing to dare

hold a sl in the selfsame honor acreature
in the same honor as the 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 lttl further.

A Well, I think that our discourse has already treated these
‘matiers sufficiently and clearly enough but, alright, 1 will add
a few other things without hesitation to what I have already
said. 1 will not take up this fight for the sacred dogmas mean-

= ' A 3 .

gai
those who think perversities. He himself confirms tha it was
the Only Begotten 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 ga

his 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 belitle 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 Begotien Word of God from the cconomy in
order to bring in, as [ have said, someone alien, endowed with
external glories, who has the ttle 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 s sake, and a
small part at that? Perhaps it would ot even be wrong (o 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 Begotten has been given by the
Father 50 as (0 put our affairs in order, not that he should suffer
the things of man in his own nature, since this would be
impossible.

A. Inhis 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 lyrc
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
e 3 i i all thi thi
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 cmptied himsclf
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, that in the name of Jesus every knee
should bend, of those in heaven, on the carth, and in the
underworld, and cvery tongue should confess 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?
Who is it 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 ssues 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 &
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 o death, death on a cros:

B. They would argue that scripture says of him: “God
‘granted him the name above every name so 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 o say that the name
above every name was given rather 10 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 better (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, to 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.

‘Then should we conclude that the “name above every
‘name™ was given by God the Father to the Word who was bom
from him?
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A. Indeed so. And our argument is not off the mark in this
respect, at least if it is true that "he did not consider equality
with God a thing 10 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 with him in all thi
in the glory of the Godhead since he has existed with God

lyi i i s, 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
i pti . and he enjoyed

i oy ure
by nature (that is, to be worshipped by all) as a gift because of
his humanity. Every knee bends before him, “those in heaven
and those on earth,” and every rank proclaims his praise, for
Jesus Christ is believed on as Lord *1o 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” (Jn 17:5). So 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,

A. Who s it then who is asking for the glory which he says
existed in himsclf before the very foundation of the world, since
he was always and ever with God? Was it not God the Word
who is co-etemnal 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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befits a man. Since he is eterally God he ascends from the
limitations of our condition to the pre-eminence and glory of

true and 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 nceds much more support, so please
continue and clarify the mystery for us through some other
ideas.

A1 will surely do so, and very gladly. I would say that they
have missed the truth when they yoke together a different son
who is of David’s line with the true and natural Son, that is the
Only Begoten. Docs not sacre sripume clerly hout out:
an is of the earth, and earthly, the second is from
)u:av:n (1 Cor 15:47)? And does not the Son himself say: “For
T have 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 thaof allthat he has given me | should lose nothing.
? Whom
then do they say is this one who has come down from heaven?
For as far as the body was concemed 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 50, my friend. Yet the all-wise John writcs some-
‘where: “He who comes from above, .
insofar as the Father wishes to raise up all that he has given to
him, an act which s both good and godly, since it is fitting to
God (o 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

B:
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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. I and the Father arc one” (Jn 14:9; 10:30).

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

A. We say that the destruction of death and the banishing
of corruption from the bodics of men was certainly something.
that the Son wanted to do. As it is writien: “He takes no delight
i ion of the living, but ions of the world
are preserved” (Wis 1:13-14). * Yet through the envy of the
devil death entered into our world” (Wis 2:24). But there was
0 other way 10 shake off the gloomy dominion of death, only
by the incamation of the Only Begotten. This was why he
appeared as we are and made his own a body subject to
comuption according to the inherent system of its nature. In so
far as he himself i life, for he was bom from the life of the
Father, he intended to implant his own benefit within it that is
life tself. Once he had chosen to undergo likeness to us, out of
his compassion and loving-kindness towards us, then it was
also necessary 0 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
{0 the passion, and thus he said: “Father, if it is possible, le this
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chalice pass from me; but not my will but yours be done” (Mt
26:39). He is sayil ?

unwillingly to do what would cause him grief, but descended
50 that he might restore the resurrection to those on earth,
something he alone had formed afresh for human nature since
he became “the first-born from the dead” according to the flesh,
and the "first-fruits of those who have fallen asleep” (cf. Col
1:18; 1 Cor 15:20).

e we, then, to attribute the suffering to him and t0 no
other, insofar s he appeared as @ 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
aliving soul; the last Adam a life-giving spirit” (1 Cor 15:45).

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

A.This istrue, as ] have said, not “nakedly,” but rather when
he has come in our likeness. Then we say that he is the Last
Adam insofar as to give life s not a human act, but rather
something that befits God. He also has this title since he came
from Adam according t0 the flesh, as a second beginning for
those on eartf,to transform the nature of man in himself into a
newness of life in holiness and incorruptibility through the
resurrection from the dead. This was how death was destroyed
since life “naturally” did not allow its own body o endure
corruption since it was not possible for the Christ to be under
its dominion according t0 the words of the divine Peter (Acts

B. How excellently you put it.
A. But consider now this fact t0o.
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
of the 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 Begotten Word
of God who is born from him by nature?

B. Indeed so.

A. 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 baplized into Christ were baptized into his death”
(Rom 6:3). And yet “there is one Lord, one faith, one baptism"
Ehesy D .
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

ufferi i
under comuption, and so 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 to life again, so that
ol e 5 i

this way he saved what was lost (Mt 18:11)
the G

penly .
lays down his own life for the sake of the sheep.” And again:
“ i itdownof my X
T have the authority both to lay it down and (o take it up” (Jn
10:11,18). It does not pertin 1o any one of us, nor to any
common man, to have the authority o 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 if in shadows for those of ancient
times. fi i
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 all) “so that those who live should no longer

live for t half and
rose again” (2 Cor 5:15). Paul confirms this when he says:
“Theough the law 1 did o the law that | might ive to God. |
am crucifi Christ. Now it is no longer I who live but
Christ wholives in me. And the life that I now live in the flesh,
1 live 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
through him who suffered in the flesh for our sake we are
reconciled (o the Father o 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 sanctify the people through
his own blood” (Heb 13:12), and again: “We who were once
estranged and‘enemies in our mentality and our evil works, he
has now reconciled in his own fleshly body through his death,
to 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 alicn
glory, someone who did not have pre-eminence substantially.
but only as 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 him 10 have, then it would be entirely unfiting
for him o say: “I am the truth” (Jn 14:6). How can
‘which is not what it is said to be, but i really something fulsely
‘named and bastardized? But Christ is truth, and, as Godl is over
all. The Word remaincd what he was even when he became
flesh, all
his humanity, should keep in himself his transcendence of all
and remain above allthe limitations of the creation.

B. We would argue that one inflicts a terrible dishonor on

the
‘our noble mystery into disrepute.

A Well, "dcspixing the shame™ he chose to “suffer in the
flesh” for our sake, according to the scripture (Heb 12:2; 1 Pet
4:1), and in my opinion he must evidently have the problem of
a Jewish 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 sarch for wisdom, yet we

i “hrist; i X d

gentiles, but to J
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? [ really do not understand.
A. Does he not say that the suffering on the cross became
recks?

When they saw him iungmg on the wood Lhc former shook

of G sl bl

(Mt 27:40). They muugm that he was beaten by their power
and 5o 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, o the other hand, are
wholly incapable of grasping the profundity of the mystery, for
they think it s foolishness on our part 10 say that Christ died
for the life of the world. Yet this very thing which seems to be
foolishness i that which i “wiser than men.” This system

full of he«venly wisdom. What the Jews think of as weakness
i far stronger than men; for the Only Begotten 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

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 not in 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
notdeny be i y 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
lesh 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-

cad. 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 mightlead us from something tangible, s it were,
0 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
70 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,
the force of isoni . 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

of the Word, directly, 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 I 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,

eone 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 if 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
of 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. 1 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 10 us, and shared in flesh and blood, and
graced everything under heaven with the economy of the
incamation. This is how salvation came about with the Father
recapitulating all things in him, “things in heaven and things
on earth” as it is written (Eph 1:10). If they say that this is not
the Only Begotten 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
‘whosaved us, then it is no longer “the Lord himself who saved
us,” as it is written (Is 63:9 LXX), but one of our own number,
and in that case all those who are subject to corruption are not
brought o life by God (who does have the power 1o bring to
life) but by one who is subjeet to corruption himself, somcone
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 “appeared on the earth and had converse with
men” (Bar 3:37), taking the form of a slave as his very own,

feel ashamed Of this, they thereby expose themselves to the
charge of stupidity. There was no other way for the flesh to
become life-giving, even though by its own nature it was
subject to the necessity of corruption, except that it became the
very flesh of the Word who gives life t0 all things. 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 to them the inherent energy of its own
power, then surcly in an even greater degree the Word who is
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i life-giving poy gy of his own
selfinto his very own flesh. We can see that this s his very own
flesh since he is united 10 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 to define the doctrine of faith
correctly and without error, and are lovers of the doctrines of
the ruth, 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 caried off into

by the empty myths of certa . No,
‘we shall be built upon the foundation stone itself, that is Christ:
“For 1o one is able o lay any other foundation apart from that
already in position” (1 Cor 3:10-11), s the wise architect and
priest of his mysteries has so truly writien, This is why we
believe that there is only one Son of God the Father. This i
‘why we must understand Our Lord Jesus Christ in one person.”
As the Word he is bor divinely before all ages and times, but

according to the flesh. To the same one we attribute both the
divine and human characteristics, and we also say that to the
same the birth and i the cross sis

he appropriated everything that belonged to his own flcsh,
while ever remaining impassible in the nature of the Godhead.
This is why “every knce shall bend beforc him, and every
tongue shall confess that Jesus Christ s Lord, to the glory of
God the Father” (Phil 2:10-11).

—Amen.

8 prosopon.



