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St. Cyril wrote three letters to Nestorius asking him to reconcile his teaching with the orthodox teachings of the fathers of the church but Nestorius did not accept.


The letters of St. Cyril were always started as follows : “To the  most pious and most God-loving bishop Nestorius”. 


His third and last letter to Nestorius was sent from “Cyril and the synod assembled in Alexandria from the diocese of  Egypt.”


Before mentioning the twelve anathemas St. Cyril wrote in that letter “We confess that he, the Son begotten of God the Father, and only begotten God, though being incapable of suffering according to his own nature, suffered in his own flesh for our sake, according to the scriptures, and that he made his own the sufferings of his own flesh in his crucified body impassibly, for by the grace of God and for the sake of all he tasted death by having surrendered to it his own body although by nature he was life, and was himself the Resurrection”.


In this statement it was clear to Nestorius that St. Cyril did not claim that the Word of God suffered according to His divinity, but rather suffered in “His own flesh”. Besides St. Cyril clarified that the same Word of God was impassible according to his own divine nature even on the cross after the incarnation and that  according to this divine nature he continued to be life.


Therefore it is not fair to say that the teachings of St. Cyril gave to Nestorius the impression that the Logos had suffered in his own divine nature.


On the other hand concerning the man-God Christology, it is clear that this can be a great heresy. If someone is going to claim that the Antiochene Christology is based in that way, to say that a man was formed in the womb of Virgin Saint Mary at the same moment when the Logos assumed this man, this would not mean that the Logos became incarnate or God manifested in flesh, but that man became God in Jesus Christ.

The Word of God did not assume a man with a human person (prosopon) but he became man by assuming perfect humanity and uniting it to Himself from the very moment of incarnation. “The Word of God came in His own person”


A divine  person carrying the perfect human nature is a perfect man, similar to the fact that the same person carrying the divine nature is a perfect God.

The Logos was possessing the divine essence of the Father from eternity in His own person (prosopon).


In the incarnation the same prosopon of the Logos possess the human essence of our nature making this essence His very own, so that there was no need for a human prosopon to be added to the prosopon of the Logos. In his own prosopon the human nature was personalized and became a perfect man -without sin- and at the same time He remained a perfect God as He was, without mixture, without change, without confusion.


St. Cyril also was aiming to differentiate between dwelling and union. Thus he wrote in his third letter to Nestorius : “Neither do we say that the Word of God dwelled, as in an ordinary man, in the one born of the Holy Virgin, in order that Christ might not be thought to be a man bearing God... 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”.


Some theologians
 claim according to Nestorius that this natural union is not correct “In a natural composition, says Nestorius, it seems that none of the natures from which it exists is complete. They need each other in order to be and to subsist. So the body needs the soul for it to live and the soul needs the body for it to feel” (LH 268).


In response to what Nestorius is being excused of, we affirm that the rational souls of human beings are existing and enjoying paradise even after departing from their own bodies. That is why the Lord said to the repentant thief on the Cross “today you will be with Me in Paradise” (Luke 24: 43). On the other hand concerning the body of any person, it is well known that his body is united to his rational soul at the moment of coming into existence, so that it does not subsist separately from its own rational soul. The same happened with the perfect humanity of Jesus Christ, since it did not subsist separately from the moment of incarnation. It is His very own humanity and, as the body of any human being does not subsist separately in life from its own rational soul, otherwise it would be an animal, similarly the humanity of Jesus Christ did not subsist separately from His divinity even for a moment, or for the twinkling of an eye.


There are mysteries about which we should not use our thoughts to go deeper than necessary, remembering what St. Paul said “I know a man in Christ who fourteen years ago whether in the body I do not know, or whether out of the body I do not know, God knows” (2 Cor.12: 2)


Concerning the teaching of Nestorius it is very clear that he taught two persons united in one person in Jesus Christ and that is why he refused the term “Theotokos” to express the birth of the incarnate God from the Virgin St. Mary. He considered the one born from her as merely a  man in conjoining (conjunction) with the Logos the Son of God. Quotations are given as follows :-

(i) “Two are the prosopa, the prosopon of he who has clothed and the prosopon of he who is clothed” 
  (LH 193 )

(ii) Therefore the image of God is the perfect expression of God to men. The image of God, understood in this sense, can be thought of as the divine prosopon. God dwells in Christ and perfectly reveals himself to men through him. Yet the two prosopa are really one image of God.

 (iii) “We must not forget that the two natures invovle with him two distinct hypostaseis and two persons (prosopons) united together by simple loan and exchange” 
  (Nau, p. xxviii).


The three abovementioned quotations are taken from the book entitled “Bazaar of Heraclides” which some theologians are aiming to exonerate Nestorius and justify his teachings by referring to it as written by him in his exile after the council of Chalcedon.

Relation of the Coptic Orthodox Church with the Assyrian Church:


A dialogue was started through the M.E.C.C. and we were promised by the Assyrian delegation that the veneration of Nestorius, Diodore, and Theodore would be removed from their liturgical texts & teaching resources, together with the lifting of anathemas against our holy fathers such as St. Cyril & St. Severus. The draft of the unsigned common declaration states “Furthermore, they pledge to endeavor to remove from their liturgical and official sources any contradiction to this agreement”. We have the records of the meeting in St. Bishoy monastery that no request was offered, as that offered in Mar Bawi’s paper today, concerning the lifting of anathemas against Nestorius and his doctrinal teachers.


Also in this common declaration draft we did not accept the term “Christotokos” as mentioned in the same paper of Mar Bawi, neither have we stated “The Legitimization and acceptance of the different emphases each church has historically made concerning the mystery of Christ, in its theological tradition”. On the contrary we stated, “However our Christological expression may have diverged historically, we experience ourselves united today in the confession of the same faith in the Son of God who became man.” This statement was based on a Christological draft which differs from what is offered in many papers of the Syriac Dialogue, including accusations mentioned against St. Cyril of Alexandria and the ecumenical Council of Ephesus.


That is why revising the whole situation needs more time and more dialogue in order to be able to formulate a common declaration between our two churches, the thing which we hope God may grant in the future.
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