Lecture 4

We were discussing the Christological Controversies during the 4th and 5th centuries, the Apollinarian heresies, the reactions of both Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia followed by Nestorius. We discussed the first Council of Ephesus 431, the local Council of Constantinople 448, the situation before and after the reunion, the second Council of Ephesus 449, the approach towards the Council of Chalcedon. 

The aim of our study is to know how the division occurred, how to solve it, how we were able recently in the last twenty years to heal the Chalcedonian division. 

There existed two parties: one was fighting against the Eutychian heresy (mixture of two natures in one nature), the other was fighting against the Nestorian heresy (the division of two natures in Christ and putting together two persons i.e. the Son of God and the Son of man in an external union, in what he called the person of union which does not admit that God himself would be the Savior).

Misunderstandings started in the local Council in Constantinople 448, since the two natures formula was introduced. For the Alexandrian Pope this was against the normal teaching of Saint Cyril, thus he reacted against this council in the second Council of Ephesus 449.

The core of the issue is as follows: that the teaching of Saint Cyril of Alexandria is that the two natures continued to exist in the union, and the differences in the two natures were not destroyed as a result of the union. The two natures did not continue to exist separately but in union. This union is the ‘one incarnate nature of the Word of God’. He said that a human being is composed of two natures, body and spirit forming one human nature which is neither body only nor spirit only, and the body is not transformed into spirit, nor the spirit transformed to body. The proof is that when someone dies, his spirit goes to paradise while his body decays. So the body is one thing and the spirit another. Although body and spirit were united before death, but the spirit did not change into flesh. This is a type of union without alteration.

After the union of the divinity and humanity in Christ, the divinity was not separated from the humanity as is the case with a person who dies and his spirit departs from his body. I am only pointing to the fact that there is a proof that the spirit of a human being is not changed into flesh. The spirits of saints now are in paradise without their flesh. The nature of the spirit is not changed to flesh and the flesh does not dissolve in the spirit and vice versa. 

The union does not cause a change to the natures. Forming one nature does not mean mingling or change. If someone speaks of two natures in Jesus Christ does this mean he is a Nestorian? 

When we discussed the subject, in our dialogue with the Chalcedonians, they said that they accept that the two natures cannot be distinguished except in contemplation only. They also say that the person of Jesus Christ is one single person, and that the union is perfect, natural, hypostatic and real. To have natural union means that the human nature became the nature of the Logos in His incarnation; His very own nature. He took our nature and made it His very own. Those who speak about one nature say that it is one out of two without mixture, mingling or change. Those who speak of two natures say that they are two without separation and division.

Are they two natures or one? If we want to make a reconciliation between the two parties we would give the following suggested reconciliation:

In the one incarnate nature of the Word of God two natures continued to exist.

Saint Cyril of Alexandria spoke about the continuity of the existence of both natures, or that none of the two natures ceased to exist in the union. Concerning his famous formual: mia physis tou theou logou sesarkomeni   (he said when he speaks about one nature he does not mean the divine only or the human only. Sarx  means body and theou means God. The formula carries both what is human and what is divine in Jesus Christ. He said that the two natures continued to exist in the union. 

How can we reconcile the Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian?

In the one incarnate nature of the Word of God  two natures continued to exist.

Those who speak about two natures speak about the natures that continued to exist in the union, those who speak of one nature speak about the incarnation of the Logos. Those who speak about the one nature speak about the real union of the two natures, while those who speak of the two natures speak about the real continuity of existence of the two natures. Those who speak of two natures say ‘without separation and division’ and those who speak of one nature say ‘without confusion, mingling, alteration, mingling, or change’. Using ‘without’ this is the negative way of explaining it, if we want to speak positively we would use this formula. If I say ‘one nature’ I should say ‘out of two without mixture’, and if I say ‘two natures’ I should say ‘without separation’. To say ‘without’ is to defend yourself against a heresy which you refuse. 

The two parties were fighting against each others, but in reconciliation instead of fighting they integrate each other using one positive expression for both sides. The non-Chalcedonians preserved Orthodoxy against the Nestorian heresy, while the Chalcedonians preserved it against the Eutychian heresy. The Chalcedonians declared their rejection of the Nestorian heresy and the Non-Chalcedonians declared their rejection of the Eutychian heresy. 

The truth was preserved among the two parties. The train runs on the railway which is formed of two rails, it runs between the right and the left hand side rails. The two rails prevent the train from going to the other direction. Metaphorically, if we considered one rail to be the Chalcedonians and the other the non-Chalcedonians, the train would be the authentic Christological faith moving between the two rails. To speak more precisely we say that the train was preserved between them. 

The Chalcedonians are not Nestorians and the non-Chalcedonians are not Eutycheans. The Non-Chalcedonians are sometimes called ‘monophysites’ which is a wrong appellation, since ‘mono’ means single; we don’t say ‘monophysis’, we say ‘mia physis’.  Miaphysis means one incarnate nature, not single nature.  To say ‘single nature’ means only divinity or only humanity, this is monophysitism.  We are not monophysites, we are miaphysites; A miaphysite is someone who believes in the continuity of existence of the two natures in the union without any elimination of either of the two natures.  None of the two natures ceased to exist.  

The Council of Chalcedon

Pope Leo I did not accept the results of the Second Council of Ephesus 449 and absolved Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus and restored him back into communion.
 But then Emperor Theodosius fell off the back of his horse, this led to his death on 28 July 450. His sister Pulcheria stepped forth, assumed authority, married Marcian, an officer in the army, and declared him Emperor on the 28th of August of that same year.  Then, on 15 May 451, an imperial edict was issued summoning for a general council to be held at Nicea.  By the 1st of September the bishops had arrived in Nicea, but then they were ordered to proceed to Chalcedon, which was near to Constantinople.  About five hundred delegates assembled in the great church of St. Euphemia, and the first session of the council was held on 8 October, 451.

In that session Pope Dioscorus was questioned about the teaching of 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."
 

So Pope Dioscorus did not insist that Eutyches be rehabilitated or justified.  He also said, “I accept the phrase from two natures after the union.”  This phrase,  from two natures after the union, was not said by Saint Cyril of Alexandria, but his successor accepted it to ensure that he carries in his mind the continuity of existence of the two natures.  

In my view, to bring the two parties together, the best solution is to put it like that:  

In one incarnate nature, two natures continued to exist.

Two in one.

When you say they are two natures in one, the two parties can be reconciled.  Nobody in the fifth century thought of putting it in that way because the circumstances were very turbulent, and the interference of the emperors did not give time for anybody to search for a reconciliatory form, or phrase.

Thus in his affirmation of the one incarnate nature of God the Word he wanted to prove the indivisibility of the two natures after the union, and in his acceptance of the phrase 'from two natures after the union' he wanted to confirm what St. Cyril had affirmed i.e. the continuance of the existence of two natures in the union, without intermixture or confusion.

On the second session held on 10 October “there were men to raise objection to three passages of the Tome, and one delegate (this was Atticus of Nicopolis, a town in Illyricum) asked for time to compare it with the third letter of Cyril to Nestorius and the anathemas”... A five day recess was announced by the commissioners.

The Council of Chalcedon approved the synodical letters of the great St. Cyril of Alexandria and the Tome of Leo after revising it on the twelve anathematisms of Saint Cyril.
  The sentences that came out of it were to excommunicate, condemn and depose Eutyches, to annul most of the decisions of the Second Council of Ephesus 449, to depose Pope Dioscorus of Alexandria for administrative and legal reasons, and to restore Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus, and Ibas, bishop of Edessa, after they both agreed to anathematize Nestorius and his teachings.  However, the Council did not judge the writings of Theodoret and Ibas which are against the teaching of the great St. Cyril neither did it judge Theodore of Mopsuestia, the theological master of Nestorius, or his teachings.

In spite of the fact that the letter of Ibas, bishop of Edessa, to Maris, bishop of Ardaschir in Persia, in which he attacked the Ecumenical Council of Ephesus 431, the teachings of the great St. Cyril and his twelve anathematisms, was read out in the Council, the Council did not decree its condemnation.
 This led the group who rejected the decisions of the Council of Chalcedon to feel that there had been a kind of sympathy at the Council for the Nestorian side. However, the council affirmed the holiness of Saint Cyril and did not accept Theodore and Ibas till they subscribed anathemas against Nestorius.

The Chalcedonian side had later clarified its standpoint on this issue, showing the rejection of the Chalcedonians to Nestorianism in a definite manner, in the following Council held at Constantinople in 553, known as the Fifth Council.  This Fifth Council took the decision to anathematize the person and the writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, the teacher of Nestorius, and to anathematize the writings of Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus, also the writings of Ibas, bishop of Edessa, against the teachings of the great St. Cyril.
The Council of Chalcedon set a definition for the faith although its members had refused to do so in the beginning; under pressure from the legates of the Emperor, they gave up at the end.  The first draft stated that Christ was "of two natures", but the legates of the Emperor insisted that the text should include "in two natures".  After much resistance, on the basis that this phrase is included in the Tome of Leo which the Council had already accepted and therefore there is no need to include it in the definition of the faith, at the end the Council accepted this last phrase as both the legates of the Pope of Rome and the Emperor's commissioners insisted on it.

The definition that was accepted by the Council was not Nestorian; the Council had, in fact, stressed in all its decisions the anathematisation of both Nestorianism and Eutychism.  However, the definition did not include neither the phrase "hypostatic union", nor the phrase "there can be no distinction between the two natures except in thought only", which are the important phrases in the teaching of the great St. Cyril.  There was also a statement that anathematized "whoever believed in two natures before the union, and one nature after the union", by this they meant Eutyches and the doctrine of confusion between the two natures. It is well known that the Non-Chalcedonian side anathematizes whoever believes in "two natures before the union", because this expression suggests the existence of the humanity before its union with the divinity. This party accepts the phrase "of two natures in the union" and also "of two natures after the union".  However, anathematising whoever says "of one nature after the union" needed clarification, what was meant is the doctrine of intermixture or confusion because this anathematism could be interpreted as against the teaching of St. Cyril the great "one incarnate nature of the Word of God", which is the teaching that the Chalcedonian side held, and still hold and adhere to until today, along with their utter and full rejection to the idea of the intermixing and their affirmation of the continuance of the existence of the two natures in the union.

These issues of faith led Pope Dioscorus to reject the Council of Chalcedon, and led many groups in the East -including the Egyptian people- to denounce this Council.  The Council of Constantinople in 553, tried to treat the matter by using the phrases of Saint Cyril the great "hypostatic union " and "it is impossible to distinguish the two natures except by thought only", and by explaining the implication of rejecting those who believe in one nature on the basis of intermixing.  Yet the dispute between the Chalcedonians and the Non-Chalcedonians continued regarding the phrases "in two natures" and "of two natures".
The fourteen Egyptian Bishops who attended the Council of Chalcedon agreed with the anathematisation of Eutyches but they refused to put their signatures to the decisions of the Council or to the Tome of Leo.  Big troubles took place in the East due to the decisions of the Council of Chalcedon, and by the change of emperors, the situation changed.

On 16 March 457 Pope Timothy II (Aelurus) was elected in Alexandria as a successor to Pope Dioscorus after his decease. In the days of Emperor Basilicus, he was able to convene another general Council at Ephesus (some call this the Third Council of Ephesus) in 475, attended by 500 bishops.  This Council anathematized the teachings of Eutyches and the teachings of Nestorius and abrogated the Council of Chalcedon.  Seven hundred eastern bishops signed the decisions of this Council.
 The standpoint of Pope Timothy showed, through this Council, that the Non-Chalcedonian side was not, essentially, Eutychian in faith, as the Chalcedonian side had frequently accused it.

Then, in the days of the Emperor Zeno, another attempt to restore the union took place on the basis of the Henotikon, a document issued by Emperor Zeno on 28th July 482.  This was subscribed first by each of Acacius, Patriarch of Constantinople, Peter Mongus, Patriarch of Alexandria, in 484 by Peter the Fuller, who had then become Patriarch of Antioch, and Martyrius, Patriarch of Jerusalem.  Yet Rome did not join in signing the document, and Pope Felix III held a council and excommunicated Acacius, Patriarch of Constantinople.  Also, strong opposition took place in Egypt and a group called the Acephilists (without head) was formed.  Thus the Henotikon or the union document was not able to maintain the union which began with the Patriarchs of the four eastern sees who accepted and signed it.

Contemporary View of the Situation

Now we jump from the end of the fifth century to the end of the twentieth century; many events occurred in between.

The Non-Chalcedonian side had wished to discard Nestorianism by confirming the doctrine of the one nature of God the Word incarnate of two natures without intermixing, or fusion or change. The expression 'the one nature' is the truest expression on 'the natural union' which St. Cyril had taught in his third letter to Nestorius, and which was approved by both the Council of Ephesus and the Council of Chalcedon.

The Chalcedonian side wished to discard Eutychism by confirming the doctrine and expression of the two natures, non-separated, or non-partitioned, in order to affirm the continuance of the existence of the two natures and that they were not annihilated in the union, and to affirm the non-annihilation of the distinction in the attributes of the two natures due to the union.

Perhaps each of the two sides was complementary to the other in its expression of the one truth.  For those who professed one incarnate nature of two natures have added "without mixture or change" in order to refute Eutychism.  And those who professed two natures added "without separation or partition" in order to refute Nestorianism.  Both sides spoke of one truth that the Lord Jesus Christ is one divine-human being, i.e. they spoke of one being of two essences united in the one Christ.

Those who used the expression 'one incarnate nature' had meant to express the state of existence; those who used the expression 'two natures' had meant to express the reality of the continuance of the existence of the two natures.
In other words, some have spoken about the state of existence or being, and some have spoken about the reality of the existence, and because they both used the same word 'nature', they clashed.
Those who meant the 'state of existence' said "one nature", and those who meant the 'reality of existence' said "two natures".  The proof is that both sides have together accepted that there can be no distinction between the two natures except in thought alone.  This means that there can be no actual distinction between them in reality, but rather in imagination and contemplation.  This does not mean abolishing the reality of their existence, but abolishing the state of their existence not in union.  Unity is the truest expression of the 'natural union' ((,).

On this basis agreement was reached between the Chalcedonian and the Non-Chalcedonian sides in the Orthodox dialogue at Anba Bishoy's Monastery in Egypt in June 1989.  Both sides accepted the theological phraseology of the other, professing its orthodoxy. Both sides agreed that the Word of God, Himself, became perfect man, through incarnation, is consubstantial to the Father according to His divinity, and consubstantial to us according to His humanity - without sin.  Also, that the union of natures in Christ is a natural, hypostatic, real and perfect union without fusion or intermixing or change or separation.  That it is not possible to distinguish between the natures except in thought alone. That the Virgin Mary is ‘Theotokos’( with anathematising the teachings of both Nestorius and Eutyches and also the crypto-Nestorianism of Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus. Hoping that this agreement would be the basis of the union between the two parties.
Agreement with the Catholic Church on Christology:

We believe that our Lord, God and Savior 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.

This agreement was signed by Pope Shenouda III and the Patriarch of the Coptic-Catholic church in Egypt, and the delegates of the Pope of Rome. Later, Pope Shenouda received a letter from John Paul II praising this agreement.  

So, we signed an official agreement on Christology with Rome, we signed other agreements with the Byzantine Orthodox Churches which were accepted by synods of several churches, but we are waiting for the rest of the two families of orthodox churches to give their response.  We signed an agreement with the World Alliance of Reformed Churches (I shall give you its text to add it to your notes).  

Now, we are in dialogue with the Anglican Communion of Churches, with a proposal to start with an agreement on Christology.  Also in Germany we signed an agreement on Christology with the Lutheran Church in Germany.  

I can tell you that almost all denominations have signed agreements with us till now concerning the Christological debate which caused the division of the church in the fifth Century.  

Of course other aspects of dialogue are being discussed, because after the Chalcedonian division, other issues emerged along history which are nowadays subject to theological dialogue between the churches.  

Question:

Which church approached which church with the dialogues.  Did we approach the Catholics and Anglicans, or did they approach us?

Answer:

Concerning the Catholic dialogue: it happened that during the days of late Pope Cyril VI, he asked for a piece of the relics of Saint Mark to be brought from Venice to our church in Egypt.  Pope Paul VI sent part of the relics of Saint Mark to our new Cathedral of Saint Mark in Cairo,  in 1968.  Five years later, in 1973, it happened that Pope Shenouda agreed to visit Rome.  It was the first time for the Pope of Alexandria to visit Rome since the Chalcedonian division.  He was presented with a part of the relics of Saint Athanasius the Apostolic.  During that visit, he signed a common declaration with the Pope of Rome, including a statement on Christology.  He himself, on September 1971, in Vienna, wrote most of the abovementioned Christological statement,  during Pro-Orienta’s first theological consultation between Oriental Orthodox Churches and the Catholic Church.  It was an unofficial dialogue.  Two years later, he signed the Common Declaration with Pope Paul VI.  

Who approached the other?  Pope Shenouda visited Rome showing his seeking for the unity of the church.  In Rome, they asked him to create a theological commission for dialogue. He signed a Christological agreement and included in this declaration that this theological international commission shall discuss all other issues of difference between the two churches. In Rome they asked Pope Shenouda to create the commission but Pope Shenouda is the one who went to Rome.  

It came to happen that in recent decades, most of the churches in the world are working for and seeking the unity of the church using several means.  Every church from each side is doing what it can in search for the unity.  

However, to be frank with you, the Anglican Church is introducing everyday novelties.  I am the co-chairman of the Preparatory Commission for the Official Dialogue with the Anglican Communion, and I have on the agenda ten issues for dialogue.  Frankly, I tell you that I am afraid that in our next meeting the ten issues are going to increase, because everyday we hear about new things which might divide us.  

My request to all the churches now is that the causes of division of the past are sufficient, we should not introduce new causes of division because our dialogue may not be fruitful if this was the case.  

If you are running after a bus and the bus increases its speed, accelerating, is there hope that you may catch it?  The only hope if it decelerates, not accelerates.  At any rate, we are doing our best to bring the unity of the church. Every person who wants to bring unity should think about his responsibility, and not create new causes of division. 

Cloning is emerging these days. A pregnant woman was helped by an Italian medical physician for the first cloned human being.  I think all the churches should say one word jointly, and worldwide, that human cloning is not accepted.  The Catholic Church, I think is always very careful; they refuse abortion, and since they refuse abortion they will refuse experiments on embryos, since killing the embryo is a type of abortion, or is similar to it.  What will be the reaction of the other churches, we do not know. This is something which only appeared today in the newspaper.

Question:

What are the major difference between the Orthodox and the Roman Catholic Church.  Is there any major reasons for division between the two major churches now?

Answer:

In our official agenda of dialogue with the Roman Catholic Church, fixed by our Holy Synod, we have eight major items.  This was the first item suggested and decided in the meeting of our Holy Synod 1986.  In 1988, we signed the official agreement on Christology, and since then we are working on the other seven items. We discussed purgatory and the procession of the Holy Spirit (filoque). We also have on our agenda: salvation of non-believers, mixed marriages with non-believers, the immaculate conception of Saint Mary (her personal birth, not the birth of Jesus Christ), indulgences, and perhaps also Rome may ask for discussions on the primacy of Peter and primacy of Rome.  We did not include this point in our agenda.

I think that the most important issue which needs discussion is the salvation of non-Christians, which was also mentioned in the Vatican document issued last year entitled Domnus Iesus.  This document was discussed worldwide by many churches and many theologians; and I expect that this will be an important issue in our dialogue.  

I want to tell you, that being in dialogue is better than being apart from each other.  To meet together, discuss, and exchange ideas, gives a broader view about different aspects and gives a chance for better mutual understanding.  If there is readiness on both sides to approach each other and try to understand each other, truth is the thing which will persist.  

We are defending the faith against heresies; we are not fighting the Chalcedonians, we are defending against Apolliniarism, Nesorianism, and Eutycheanism heresy.  Even if there are no Apollinarians or Eutycheans, at least we have Nestorians who still exist and call themselves the Church of the East, in Iraq, Iran, the United States, India, and in Australia.  Some of them are peaceful people, they don’t know anything about Christology, but their theologians are defending Nestorius, so we have to be acquainted with the teaching of Nestorius and the Nestorian heresy.  

Question:

About wills issue.  

Answer:

In our agreement with the Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches, a point was mentioned concerning the will of the Logos.  In our  Interpretation of the First Agreed Statement on Christology on page 6 you find the following:

The Will of the Incarnate Logos:  The real union of the divine with the human.  The agreed statement gave a very clear solution for the debate concerning will of Jesus Christ as follows.  The real union of the divine with the human with all properties and functions of the uncreated divine nature, including natural will and natural energy, inseparably and unconfusedly united with created human nature with its properties and functions, including natural will and natural energy.  It is the Logos incarnate Who is the subject of all willing and acting of Jesus Christ.  

Jesus said to the Father, “My God, My God, why have You forsaken Me?” (Mat. 27:46), and in His prayer in the Mount of Olives he said, “O My Father, if it is possible, let this cup pass from Me; nevertheless, not as I will, but as You will.” (Mat. 26:39).
We have to make a distinction between what we can call natural will and personal will.  The natural will is the desire, while the personal will is the decision.  We all believe that Jesus Christ is one single person not a composite person from two persons, but only one single person Who is the Person of the Word of God, the Logos.  It is not normal for one person to have two personal wills, otherwise he will be two persons; and this is a Nestorian concept.  The monothelites, are those who believe in a single will in Jesus Christ, they were anathematized by the Chalcedonian churches.  

Our church also does not accept this concept that the natural human will was dissolved.  The natural divine will, natural human will were united without confusion and without mixture.  To say ‘without confusion’, means that the natural human will of Jesus Christ was not eliminated because of the union.  Does this mean that Jesus Christ had two wills?  It is impossible to say that He had two wills, otherwise He is going to be considered two persons.  That’s why we should define what we mean by the word ‘will’.  The same problem concerning the natures emerges with ‘will’.  He has His natural divine will united to His natural human will, but the two natural wills continued to exist in the union, in complete harmony without contradiction. 

What is the natural will and what is the personal will?  

The natural will is the desire; the personal will is the decision.  

You can say, ‘I want to drink, but I don’t want to drink’;  ‘I have a will to go, but I don’t will to go.’   What does this mean?  If you are fasting you say ‘I am willing to drink, but I shall not drink’?   It means that ‘I desire to drink but I decided not to drink’.  So, there is difference between the natural will and personal will.  The personal will works with the decision, while the natural will works with the desire.

As a human being Jesus Christ felt hunger and thirst while He was fasting on the mount. He naturally desired to drink or to eat, because His divinity did not eliminate the properties of His humanity; the energies and the natural will were not eliminated. Only tendency to sin was absolutely not in Him.  He never had a desire for sin - not to desire and resist;  no never.  He was absolutely holy and infallible.  However, all the other human desires were in Him.  One of these desires as any human being was that he does not like to die.  This normal desire was present in Him when He was approaching the cross.  But, obeying the Father, as a person He is the second Person of the Holy Trinity;  He is free, but He has input to His personal decision from His human desire and divine desire.  His divine desire is identical with the desire of the Father.  The three hypostaseis are three persons, three in their will, loving each other, but they have the same will and the same desire.  Three in number, but one in nature.  Naturally, whatever the Father desires, the Son desires, and the Holy Spirit desires.  

Are the natural wills identical?  No, because if they are identical this means that we are Eutychean and that there is confusion, since the natural desire of His humanity was absorbed in His divinity.  This is the heresy of Monotheletism.  If the two natural energies and natural wills are reduced to one natural will, this is the Eutychean heresy.  Saint Cyril of Alexandria said that the differences of the properties of the two natures were not destroyed because of the union.  

“O My Father, if it is possible, let this cup pass from Me; nevertheless, not as I will, but as You will.”.  In other words: O Father if You want You may let this cup pass from Me, but not as I desire but as Your will which is also My will, As You and Me decided.  Let it not be My desire but Yours which is Your decision and My decision.  

Jesus Christ has one personal will because He is one person. Concerning the natural will we can say that they are two in one, since the two natural wills are not mixed or cancelled, but they are in a perfect union, thus they are not separated.  His human desire and His divine desire are not separated.  Why?  Because He never followed His human desires unless it was accepted by His divine desire; and that is the full obedience of Jesus Christ to the Father.  Why do we say ‘to the Father’ and not ‘to His divinity’?  Because if we say that He is obedient to His divinity, this will mean that He is two personalities.  When I say, ‘He’, this refers to the person.  So I cannot say that He is obedient to Himself; that is illogical.  When we mention His obedience, we always refer to the Father; and the Father is automatically has the same desire and the same will of the Son.  It is wrong theologically to say that He was obedient to His divinity.  This is a Nestorian expression which is already condemned by Saint Cyril of Alexandria in his twelve anathemas.  Anything that leads to the concept of two persons, is Nestorian.  We should be very careful when we tackle this issue.  In the Greek text it is:  “Let it be not My desire, but Yours.”  In Arabic it is, “Not My desire, but Your desire” In Greek the word was not repeated when he was referring to the Father but said,  “But Yours”.  The core of the problem is that He said, “My will”.  The Greek term has two meanings, desire and decision.
  So scientifically speaking, the Greek text allows this interpretation.  

In the first agreement the following is stated:

The real union of the divine with the human, with all properties and functions of the uncreated divine nature, including natural will and natural energy inseparably and unconfusedly united with the created human nature with all its properties and functions, including natural will and natural energy…It is the Logos incarnate
 Who is the subject of all willing and acting of Jesus Christ.

In the second agreement, it is more clear:  

The one hypostasis of the Logos incarnate is always Who is acting and willing..  

It is the Logos incarnate Who is the subject of all willing and acting of Jesus Christ.  In other words all willing and acting are from one person.  But, sometimes He acts according to His divinity; and sometimes according to His humanity.  Thus the human natural will did not cease to exist, and also divine energies and human energies did not cease to exist.  

What does this mean?  It means that sometimes He did things from His divine energy and sometimes He did things from His human energy. When He accepted death, He accepted it according to His humanity.  When He destroyed Hades, He destroyed it according to His divinity, and so on.  The source of the energy was continuous in Him.  What is human was present and that’s why He fell under the cross; because His human energy continued in the union, without being separated from His divine energy.  When He raised the dead from the tombs, after His crucifixion, this was done through His divine energy.  So, the two energies continued to exist in the union.  

Simply, the two natural wills continued to exist in the union.  The two natural energies continued to exist in the union, without being separated.  One person was willing and acting – the same person.  Sometimes His will according to His humanity is to eat, and according to His divinity with the Father He is content to do it, so He eats according to His human desire with the consent of the Father. The motive of eating comes from His human desire, not His divine; because divinity does not hunger. 

Question:

“Then an angel appeared to Him from heaven, strengthening Him.” (Lk 22:43) Why did an angel come to strengthen Christ?

Answer:

In order to hide His divinity from Satan. This is one reason, another important reason is that He was fully human.  He resembled us in every aspect, except sin.  Any human being needs aid of angels during his passions and suffering?  If He did not accept the help of the angel at this stage, He is cancelling the fact that He is fully human.  There is a very clear verse which is direct to the point on this subject: “But we see Jesus, Who was made a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death crowned with glory and honour, that He, by the grace of God, might taste death for everyone.”  (Heb. 2:9). 

Question:

He just said Jesus, He didn’t say Jesus Christ. Is it meant to be highlighting His earthly name; His humanity?
Answer:

Who is Jesus Who tasted death and died for everyone?  He is the One who died for everyone; tasted death for everyone. 

Jesus was doing two things at that stage.  He was fully human in order to die for us, otherwise he would not die, besides He was trying to hide His divinity from Satan.  When He raised Lazarus from the dead, He declared His authority as God.  There should be a balance in order that Satan would dare to terminate His plan of crucifying the Lord.  The most important thing is that it is written that He, “…was made a little lower than the angels…” If He is a little lower than the angels, then it is normal that an angel helps Him. 

In the first chapter in order not to stick “…having become so much better than the angels, as He has by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than they. For to which of the angels did He ever say: You are My Son, Today I have begotten You? And again: I will be to Him a Father, And He shall be to Me a Son?  But when He again brings the firstborn into the world, He says: Let all the angels of God worship Him.”  (Heb1:4-5) 

In chapter one it is written, ‘Having become so much better than the angels’ and in chapter two,  “…a little lower than the angels…”. However, in chapter one he continues saying, “Let all the angels of God worship Him.”   So, Jesus Christ is the Son worshipped by all the angels.  
“And of the angels He says: Who makes His angels spirits And His ministers a flame of fire. But to the Son He says: Your throne, O God, is forever and ever…”

Now he speaks about Jesus Christ not only as the Son of God, but also as God also.

“But to which of the angels has He ever said: "Sit at My right hand, Till I make Your enemies Your footstool? Are they not all ministering spirits sent forth to minister for those who will inherit salvation?”  (1:13-14) 

In verse seven the angels are creatures, but the Son is God.  They worship Him, and none of them are allowed to sit at the right hand of the Father.  

It is clear that sometimes the words mentioned concern His divinity, and sometimes His humanity.  We are not confused because we know that He is a Theandric person, the Theanthropos; i.e. the God-man.  He is fully divine and fully human.  But, when He speaks about His death, he should show that He was fully human:  “…we see Jesus, Who was made a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death crowned with glory and honour, that He, by the grace of God, might taste death for everyone.  For it was fitting for Him, for whom are all things and by whom are all things, (He is the creator) in bringing many sons to glory, to make the captain of their salvation perfect through sufferings.” (Heb 2:9-10).  The writings of Saint Paul are like a symphony.  He makes you feel fascinated by what he is says.  

Question:

When Jesus cursed the fig tree He was hungry.  Was He acting in His natural will or His personal will; when He cursed the tree?

Answer:

We do not separate His humanity from His divinity.  Sometimes He acted by both.  For example, when He touched the leper, the leper said, “Lord, if You are willing, You can make me clean. Then Jesus put out His hand and touched him, saying, I am willing; be cleansed. Immediately his leprosy was cleansed.” (Mat 8:2-3).  By His divinity He willed to clean Him, and at the same time He touched Him with His hand.  So both were acting together in harmony, since they were not separated as I said.  When He cursed the tree, of course this was an indication about the Jewish nation at that time, who did not accept Him.  He said, “Now learn this parable from the fig tree: When its branch has already become tender and puts forth leaves, you know that summer is near. So you also, when you see all these things, know that it is near -- at the doors!” (Mat 24:32-33).  

The Jews are going to believe in Jesus Christ before His second coming, as a whole nation, not only individuals.  Cursing the tree at that time was referring to what will happen to the Jewish nation; when He said, ‘Your house is left to you desolate.’ (Mat 23:38). 

When He cursed the tree, His words had a divine magnitude, but it coincided with His desire to eat.  We can never think that Jesus Christ would curse a tree out of hunger.  It was not the season of figs, and the tree had leaves on it but was fuitless.  It was a deceiving tree;  with leaves without fruit.  The same situation of the Jewish nation: they had the temple, the law of Moses, the pride of being the chosen people of God, without the real fruit: to please God, represented by the appearance of His only-begotten Son Who was manifested in flesh.  He was not pleased with this tree, exactly as God was not pleased by what the doings of the Jewish nation.  He tried to reveal His divine feeling towards this nation through this example.  Of course, it is not out of some type of anger for being hungry, and when He is angry He destroys everything in His way.  Any humble person would never destroy a tree out of hunger.  He used the example of this fig tree that flourished but was fruitless, and it is known that the fig gives the fruit first and then the leaves appear.  This tree gave leaves without fruit; and this was the philosophy behind this event.  
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