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I- Prior Agreements with the Oriental Orthodox Churches:

a-The Roman Catholic Church:

The first Christological statement that was accepted by both the theologians of the Oriental Orthodox Churches and the Roman Catholic Church was drafted in September 1971 in Vienna by His Holiness Pope Shenouda III (the then Bishop Shenouda for Christian Education in the Coptic Orthodox Church). On this statement many Christological agreements and common declarations were based. 

The Vienna Statement of 1971 reads as follows:

 “We find our common basis in the same Apostolic Tradition, particularly as affirmed in the Nicean-Constantinopolitan Creed; we all confess the dogmatic decision and teachings of Nicea (325), Constantinople (381) and Ephesus (431); we all agree in rejecting both the Nestorian and Eutychian positions about Jesus Christ. We have endeavoured for a deeper understanding of the Chalcedonian and Non-Chalcedonian Christologies which have separated us until now.

We believe that our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, is God the Son Incarnate perfect in his divinity and perfect in his humanity. His divinity was not separated from his humanity for a single moment, not for the twinkling of an eye. His humanity is one with his divinity without comixtion, without confusion, without division, without separation. We in our common faith in the one Lord Jesus Christ regard his mystery inexhaustible and ineffable and for the human mind never fully comprehensible or expressible.”

After some years an official Christological agreement was signed in Saint Bishoy Monastery – Egypt in February 1988 between the Coptic Orthodox Church and the Roman Catholic Church which reads as follows:

“We believe that our Lord, God and Saviour Jesus Christ, the Incarnate-Logos is perfect in His Divinity and perfect in His Humanity. He made His Humanity One with His Divinity without mixture, nor mingling, nor confusion. His Divinity was not separated from His Humanity even for a moment or twinkling of an eye.

At the same time, we anathematize the Doctrines of both Nestorius and Eutyches”.

b-The Two Orthodox Families:

Another unofficial dialogue between the two Orthodox families of churches started in the year 1964 in Arhus, Denmark, continued 1967 in Bristol, 1970 in Geneva, and 1971 in Addis Ababa.

The official dialogue started between the two Orthodox families in 1985 in Chambezy – Switzerland 1985, continued  in Corinth 1987, and reached an agreed statement in Saint Bishoy’s Monastery, Egypt 1989. On this historical agreed statement another wider agreed statement was reached and signed by all the official representatives of their churches in Chambezy in September 1990. In this statement it was agreed to lift anathemas and restore full communion between the two families of Orthodoxy.

The basic theological points of this agreement are as follows:
1- Both families agree in condemning the Eutychian heresy.  Both families confess that the Logos, the Second Person of the Holy Trinity, only begotten of the Father before the ages and consubstantial with Him, was incarnate and was born from the Virgin Mary Theotokos; fully consubstantial with us, perfect man with soul, body and mind (nou/j); he was crucified, died, was buried, and rose from the dead on the third day, ascended to the Heavenly Father, where He sits on the right hand of the Father as Lord of all Creation.  At Pentecost, by the coming of the Holy Spirit He manifested the Church as His Body.  We look forward to His coming again in the fullness of His glory, according to the Scriptures.

2- Both families condemn the Nestorian heresy and the crypto-Nestorianism of Theodoret of Cyrus.  They agree that it is not sufficient merely to say that Christ is consubstantial both with His Father and with us, by nature God and by nature man; it is necessary to affirm also that the Logos, Who is by nature God, became by nature Man, by His Incarnation in the fullness of time.

3- Both families agree that the Hypostasis of the Logos became composite (() by uniting to His divine uncreated nature with its natural will and energy, which He has in common with the Father and the Holy Spirit, created human nature, which He assumed at the Incarnation and made His own, with its natural will and energy.

4- Both families agree that the natures with their proper energies and wills are united hypostatically and naturally without confusion, without change, without division and without separation, and that they are distinguished in thought alone (.

5- Both families agree that He who wills and acts is always the one Hypostasis of the Logos incarnate.

6- Both families agree in rejecting interpretations of Councils which do not fully agree with the Horos of the Third Ecumenical Council and the letter (433) of Cyril of Alexandria to John of Antioch.

7- The Orthodox agree that the Oriental Orthodox will continue to maintain their traditional Cyrillian terminology of “one nature of the incarnate Logos” ((), since they acknowledge the double consubstantiality of the Logos which Eutyches denied.  The Orthodox also use this terminology.  The Oriental Orthodox agree that the Orthodox are justified in their use of the two-natures formula, since they acknowledge that the distinction is “in thought alone” (). Cyril interpreted correctly this use in his letter to John of Antioch and his letter to Acacius of Melitene (PG 77, 184-201), to Eulogius (PG 77, 224-228) and to Succensus (PG 77, 228-245).

II-   Miaphysites and not Monophysites:
During the dialogue of the two Orthodox families it was made clear that the term ‘monophysites’ by which many Chalcedonian theologians and ordinary people are referring to the Oriental Orthodox is very wrong and does not express the reality of their Christological teaching. That is why many Chalcedonian theologians started to call the Oriental Orthodox ‘Miaphysites’.

In the Greek language—which was the world-wide means of communication in the first centuries of the Christological controverseis—the adjective ((means ‘alone (without a companion), only’
 ‘without accompaniment, sole, singly existent’.
 While ((means ‘one’ in opposition to many, in opposition to division into parts, and in ethical matters to dissension: to be united most closely’
 ‘one virtually by union’, ‘one and the same’, ‘one in respect of office and standing’.
 

On this ground Saint Cyril I the pillar of faith established his famous formula: “(” (and not “ (”) which means ‘one incarnate nature of God the Logos’ (and not ‘only nature’). By ‘one’ he means one nature out of two natures the distinction between them is ‘in thought alone’  as he frequently explained. 

Moreover, he explained the phrase ‘Hypostatic Union’ ( , to mean the union of two natures naturally in one single person. To Saint Cyril, the word hypostasis ( means the person  together with the nature ( that he carries.  The phrase hypostatic union to him, does not at all mean a union of persons, but a union of natures in one single person, a natural union (  or a union according to nature (. 

III-   The Teaching of Saint Cyril of Alexandria:

The teaching of Saint Cyril of Alexandria is mainly that Jesus Christ has one incarnate nature out of two different natures, namely divinity and humanity.

The formula of Saint Cyril of Alexandria “mia physis tou theou logou sesarkomene”
 is well preserved in the teaching of the Oriental Orthodox churches. The term ‘physis’ used by Saint Cyril in this formula means nature although he wrote another similar formula “mia hypostasis tou theou logou sesarkomene”
. For Saint Cyril Jesus Christ has one incarnate nature and is one incarnate hypostasis.

1- The terms used by Saint Cyril and what they mean:

Saint Cyril spoke about “Hypostatic Union” and refused completely the term “Prosopic Union” although for him a hypostasis cannot exist without its own prosopon.

For him to speak about two hypostaseis means speaking about two persons. That is why he wrote to his friend Acacius Bishop of Melitene:-

“Behold, those who fashion the confession of the true faith clearly name two natures, but maintain that the expressions of those inspired by God are divided according to the difference of the two natures. Then, how are these assertions not opposite to yours? For you do not allow the attributing of expressions to two persons, that is, to two hypostaseis.
But, my dear friends, I would say, I have written in the propositions:

If anyone attributes to two persons, that is, to two hypostaseis, the sayings and ascribes some to a man considered separately from the Word of God, and ascribes others, as proper to God, only to the Word of God the Father, let him be condemned.”

Saint Cyril also wrote against the Nestorians in his letter to Valerian Bishop of Iconium (letter no. 50):
“If they should say that God and man by coming together in one constituted the one Christ with the hypostasis of each obviously preserved unblended but distinguished by reason, it is possible to see that they are thinking and saying nothing accurate in this”

Saint Cyril showed his refusal to prosopic union in his second letter to Nestorius (epistula dogmatica – letter 4) and wrote:
“In no way will it be profitable that the true account of the faith mean this even if some admit  the union of persons (prosopic union).  For the Scripture has not said that the Word united the person of a man to himself, but that he became flesh.”

But to assure that to become flesh means to become man, Saint Cyril wrote in the same epistle:
“We say rather that the Word by having united to himself hypostatically (Kath Hypostasin) flesh animated by a rational soul, inexplicably and incomprehensibly became man.”

Saint Cyril further explained :
“But if we reject the Hypostatic unity as either unattainable or improper, we fall into saying that there are two sons”

Saint Cyril spoke of the composition (synthesis) of natures by union explaining how one nature can be a composite nature out of two different natures which are brought together into a unity. He wrote in his second letter to Succensus bishop of Dioceasarea, “For not only in the case of those which are simple by nature is the term “one” truly used, but also in respect to what has been brought together according to a synthesis, as man is one being, who is of soul and body. For soul and body are of different species and are not consubstantial to each other, but when united they produce one phusis of man, even though in the considerations of the synthesis the difference exists according to the nature of those which have been brought together into a unity. Accordingly they are speaking in vain who say that, if there should be one, incarnate phusis of the Word, in every way and in every manner it would follow that a mixture and a confusion occurred as if lessening and taking away the nature of man. For neither has it been lessened, nor is it taken away, as the question says. For to say that he has been made flesh is sufficient for the most complete statement of his becoming man.”
 

The question now is how to interpret the difference between the term “prosopon” (person) and the term “hypostasis” for Saint Cyril?

The term hypostasis for Saint Cyril always meant the personalised nature i.e. the person together with the nature he  possessed.
The composite hypostasis for Saint Cyril does not mean a composition of prosopons but rather a composition of natures in one single prosopon (person).

The term hypostatic union (() for him always meant the union of natures in one single person (prosopon).
This is why to speak about “hypostatic union” (hypostatical union) is automatically speaking about “natural union” (physical union).

That is what Saint Cyril wrote in his third letter to Nestorius (letter 17):

“We do not think that, being made flesh, the Word is said to dwell in Him just as in those who are holy, and we do not define the indwelling in Him to be the same. But united according to nature “kata physin”  and not changed into flesh, the Word produced an indwelling such as the soul of man might be said to have in its own body.”

Again in the same letter he wrote:

“The Word of God united, as we already said before, to flesh according to hypostasis “kath hypostasin”  is God of all and is Lord of all, and neither is he servant of himself nor master of himself.”

For the same reason Saint Cyril used both the expressions (Mia physis tou Theou Logou sesarkomene) and (Mia hypostasis tou Theou Logou sesarkomene), since hypostatic union for him always meant natural union.

The natural union of divinity and humanity in Jesus Christ is very important for our salvation by sacrificing his holy and divine body on the cross so that “God became my salvation” (Is. 12:2).

In order that God the Word would become man it is not sufficient for Him to put on humanity i.e. to be clothed with humanity. But the Word of God was incarnate and became Himself man while remaining God as He was. For example it is necessary for somebody in order to say “I am gold”, that he should have gold as his own nature through natural union. But if he only is wearing a ring of gold, he can never say “I am gold”. The Word of God incarnate said to the Jews: “me a man who has told you the truth” (John 8:40). This could never have been said unless He took our human nature and made it His own nature or as Saint Cyril wrote “His very own”
. Also we may notice that any human being can say I am flesh with reference to the body he owns and is united “according to nature” and “according to hypostasis” to his spirit.

Saint Cyril wrote: “We say that the only begotten Word of God, being spirit as God, according to the Scriptures, for the salvation of men was made flesh and became man, not by transmuting a body for himself from his own nature, nor by being deprived of being what he was, nor by having sustained a change or alteration, but by taking his, undefiled body from the Holy Virgin, a body animated rationally. Thus he proved that body to be his own in an incomprehensible, unconfused and entirely ineffable union, not as the body of someone else but known as his very own.”

2- The incarnate Logos is consubstantial in Godhead with the Father and consubstantial with us in manhood without sin. The two natures for Saint Cyril continued to exist in the union and are distinguished in thought alone (refer to point 3). 

In his second letter to Succensus Bishop of Diocaesarea in Isauria Saint Cyril wrote:

“If we call the Only-begotten Son of God become incarnate and made man ‘one’, that does not mean he has been ‘mingled’, as they suppose; the Word’s nature has not transferred to the nature of the flesh or that of the flesh to that of the Word--no, while each element was seen to persist in its particular natural character for the reason just given, mysteriously and inexpressibly unified he displayed to us one nature (but as I said, incarnate nature) of the Son. ‘One’ is a term applied properly not only to basic single elements but to such composite entities as man compounded of soul and body. Soul and body are different kinds of thing and are not mutually consubstantial; yet united they constitute one nature of man () despite the fact that the difference in nature of the elements brought into unity is present in the composite condition.  It is therefore idle for them to claim  that if there is one incarnate nature  of the Word it follows there must have been a mingling and merger, with the human nature being diminished by its removal. It has neither got smaller nor is it being removed (to use their terminology); for to state that he is incarnate gives completely adequate expression to the fact that he has become man. Had we kept silence on that point, their captious criticism might have had some ground; as it is, seeing that the fact that he is incarnate has of course been added, how can there be any suggestion of diminution or illicit removal?

‘If the self-same is seen as fully God and fully man, as consubstantial in Godhead with the Father and consubstantial with us in manhood, what about the fullness if the manhood no longer exists? What about the consubstantiality with us, if our substance..  no longer exists?’

The answer, or explanation, in the preceding paragraph adequately covers this further point. If we had spoken of the one nature of the Word without making the overt addition ‘incarnate’, to the exclusion apparently of the divine plan, there might have been some plausibility to their pretended question about the complete humanity or the possibility of our substance’s continued existence. In view, though, of the fact that the introduction of the word ‘incarnate’ expresses completeness in manhood and our nature, they should cease leaning on that broken reed. There would be good grounds for charging anybody who deprives the Son of his complete manhood with casting overboard the divine plan and denying the incarnation; but if, as I said, to speak of his being incarnate contains a clear, unequivocal acknowledgement of his becoming man, there is no problem to seeing that the same Christ, being one and unique Son, is God and man as complete in Godhead as he is in manhood. Your Perfection expounds the rationale of our Saviour’s passion very correctly and wisely, when you insist that the Only-begotten Son of God did not personally experience bodily sufferings in his own nature, as he is seen to be and is God, but suffered in his earthly nature. Both points, indeed, must be maintained of the one true Son: the absence of divine suffering and the attribution to him of human suffering because his flesh did suffer.”

In the same letter Saint Cyril wrote:

“two natures exist inseparably after the union.”

In this passage Saint Cyril explained both facts that the two natures with all their properties continued to persist  i.e. to exist inseparably after the union forming ‘one incarnate nature’ or ‘one composite united nature’ or as stated in the agreed statement between the two families of Orthodox churches: “an inseparably and unconfusedly united real divine-human being” or “the natures which are united to form one composite unity”.

Also in this passage Saint Cyril assured the double consubstantiality of the Logos Incarnate and that the two natures are not mingled because of the union, so that no element is transferred to the other but each nature remained what it was retaining its own natural properties in the union. This teaching as preserved in the Oriental Orthodox Churches shows how they reject the Eutychian heresy and are not Eutychian.

But it should be noticed that the ‘one incarnate nature’ mentioned in the teaching of Saint Cyril does not mean that the Holy Trinity became incarnate, since the three persons of the Trinity are clearly distinct from each other yet one in substance (essence) consubstantial and one in divine nature.

The Oriental Orthodox and the Orthodox are expressing the same reality when they speak about one composite (synthetos) nature or one composite (synthetos) hypostasis, since the composition in the hypostasis of the incarnate Word of God is the composition of natures and not that of persons.

Following the teaching of Saint Cyril, the Oriental Orthodox realize that the union of the divine nature and the human nature in Jesus Christ does not mean that the Holy Trinity became incarnate, but it is the Only-Begotten Son of God who made this possible in his own Person.

3- Saint Cyril wrote that the divine nature and the human nature which were united together in Jesus Christ, could be “distinguished from each other in contemplation only (ti theoria moni)”.

This fact was expressed by Saint Cyril of Alexandria in his letter to Acacius Bishop of Melitene (letter 40):

“Accordingly, whenever the manner of the Incarnation is closely considered, the human mind doubtless sees the two, ineffably and unconfusedly joined to each other in a union; but the mind in no wise divides them after they have been united, but believes and admits strongly that the one from both is God and Son and Christ and Lord.”

Saint Cyril also wrote in the same letter:

“Wherefore, we say that the two natures were united, from which there is the one and only Son and Lord, Jesus Christ, as we accept in our thoughts; but after the union since the distinction into two is now done away with, we believe that, there is one physis of the Son”
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Some Chalcedonian theologians used to claim that for Saint Cyril the term ‘physis’ always meant ‘hypostasis’.   J. I. McEnerney, Villanova University, the translator of “The Letters of Saint Cyril of Alexandria, The Fathers of the Church”, Vol. 76, C.U.A. Press, 1987, p.193,  in a footnote to letter 45 par. 6 wrote the following:  “Here phusis means “person” to Cyril”. 

He also claimed that for Saint Cyril that terms: physis, hypostasis, prosopon are synonymus. In the footnotes of Letter 17, points 9 and 10,  J. I McEnerney, Villanova University, the translator of “The Letters of Saint Cyril of Alexandria, The Fathers of the Church”, Vol. 76, C.U.A. Press, 1987, p.84 wrote the following:

“Here Cyril used the word ( which can present a problem. If translated “nature”, it would be heretical, for it would imply one nature in Christ, exactly the doctrine Cyril is at pains to refute. To Cyril (, ( and  mean the same, a concrete individual or person, for example his famous formula is, Christ is the one incarnate (of the Word of God, yet later in this letter (cf. note 17, infra) he used the word (in this formula. When speaking of the humanity of Christ, Cyril usually used the word  following Jn 1.14, and when speaking of the incarnate Word, he used the term (. See Letter 40, note 22 and Quasten 3.139” “Cyril frequently used the comparison of the union between the soul and body of man to illustrate the intimate union of the Word and Mary’s Son, and to show that there is no fusion of the divine and human in Christ. The thing which we have already shown impossible in his teachings.”  In the comments on point 10 the following is mentioned: “Cyril’s term is  (  which does not mean a physical union, but a personal union in his terminology, cf note 12”. 
The following words of Saint Cyril in his second letter to Succensus, together with what was mentioned before on page 5 from his second letter to Nestorius are the best answer to such claims: “Again this question is no less in opposition to those who say that there is one incarnate phusis of the Word, and the proposers, desiring to prove that this formula is rather useless, eagerly strive to prove that two natures always subsisted. But they have ignored the fact that those things which are usually distinguished not just according to speculation, completely and specifically differ from one another in every manner separately into diversity. Let a man like unto us be an example for us again.  For we know that there are two natures in him, one the nature of the soul and the other the nature of the body. But when we divide him merely in thought and conceive the difference in subtle speculations or the presentations of thought to the mind, we do not posit the natures one apart from the other, nor indeed do we at all impute to them virtual existence through the division, but we conceive of them as the natures of one man, so that the two no longer are two, but through them both the one living being is produced. Accordingly,  even though they would speak of the nature of humanity and the nature of divinity in Emmanuel, still the humanity became the Word's own, and one Son is meant with his humanity.”
 

Can anybody claim that the term pusis (nature) can mean hypostasis or prosopon in this passage? 

IV-  Saint Severus of Antioch supporting the Christology of Saint Cyril:

Saint Severus strongly defended the Cyrillian Alexandrine Christology and skilfully brought into unity the Antiochene and Alexandrine teachings concerning the incarnation of the Logos.

Saint Severus of Antioch wrote: 

“Those therfore, who confess that the Lord Jesus christ is one (made up) of godhead and manhood, and that he is one prosopon, one hypostasis, and one nature of the word incarnate, recognize and affirm also the difference, integrity, and otherness of the natures, of which the one christ is ineffably formed. As they perceive this by subtle thought and contemplation of the mind, they do not take it as a ground for dividing the  Emmanuel  into two natures after the union.”

He also wrote:

“Since the one Christ is one nature and hypostasis of God the Word incarnate from Godhead and manhood, it necessarily follows that the same is known at once as consubstantial with the Father as to Godhead and consubstantial with us as to manhood. The same is the Son of God and the Son of man. He is not, therefore, two sons, but he is one and the same son.”

V. C. Samuel in his book “The Council of Chalcedon Re-Examined” wrote the following:

“The non-Chalcedonian theologian affirms that the union of Godhead and manhood in Jesus Christ was not a union of two natures understood as abstract realities, but of God the Son with the manhood which became individuated in the union. Though the manhood was not an independent hypostasis over against God the Son, it is hypostatic in the union. Accordingly, Severus and almost all other theologians recognized by the non-Chalcedonian side insist that the one hypostasis is not ‘simple’; but it is ‘composite’. As we have noted, this is a Cyrilline idea, which shows that the ‘one nature’ expression, as it is conserved in Alexandrine tradition, does not lend itself to be described as ‘monophysite’.

The one hypostasis of Jesus Christ is not simply the hypostasis of God the Son, but it is the hypostasis of God the Son in his incarnate state. So Severus writes in his contra Grammaticum.

The natures and the hypostases, of which he has been composed are perceived irreducibly and unchangeably in the union. But it is not possible to recognize a prosopon for each of them, because they did not come into being dividedly either in specific concretion or in duality. For he is one hypostasis from both, and one prosopon conjointly, and one nature of God the Word incarnate.”

For Saint Severus of Antioch a human hypostasis can be an individuated human nature and not a personalised nature. That is why he said that the hypostases of which the incarnate Logos has been composed “are perceived irreducibly and unchangeably in the union. But it is not possible to recognize a prosopon for each of them.”

He explained that the prosopon of the hypostasis of God the Word is shared by both the divine and the human hypostases of our Lord Jesus Christ, because as he wrote, “they did not come into being dividedly either in specific concretion or in duality. For he is one hypostasis from both, and one prosopon conjointly, and one nature of God the Word incarnate.”

The concept of assuming an individuated human nature can be seen in thought alone in the formation of Eve from Adam and also in the incarnation of the Word of God from Saint Mary the Mother of God (Theotokos).

V-  The Oriental Orthodox Churches are Cyrillian not Eutychian:

1-Pope Dioscorus of Alexandria in the first session of the Council of Chalcedon 8 October 451, was questioned about the teaching to Eutyches whom the Second Council of Ephesus (449) had exonerated. He said “If Eutyches holds notions disallowed by the doctrines of the church, he deserves not only punishment but even fire: but my concern is for the Catholic and apostolic faith, not for any man whomsoever."
 And he also stated: "I accept the phrase from two natures after the union”
.
In his acceptance of the phrase ‘from two natures after the union’ he confirmed what Saint Cyril had affirmed i.e. the continuance of the existence of the two natures in the union without intermixture or confusion (refer to article III).

2- The last confession declared by the priest in the Coptic Orthodox Eucharistic Liturgy states:

“Amen. Amen. Amen I believe, I believe, I believe and confess to the last breath  that this is the life-giving Flesh that Your only-begotten Son, our Lord, God, and Savior Jesus Christ, took from our Lady, the Lady of us all, the holy Theotokos, Saint Mary.

He made It one with His divinity without mingling, without confusion, and without alteration.” 

VI-   What Anglicans and Oriental Orthodox can say Together about the Incarnation of Our Lord:

(i) We confess that our Lord, God and Saviour Jesus Christ is the Only-Begotten Son of God who became incarnate and made man in the fullness of time, for us and for our salvation.

(ii) Saint Cyril of Alexandria explained the mystery of incarnation in his second letter to Succensus, Bishop of Diocaesarea in the province of Isauria as follows:

“If we call the Only-begotten Son of God become incarnate and made man ‘one’, that does not mean he has been ‘mingled’; the Word’s nature has not transferred to the nature of the flesh or that of the flesh to that of the Word--no, while each element was seen to persist in its particular natural character for the reason just given, mysteriously and inexpressibly unified he displayed to us one nature (but as I said, incarnate nature) of the Son. ‘One’ is a term applied properly not only to basic single elements but to such composite entities”
  He also added in the same letter: “…two natures exist inseparably after the union.”

(iii) Following the teaching of our common father Saint Cyril of Alexandria we can confess together that:

[In the one incarnate nature of the Word of God, two different natures continued to exist without separation, without division, without change, and without confusion.]

(iv) It is important to note that the union was according to nature , according to hypostasis , real and perfect.

(v) Also it is important to note that the prosopon of the Logos was the same prosopon of the incarnate Logos without any prosopic union,  since the human nature was personalized in the person of the Logos.

(vi) The prosopon of the Logos has two births the first before ages of ages from God the Father according to His divinity and the second in the fullness of time from the Holy Virgin Saint Mary according to His humanity. That is why she is called mother of God (Theotokos).

(vii) We agree that the Hypostasis of the Logos became composite (() by uniting to His divine uncreated nature with its natural will and energy, which He has in common with the Father and the Holy Spirit, created human nature without sin,  which He assumed at the Incarnation and made His own,  with its natural will and energy.

(viii) We agree that the natures with their proper energies and wills are united hypostatically and naturally without confusion, without change, without division and without separation, and that they are distinguished in thought alone ().

(ix) We agree that  He who wills and acts is always the one  Hypostasis of the Logos incarnate.

(x) We reject together both the teachings of Nestorius and Eutyches.

(xi) In view of the resolutions of the Lambeth conferences (cf. LC1908 and 1920 Reports and Resolutions 08.63/64 and 20.21) concerning the Christology of the Assyrian Church of the East which were reaffirmed in Lambeth Conference 1998,  the Oriental Orthodox,  finding themselves not in agreement with these resolutions, need to continue the Christological discussions with the Anglicans on this concern.
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At the moment of Incarnation, the divine and human natures of Jesus Christ are united to each other in a mysterious union












