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Il mondo accademico e la comunità scientifica hanno subito una 
grave perdita. Il 3 novembre 2020 è mancato Massimo Marcoc-
chi, professore emerito di Storia del cristianesimo presso la sede 
milanese dell’Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore.

Nato nel 1931 a Cremona, compì gli studi universitari a Pavia, 
dove fu alunno del Collegio Borromeo negli anni del rettorato di 
Cesare Angelini, fine letterato ed umanista cristiano, che eser-
citò un profondo influsso sulla sua formazione intellettuale e 
spirituale.

Laureatosi in Lettere nel 1953 con una tesi di letteratura latina 
sull’epistolario di s. Girolamo, indirizzò i suoi interessi verso la 
storia del cristianesimo sotto la guida di Mario Bendiscioli, cui 
rimase legato da un rapporto duraturo di collaborazione e di 
amicizia, condividendone interessi scientifici, sensibilità cultu-
rale ed impegno intellettuale.

Pavia segnò per Marcocchi, oltre che una tappa fondamen-
tale per la sua formazione, anche l’inizio della sua carriera uni-
versitaria: conseguita nel 1969 la libera docenza, insegnò Storia 
del cristianesimo presso la facoltà di Lettere e Filosofia dell’ate
neo pavese fino al 1980, quando vinse il concorso a professore 
ordinario.

ANNAROSA DORDONI

IN MEMORIAM  
MASSIMO MARCOCCHI
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Dopo un anno di docenza all’Università di Chieti, fu chia
mato nel 1981 a ricoprire la cattedra di Storia del cristianesimo 
all’Università Cattolica di Milano, nell’ottica di un potenzia
mento del Dipartimento di Scienze religiose fortemente voluto 
dal rettore Giuseppe Lazzati. Qui Marcocchi svolse un’intensa e 
appassionata attività di ricerca e di insegnamento fino al 2004, 
anno della quiescenza.

Rigore scientifico, libertà da giudizi precostituiti e da intenti 
apologetici, forte tensione spirituale e attenzione ai problemi 
ecclesiali hanno improntato il suo magistero e la sua multifor- 
me attività, esplicata in una corposa produzione di saggi, nella 
partecipazione a convegni, nella promozione di studi, nella  
collaborazione a riviste di alto profilo scientifico e nel contri-
buto offerto a varie case editrici (prima fra tutte la Morcelliana) 
e ad enti storici (tra cui l’Istituto Paolo VI di Brescia e la Fon- 
dazione don Primo Mazzolari).

Tema centrale della sua indagine storica, fin dai primi anni 
Sessanta, è stato il Cinquecento religioso, studiato attraverso  
i grandi nodi della Riforma cattolica, della Riforma protestante 
e della Controriforma: un tornante storico cruciale che Mar-
cocchi ha affrontato sulla scia dell’interpretazione jediniana e 
tenendo conto delle più recenti prospettive storiografiche, ma 
senza lasciarsi imprigionare da categorie cristallizzate e da for-
mule astratte. A partire dalla ricca antologia edita in due volumi 
dalla Morcelliana nel 1967–1970 e attraverso i successivi studi 
dedicati a momenti, istituzioni e figure rappresentative del rin-
novamento cattolico tridentino e post-tridentino, il suo intento 
è stato quello di dare voce alle fonti e di esplorare, alla luce di 
queste, il concreto e variegato dispiegarsi delle istanze riforma-
trici nei diversi contesti. Ne sono testimonianza le ricerche sul 
Collegio Ghislieri di Pavia e sul Collegio della Beata Vergine di 
Cremona, sull’attuazione dei decreti tridentini attraverso l’isti-
tuzione dei seminari e l’opera riformatrice dei vescovi. Tra que-
sti Carlo Borromeo, ma anche pastori come Cesare Speciano, 
Domenico Bollani, Carlo Bascapè, che hanno incarnato l’ideale 
del vescovo tridentino con uno stile personale, non appiattito 
sul modello borromaico.

Anche il vivace slancio missionario della Chiesa tridentina 
e post-tridentina nei paesi extra-europei è stato indagato da 
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Marcocchi che vi ha dedicato, oltre ad un’ampia sintesi nella 
Storia della Chiesa di Fliche-Martin (1988), alcuni interessanti 
contributi, in particolare il volume Colonialismo, cristianesimo 
e culture extra-europee (Jaca Book 1981), dove un documento 
fondamentale come la Istruzione di Propaganda Fide ai vicari 
apostolici dell’Asia orientale (1659) è tradotto ed inquadrato nel 
contesto delle politiche coloniali, delle strategie missionarie e 
delle problematiche sottese all’inculturazione del messaggio  
cristiano. Un tema, quello del rapporto tra cristianesimo e cul-
tura, particolarmente caro all’autore ed emblematico anche del 
suo percorso intellettuale ed esistenziale.

Un altro ambito verso cui Marcocchi ha orientato la sua ri-
cerca è rappresentato dalla storia della spiritualità cristiana, stu-
diata nelle sue correnti, attraverso figure di mistici e di autori 
spirituali in un ampio arco di tempo che, dall’inizio dell’età 
moderna, arriva fino al Novecento. La sua indagine spazia dalla 
devotio moderna alla grande stagione spirituale e mistica del 
Cinquecento, dall’umanesimo cristiano alle correnti quietiste, 
dal cristocentrismo berulliano al giansenismo, da Alfonso de’ Li-
guori a don Bosco, a Luigi Biraghi, a don Orione e, ancora, ai 
fermenti spirituali che diedero vita agli istituti e alle congrega-
zioni religiose dell’Otto e Novecento.

Basta scorrere il volume Spiritualità e vita religiosa tra Cin-
quecento e Novecento (Morcelliana 2001), che raccoglie saggi 
composti nell’arco di oltre un ventennio, per cogliere la finezza 
dell’analisi e il rigore metodologico con cui l’autore affronta 
questa tematica. Nell’articolato panorama dei contributi tro-
vano posto, accanto ai grandi autori e maestri spirituali dell’età 
moderna e contemporanea, anche figure apparentemente mi- 
nori ma significative, perché permettono di delineare un clima 
spirituale. E in questo terreno Marcocchi scava per trovare le 
radici, le ramificazioni e i reciproci influssi, per individuare gli 
intrecci che intersecano spiritualità, cultura, letteratura, teolo- 
gia e società. In tal modo supera un approccio alla spiritualità 
come espressione disincarnata ed evanescente di pulsioni sog-
gettive e intimistiche per radicarla nella concreta dimensione 
storica. Marcocchi si addentra anche nell’analisi dei testi asce- 
tici e degli scritti mistici, dove l’indicibile si fa parola: diari, let-
tere, scritti poetici sono studiati con fine sensibilità letteraria, 
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valorizzando gli apporti delle discipline linguistiche e della pro-
spettiva strutturalistica e la lezione di studiosi come Giovanni 
Pozzi e Maria Corti.

In sintonia con gli orientamenti della storiografia religiosa e 
sulla scia delle suggestioni di Giuseppe De Luca, Marcocchi ha 
esplorato il terreno della pietà popolare, rivolgendo attenzione  
a quella letteratura “minore” costituita da manuali di devozione, 
libretti di preghiere e di pratiche devote che hanno nutrito la 
pietà e orientato i comportamenti di generazioni di fedeli. Pren-
dendo in esame questa produzione, particolarmente rigogliosa 
nell’Ottocento, Marcocchi ha sottolineato la povertà, in essa, 
dell’ispirazione biblica e liturgica e il prevalere di un sentimen-
talismo individualistico carente della dimensione ecclesiale; una 
pietà ben distante dalla prospettiva muratoriana della “regolata 
devozione” come dal richiamo rosminiano alla partecipazione 
del popolo alla liturgia.

Non stupisce che, tra gli autori prediletti da Marcocchi, ci 
siano proprio Ludovico Antonio Muratori (di cui pubblicò il 
carteggio con Francesco Arisi nel 1975) e il Rosmini de Le Cin-
que piaghe della santa Chiesa. Verso quest’opera egli ha contri-
buito a ridestare interesse promuovendo nel 1997, in occasione 
del secondo centenario della nascita del Roveretano, un impor-
tante convegno in Università Cattolica, e curando, insieme a 
Fulvio De Giorgi, la pubblicazione degli Atti (Il gran disegno di 
Rosmini, Vita e Pensiero 1999).

Anche su altre figure, aperte ad una visione innovativa della 
Chiesa si è appuntata la ricerca di Marcocchi: su teologi otto-
centeschi come Newman e Möhler e su personalità del pano-
rama religioso e culturale del Novecento che hanno preparato 
ed accompagnato la svolta del Vaticano II.

L’attenzione alla stagione conciliare, ai fermenti e alle istanze 
di rinnovamento che l’hanno attraversata, sul versante eccle-
siologico e della riflessione sul rapporto tra fede e cultura, si è 
espressa in una serie di contributi nei quali l’acribia dello storico 
si coniuga con l’impegno e la passione dell’intellettuale catto-
lico. In parte questi testi sono confluiti nel volume Cristianesimo  
e cultura nell’Italia del Novecento (Morcelliana 2008). Nel pano-
rama qui delineato si stagliano personalità come quelle di Gio-
vanni Battista Montini, Mario Bendiscioli, Igino Righetti, Nello 
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Vian, Giulio Bevilacqua, Carlo Manziana, Carlo Colombo, Emi-
lio Guano, Cesare Angelini, tutte legate, oltre che da uno stretto 
intreccio di relazioni personali, da una prospettiva comune, che 
consiste in una teologia radicata nelle fonti e aperta alla cultura 
contemporanea, in un concetto di Chiesa come realtà misterico-
sacramentale prima che giuridico-istituzionale, nella valorizza-
zione del laicato e in una viva sensibilità liturgica ed ecumenica.

I perni attorno a cui gravita questa costellazione di figure 
sono Giovanni Battista Montini, la casa editrice Morcelliana e, 
più ampiamente, l’ambiente intellettuale e spirituale bresciano 
del primo Novecento.

La figura di Montini – Paolo  VI è centrale nell’itinerario 
scientifico e umano di Marcocchi, legato a lui da una comune 
sensibilità spirituale e da un patrimonio culturale condiviso. 
Questa profonda sintonia si avverte nelle pagine vibranti in 
cui Marcocchi ha ricostruito l’esperienza di Montini come as-
sistente nazionale della Federazione degli Universitari Catto-
lici dal 1925 al 1933. Nell’ampia introduzione all’edizione degli 
Scritti fucini di Montini da lui curata (Studium 2004) egli ha 
tratteggiato, con quella partecipazione che gli derivava dalla sua 
personale esperienza nella FUCI e nel movimento dei Laureati 
cattolici, le linee della pedagogia spirituale montiniana, eviden-
ziando la concezione dello studio come ricerca della verità e 
come ascesi e della cultura come valore in sé e come forma di 
carità, e l’unità tra dottrina e vita, tra fede e ragione, tra Vangelo 
e impegno nel mondo. Ma Marcocchi ha anche indugiato sul 
retroterra culturale, sugli autori e le opere che hanno nutrito  
ed animato quella generazione di universitari e di intellettuali 
cattolici. E qui il discorso si allaccia a quello dell’esperienza 
editoriale della Morcelliana, che in quegli anni promuoveva la 
produzione e la diffusione di opere significative di autori come 
Johann Adam Möhler, Karl Adam, Peter Lippert, Romano 
Guardini, Pio Parsch, Dietrich von Hildebrand, mettendo in 
contatto la cultura italiana con le correnti più vive del cattolice-
simo europeo.

Anima di questo progetto culturale furono, oltre a Montini, 
i padri Bevilacqua, Manziana, Cottinelli dell’Oratorio bresciano 
della Pace e Mario Bendiscioli, di cui Marcocchi ha sottolineato  
il ruolo propulsivo e l’opera di tessitore dei rapporti con il 
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mondo cattolico tedesco. Merito non trascurabile di Marcoc-
chi è anche quello di aver ricostruito la fitta rete di relazioni tra 
questi vivaci ambienti culturali attraverso lettere inedite, che al 
valore documentario aggiungono quello della testimonianza 
viva di un patrimonio ideale di cui lo stesso Marcocchi era in- 
sieme interprete ed erede.

Al suo maestro ed amico Bendiscioli Marcocchi ha dedi-
cato diversi contributi: pagine commemorative, mai retoriche  
o estemporanee, in occasione della morte e di convegni, e so- 
prattutto l’edizione dei suoi scritti sulla Germania religiosa del 
Novecento (Morcelliana 2001), preceduta da una ricca introdu-
zione. Questa, mentre ripercorre la formazione e la produzione 
storiografica di Bendiscioli, illumina anche, di riflesso, il profilo 
culturale e gli interessi del discepolo, che ha saputo valorizzare 
con intelligenza creativa la lezione del maestro.

A sua volta il prof. Marcocchi ha lasciato a studenti, colla- 
boratori e colleghi un’alta lezione attraverso il suo limpido ma- 
gistero, in cui ha saputo coniugare rigore scientifico e passione, 
onestà intellettuale e tensione spirituale, fedeltà alla Chiesa e 
libertà di spirito.
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BISHARA EBEID

MIAPHYSITE SYRIAC PATRISTIC 
FLORILEGIA AND THEOPASCHISIM. 

ABŪ RĀʾIT
˙

AH’S DEFENCE  
OF THE CHRISTOLOGICAL  

TRISAGION HYMN *

Introduction

Between the years 815 and 817, at the court of  the Armenian 
Prince Ašot Ibn Smbāt Msaker, a  theological dispute between 
the Melkite Bishop of H

˙
arrān Theodore Abū Qurrah 1 and the 

Miaphysite Archdeacon Nonnus of  Nisibis 2 took place.3 The 

*  This publication resulted from research funded by the European Research 
Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and inno-
vation programme (grant agreement No. 758732 – FLOS. Florilegia Syriaca).

1  Theodore Abū Qurrah was born in the city of Edessa between 740 and 
755. He studied medicine, philosophy and theology and spoke Greek, Syriac 
and Arabic. In 795 he was consecrated Bishop of  the city of H

˙
arrān. He was 

the theologian of the Patriarch of Jerusalem, Thomas I, between 807 and 820. 
In addition, it is said that he travelled to Baghdad and participated in dialogues 
with Muslim scholars and with other Christian theologians of  non-Chalce-
donian confessions. Abū Qurrah died shortly after a dispute he had with the 
Caliph al-Maʾmūn, probably in the year 830. He wrote in Arabic, Greek and 
Syriac. For more details see Lamoreaux 2009. For his works see the English 
translation enriched with an introduction and comments by Lamoreaux 2005.

2  The information regarding Nonnus of  Nisibis is  concentrated on four 
historical incidents, the most important one being his meeting and disputation 
with the Melkite Abū Qurrah. One other historical event in which his name 
appears is  the acts of  a  local Miaphysite synod that took place at Reshʿayna 
between 827–828. In this synod his testimony was used to depose the Miaphysite 
bishop of Nisibis Philoxenus. It is also recorded that during the Abbasid Cali-
phate of  al-Mutawakkil and between the years 856 and 861, that is until the 
death of the Caliph, Nonnus was imprisoned with some other Christian theo-
logians. In this period, he wrote his four surviving Syriac writings. The precise 
date of his death is unknown; the last historical event, where he was involved, 
occurred in 862 when he attended a synod the Armenian Church convoked in 
Shirakawan (Dorfmann-Lazarev 2004, 68–70). For more details on Nonnus 
see Penn 2011.

3  On the beginning of the Christian Theology in Arabic, see, among others, 
Griffith 2007, and Tannous 2018.
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reason for this meeting was Abū Qurrah’s mission to convert 
the Miaphysites to Chalcedonianism. In fact, the Patriarch of   
Jerusalem, Thomas (d. 820), in the year 812 asked Abū Qurrah 
to write a letter, which would be sent to the Prince of the Arme-
nians, known today as Epistle to Armenians.4 This letter was 
also translated into Greek and sent to the Byzantine Emperor,  
an event that shows the political dimension of  the mission of 
Abū Qurrah,5 which started immediately among the Miaphys-
ites in Egypt, in Syria and finally in Armenia.6

According to some historical sources, like that of  Michael 
the Syrian 7 and of the Armenian Chronicle of Vardan (1271),8 
the Prince himself, before taking a final decision regarding the 
acceptance of  the doctrine of Chalcedon, asked the aid of  the 
Miaphysite and West-Syrian Patriarch Quryaqos (d.  817),9  
who chose the Archdeacon Nonnus to be sent to the Armenians. 
Nonnus was young and without great experience in disputing 
and confuting other Christian confessions and teachings; thus, 
he asked the help of  his master, the West-Syrian and famous  
theologian H

˙
abīb Ibn H

˘
idmah Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah al-Takrītī.10 Accord-

ing to the same Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, however, Ašot himself asked his 

presence, but for some unclear reasons he refused to go to 

4  For an English translation of this letter to the Armenians see Lamoreaux 
2005, 83−95.

5  See in regards Keating 2003, 41.
6  See Lamoreaux 2009, 439.
7  See for details Keating 2006b, 38−40.
8  See Keating 2006b, 36−38.
9  On this important figure see Witakowski 2011.
10  He lived between the eighth and ninth centuries and was one of the most 

important apologists and theologians of his time. He was active at the centre 
of Tagrit, city situated in present-day Iraq between Baghdad and Mosul, and 
celebrated at that period its golden age; see Suermann 2006, 225−27. For this 
reason, he was known as ‘al-Takrītī’. Some Armenian chronicles use for Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah the title vardapet, a title given usually to apologists and teachers of the-

ology that corresponds to the Syriac malphōnō. Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah belonged to the 

generation of those Christian authors who felt the necessity to translate, express 
and even to write theology in Arabic, the new lingua franca; see Chapter 1 in 
Ebeid 2019. He then was involved in discussions with non-Miaphysite Chris-
tians, defending Miaphysite theology, as well as with Muslim scholars defend-
ing Christian doctrine against Islamic accusations. For more detail, see Keat-
ing 2006b, 32−56; see also Griffith 1980.



MIAPHYSITE SYRIAC PATRISTIC FLORILEGIA AND THEOPASCHISIM

233

Armenia,11 and asked his disciple and relative Nonnus of Nis-
ibis to go in his place.12 Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, in addition, who prob-

ably had already dealt and discussed such topics in previous 
writings,13 prepared a letter to be read before Ašot. In this letter,  
known today as Introductory Letter to Ašot Msaker: Refutation 
of the Melkites on the Union [of the Divinity and Humanity in 
Christ],14 Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah starts by apologizing for not being pre-

sent at the court, and then he exposits his defence of the Mia-
physite doctrine against the one of Chalcedon.15 After hearing 
this letter it seems that Ašot decided to remain faithful to Mia-
physite doctrine.

On the return of  Nonnus and after having been informed 
by him about the meeting, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah wrote a  second letter 

against, as he asserts, the false claims of  Abū Qurrah, known 
today as Second Letter to Ašot Msaker: Evidence for the Threefold 
Praise of  the One Who Was Crucified for Us (hereafter Second 
Letter to Ašot).16 In the first letter Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah deals, as S. Keat-

ing notes, with some of the topics he had read in Abū Qurrah’s 
Epistle to Armenians,17 topics whose epicentre was the meta-
physical problems and risks in the Trinitarian doctrine as a  
consequence of  Christological teaching.18 By contrast, in the 

11  See in this regard Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 65; while for possible reasons for 

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s rejection, see Keating 2006b, 36.

12  For this version of the events, see Keating 2006b, 35−36.
13  Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah wrote in Arabic and his works have mostly an apologetic 

character and should be considered the starting point of Miaphysite Christian 
theological production in Arabic. His writings can be categorized into two 
main groups: 1) polemics against non-Miaphysite Christians, mainly Melkites; 
and 2) apologetic works in relation to Muslims. For a description of his works 
and their topics see Keating 2006b, 56−65; Keating 2009, 571−81. There are 
various editions of his writings: a critical edition of all his extant writings with 
German translation made by Georg Graf, see Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951. A new critical 

edition for his writings in relation to Islam with English translation was made 
by Keating 2009, 73−357. It must be also mentioned that there are partial  
editions of some of his writings made by Salim Daccache. In this paper I will 
follow the edition of Georg Graf.

14  Text number III according to Graf’s edition: Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 65−72.

15  For studies on this letter see Keating 2003. See also Suermann 1994.
16  Text number IV according to Graf ’s edition: Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 73−87.

17  Cf. Keating 2006b, 44.
18  It must be mentioned that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah deals with the same topics in his 

work against the Melkites called ‘The Refutation of  the Melkites’, text num-
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second letter, it seems that Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah chose to deal with some 

of those topics the Melkite Bishop developed before Ašot that 
were not discussed by him in the first letter, especially the accu-
sation against the addition into the Trisagion hymn. Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah 

also deals with that topic in another work entitled Evidence for 
the Threefold Praise for the One Crucified for Us (hereafter On the 
Threefold Praise).19

In this paper I  study these two writings of  Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah in 

which he defends the addition into the Trisagion and, conse-
quently, its Christological use and mainly its Theopaschite doc-
trine. My analysis will focus on the different argumentation 
our author presents in both texts, like the linguistic, biblical, 
liturgical, metaphysical, soteriological proofs, and above all the 
patristic testimonies he provides. Thus, the main purpose of the 
article is  to present and analyse the patristic florilegium, i.e.  
collection of patristic quotations, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah provides at the 

end of his Second Letter to Ašot as an evidence of the correctness 
of his doctrine. In addition, I will deal with the probable sources 
of  these quotations and the relationship between our author 
and the different patristic Syriac florilegia of  the Miaphysite  
Church, which were composed for educational use and apolo-
getical purpose.20

ber  VII according to Graf’s edition, Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 105−30. Both works  

are taken into consideration in a forthcoming publication of mine.
19  Text number V according to Graf’s edition: Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 88−93.

20  The ERC-Project: FLOS, Florilegia Syriaca, deals with different Syriac 
patristic florilegia. One of the main purposes of this project is to produce a digi-
tal critical edition of some of these florilegia, the original Greek of the patris-
tic quotations where it exists, and a translation. Another objective is the study 
of  the content of  these florilegia, as well as their impact on the Arabic Mia-
physite literature. For more information visit the official website https://www.
unive.it/pag/40548/. Among these florilegia there are Christological florilegia 
(refuting the Chalcedonian and Nestorian Christologies); Anti-Julianist flori-
legia (refuting the doctrine of Julian of Halicarnassus) and Trinitarian florilegia 
(on the metaphysical function of the terms like substance, nature, hypostasis 
and person in Trinitarian doctrine, having as a basis Miaphysite Christology 
and its metaphysical background). It must be noted that there are already some 
studies on some of  these different florilegia; see, for example, Furlani 1924, 
van Roey 1992, ter Haar Romeny 2007, and Watt 2018.
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1. The Addition into the Trisagion Hymn

After the Council of Chalcedon, and precisely during the years 
465–471, in Antioch the Christological controversy between 
Chalcedonians and Miaphysites began to focus on the sote-
riological Theopaschism, that is, attributing to God the Word 
crucifixion, passions and death.21 During this controversy, 
Miaphysites, starting with the Patriarch of  Antioch Peter the 
Fuller (471–488), interpolated the Trisagion hymn ‘Holy God, 
Holy Almighty, Holy Immortal, have mercy upon us’, by add-
ing at the end the expression ‘who was crucified for us’, giving 
to this liturgical hymn 22 a  Christological dimension.23 This  
interpolation should be considered one of  the liturgical prac-
tices Miaphysites used so they could confirm their Christologi-
cal doctrine.24

There is  no clear historical evidence regarding the origins 
of  the Trisagion hymn. According to scholars like S.  Brock, 
each confession in the East has its own tradition in this regard.25  
This liturgical hymn however, and after its interpolation in 
the second half of  the fifth century, was at the centre of  the 
Christological controversy.26 When Miaphysites started their 
propaganda in diffusing their Theopaschite doctrine, using this 
interpolated hymn in liturgy, Chalcedonians began their polem-
ics against this addition.27 As D. Viezure notes, at the beginning 
of the sixth century Chalcedonians started, as sign of their rejec-
tion of  the addition, to give a Trinitarian interpretation of  the 
Trisagion hymn.28 This argumentation continued to be at the 
centre of their polemic, especially after the Triumph of Neo-
Chalcedonianism, under the reign of Justinian (527–565), and 

21  On this topic, see Viezure 2009.
22  For the liturgical use of the Trisagion (especially in the East), see Janeras 

2001.
23  See Varghese 2008; see also Viezure 2009, 79−88.
24  It must be said that both sides, Chalcedonians and Miaphysites, tried to 

give their Christological doctrines an echo in their liturgical hymns and rubrics. 
See Viezure 2009, 73; see also Kruger 2005.

25  See Brock 2006, 176−78, and Viezure 2009, 77−79.
26  In this regard, see Klum-Böhmer 1979.
27  See Viezure 2009, 121−29, 131−60; see also Viezure 2010.
28  See Viezure 2009, 154−55; see also Janeras 1967.
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the establishment of  the Neo-Chalcedonian Theopaschism.29 
It  must be mentioned, finally, that also the East-Syrian dyo-
physites, the so-called Nestorians, refused the Miaphysite addi-
tion, but their reasons were based solely on their total rejection 
of Theopaschism.30

2. Abū Qurrah’s Theopaschism

In his surviving writings against Miaphysites (including Arme-
nians) Abū Qurrah does not make any mention of  the Trisa-
gion hymn. Among his writings, however, one might find those  
passages where he defends the Neo-Chalcedonian Christology 
and the Neo-Chalcedonian Theopaschite formula which per-
mits, according to him, to declare that the Son of God, being  
the real saviour of human beings, was really crucified and died 
for us according to his humanity, but not according to his  
divinity.31

In fact, this element was central in his Epistle to the Arme-
nians. He claims in that text that an Orthodox Theopaschite 
formula, which leads to correct soteriology,32 whose centre is 
Christ, Son and Word of God, is based on both the distinction 
between nature and hypostasis – made at Chalcedon and devel-
oped by the Neo-Chalcedonians 33 – and the concept that in the 

29  See Viezure 2009, 161−214. It must be noted that not all the Chalcedo-
nians could accept a Theopaschite formula, therefore, the first polemics against 
the Christological Trisagion had also an anti-Theopaschite character. With the 
establishment, however, of  the Neo-Chalcedonian Theopaschite formula, the 
polemic against the addition was focused solely on the Trisagion’s Trinitarian 
interpretation.

30  See, for example, a  forthcoming paper of  mine that will be published 
with the Acts of the XII Symposium Syriacum that took place in Rome, 19–21 
August 2016. The volume of  the Acts will be published with the Pontifical  
Oriental Institute.

31  See, for example, in his Epistle to Armenian in Lamoreaux 2005, 90−91, 
in his On the Union and Incarnation in Lamoreaux 2005, 105−07, and in his 
On the Death of Christ in Lamoreaux 2005, 109−28, especially 115−17.

32  Correct soteriology for Abū Qurrah means that the Son of God did not 
submit to all human characteristics out of necessity, but he chose and freely 
willed to do so in his human flesh united to his divinity in his hypostasis for  
our salvation; see Lamoreaux 2005, 92−94.

33  On the Chalcedonianism and the Neo-Chalcedonianism, see, among oth-
ers, Gray 1979, Krausmüller 2001, Krausmüller 2011, and Gleede 2012.



MIAPHYSITE SYRIAC PATRISTIC FLORILEGIA AND THEOPASCHISIM

237

hypostasis of  the Word the two natures, the human and the 
divine, were united with distinction and without confusion.34  
This metaphysical distinction, in addition, is the basis, accord-
ing to the same letter, for a correct Trinitarian dogma, which 
permits neither adding a  fourth hypostasis into the Trinity,  
nor considering the three divine hypostases three gods, or one 
thing. And since God, taking as a basis Gregory of Nazianzus’ 
doctrine, is ‘a Monad adored in Trinity and Trinity in Monad’,35 
Abū Qurrah affirms that the monad is of the nature while the 
Trinity is of the hypostases.36

As said above, from the reactions of Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah in his Sec-

ond Letter to Ašot, it seems that at the court of  the Armenian 
Prince Abū Qurrah, besides the points highlighted above, he had 
also polemicized against the addition in the Trisagion hymn 
and its Christological use.37 This polemic, as we shall see in 
the analysis below, was in close relationship with all the points 
presented above: metaphysics, Trinitarian doctrine, Christol-
ogy and Orthodox Theopaschism. Through the reading of  the 
introduction of  Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah’s Second Letter to Ašot, one gets  

the impression that Abū Qurrah followed in his argumentation 
the principle lex orandi, lex credenda.38 Therefore, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah 

felt the necessity to apply, in his confutation, also this same  
principle, following the preceding Miaphysite tradition like  
the one of  Philoxenus of  Mabbug,39 but to this topic I  shall 
return later.

3. Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s Defence

According to Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, the main arguments raised against 

the Miaphysite addition into the Trisagion are that (a) the hymn 
is  Trinitarian and (b) with the addition, crucifixion would be 

34  See Lamoreaux 2005, 88, 90−91.
35  See Gregorius Nazianzenus, Patrologia Graeca 35, 1221. 43−46.
36  See Lamoreaux 2005, 86−88.
37  Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 73.

38  On the relationship between theology and liturgy, see Kavanagh 1984, 
89–93.

39  See Michelson 2014, 156.
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attributed to the Trinity.40 These, in fact, are the traditional  
Neo-Chalcedonian reasons for rejecting the Christological use 
of  this hymn. Thus, to defend this use Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah offers an 

interesting apology that can be divided according to the follow-
ing points: 1) linguistic proof; 2) proper use of metaphysics for 
Trinitarian and Christological doctrines; 3) biblical testimo-
nies; 4) Christological-soteriological argumentation; and finally 
5) Patristic testimonies. In my analysis I will follow this articu-
lation, even if our author does not expose his arguments sys-
tematically since for him the points are related to each other.

3.1 Linguistic Proof

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah asks his enemies on which linguistic bases they 

could affirm that the invocation ‘Holy God’ refers to the Father 
and means ‘Holy is  the Father’, while ‘Holy Almighty’ refers 
to the Son and means ‘Holy is  the Son’, and ‘Holy Immortal’ 
refers to the Holy Spirit and means ‘Holy is the Holy Spirit’.41 
As a  result, and from this point of  view, the Trisagion hymn 
cannot be merely a  Trinitarian invocation, as Melkites claim, 
but also Christological; therefore, he considers the addition 
valid.42 In addition, it must be mentioned that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah is 

aware that the Greek version, linguistically, differs a  bit from  
the Syriac one,43  and therefore he takes into examination also 
the Greek 44 to confirm his opinion.

40  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 88.

41  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 92.

42  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 93. As will be seen in the point ‘Christological-soteri-

ological argumentation’, Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah does not consider the Trinitarian inter-

pretation incorrect, but appropriate more to the angels who, unlike human 
beings, had no need for a saviour.

43  The Greek Chalcedonian version ‘ Ἅγιος ὁ Θεός, Ἅγιος ἰσχυρός, Ἅγιος 
ἀθάνατος, ἐλέησον ἡμᾶς ’ might be translated with ‘Holy God, Holy Almighty, 
Holy Immortal, have mercy upon us’, while the Syriac Miaphysite version  
 ’ܩܕܝܫܐ ܐܢܬ ܐܠܗܐ، ܩܕܝܫܐ ܐܢܬ ܚܝܠܬܢܐ، ܩܕܝܫܐ ܐܢܬ �ܠܐ ܡܝܘܬܐ، ܕܐܨܛܠܒ ܚܠܦܝܢ. ܐܬܪܚܡ ܥܠܝܢ‘
is translated with ‘Holy art thou, O God; holy art thou, O Mighty; holy art thou, 
O Immortal who was crucified for us; have mercy upon us’; see Michelson 
2014, 155.

44  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 92−93.
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3.2 Proper Use of Metaphysics

For our author a Trinitarian use of the Trisagion can be accepted 
only in the case that it was invoked to the Godhead, that is to 
the three divine persons together, since the being God, Mighty 
and Immortal is  the common characteristic for the Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit. However, such an explanation cannot be 
realized according to the Chalcedonian Trinitarian doctrine 
and metaphysical system according to which substance and 
hypostasis are distinguished. Already in his first letter to Ašot,  
Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah had dealt with this problem in detail, to which he 

also dedicates a  long treatise known today as the Refutation 
of the Melkites.45 In these two works, however, there is no refer-
ence to Theopaschism and the addition into the Trisagion.

For Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, then, Melkites after Chalcedon cannot any-

more consider the distinction between substance and hyposta-
sis as the one between ‘common’ and ‘particular’, that is, the 
metaphysical system of the Cappadocians.46 If they do so, their 
distinction is neither true nor serious, but simply allegorical,47 
since with their distinction they cannot claim that the one God-
head, as one nature and substance, is  the same, without addi-
tion or omission, in each one of the three divine hypostases.48 
In fact, the distinction between the common and the particular 
means that the three hypostases share everything that belong 
to the common Godhead, like holiness, glory, sovereignty and 
mighty; through the particular property, each hypostasis is dis-
tinguished from the others.49 Consequently, if Christians, with 
the Trisagion hymn, invoke God as Trinity, by necessity they 
must attribute being God, Mighty and Immortal to the three 
persons since these are common attributes. The Melkite meta-
physical system does not permit this,50 since according to Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah’s metaphysical system, the divine substance is the sum 

45  Text number VII according to Graf’s edition; Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 105−30.

46  On the Cappadocian thought, see, among others, the recent study of 
Zachhuber 2020, 15−71. See also Turcescu 2005, Hildebrand 2007, and 
Radde-Gallwitz 2009.

47  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 74.

48  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 74.

49  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 75.

50  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 74.
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total of its hypostases, that is, Godhead is the three hypostases 
and the three hypostases are the one Godhead. Melkiets, how-
ever, distinguishing between substance and hypostasis, as Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah understands their doctrine, cannot claim anymore the 

commonness of the divine substance for the three hypostases, 
because the Trinity for them is quaternity: from one hand the 
three hypostases and from the other the substance.51

As a consequence, and because the Son, the second person 
of the Trinity, is God, Mighty and Immortal, and since he was so 
also during the crucifixion, the same Trisagion hymn can have  
a Christological dimension through the addition ‘who was cru-
cified for us’. For Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah the rejection of the hymn with the 

Christological addition means denying that the crucified was 
really God the saviour,52 a point that will be discussed further.

Finally, our author is  aware that the Melkites can accuse 
Miaphysites of limiting being God, Mighty and Immortal only 
to the Son.  To answer to a  such hypothetical accusation Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah refers to the Lord’s Prayer. In Matthew 6. 9–13 this 

prayer begins with ‘And pray to your heavenly Father…’, and 
ends with ‘to you is  the reign, power, glory…’.53 He wonders, 
since the prayer is addressed to the Father, whether the reign, 
power and glory are exclusive to him, or, instead, whether these 
attributes are shared also with the Son and the Holy Spirit.  
Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah concludes this point highlighting that if a com-

mon attribute is associated in a prayer or a text just with one 
person of the Trinity, does not mean that the other persons do 
not share that attribute.54 Consequently, using the Trisagion 
with a  Christological dimension does not mean rejecting the 
attribution of being God, Mighty and Immortal to the Father 
and the Holy Spirit.

51  It must be mentioned that in a forthcoming publication of mine I aim 
to analyse how Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah understands the Miaphysite Trinitarian doctrine 

and how and for which reasons he polemicizes against the one of the Melkiets.  
The paper will be published in the acts of  the conference ‘Florilegia Syriaca: 
Mapping a  Knowledge – Organizing Practice in the Syriac World’ that took 
place at Ca’ Foscari university, Venice, 30 January – 1 February 2020.

52  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 74.

53  It must be noted that the conclusion of  the Lord’s Prayer in our text 
follows the Eastern versions which end with the phrase ‘to you is  the reign,  
power, glory…’.

54  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 75.
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3.3 Biblical Argumentation

The reference to the Lord’s Prayer is not the only biblical pas-
sage used by Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah to prove the correctness of his doc-

trine regarding the addition. His On the Threefold Praise should 
be considered a  collection of  biblical testimonia with which 
he tries to show that the Bible calls the Word ‘God’, ‘Mighty’ 
and ‘Immortal’. Before analyzing how he quotes and uses these 
verses 55 it must be noted that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, to be able to quote 

the Bible as proof for his doctrine, gives first a  clear Christo-
logical interpretation for the Trisagion hymn and how its three 
attributes are seen in the Son of God:

Holy art thou, O  God, who became man for us with-
out change and remained God as he was; Holy art thou, 
O Mighty, who by manifesting weakness revealed what is 
more glorious than power; Holy art thou, O Immortal, who 
was crucified for us and wilfully bore death and received it 
in his body on the cross, and it was perceived that he died 
but [in fact] he did not die, have mercy upon us.56

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, then, concludes that if the Melkites do not accept 

this hymn as Christological, this means that they reject confess-
ing that God was incarnate without change or division, that he 
himself was crucified for us and that he is  truly God, Mighty 
and Immortal. Consequently, they deny the truth revealed in 
the Holy Scriptures 57 as attested in a) John 1. 1, which declares 
that the Word is  God; b) the prophecy of  Isaiah 9. 6, which 
offers proof that he, the Word, is Mighty; and c) the words of 
Moses in Deuteronomy 28. 66, which manifest that the Word 
is  Immortal.58 Moreover, and further buttressing his apology, 
Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah quotes Hebrews 12. 1−2 and Acts 3. 15, and in this 

way tries to interpret the Bible with the Bible, or better to say, 
the Old Testament in the light of the New.

55  For the use of  the Bible in Abū Rāʾit
˙
a’s writings, see Keating 2006b, 

Mihoc 2015, 383−89, and Suermann 2006, 230.
56  قدوس الله الذى تأنس من اجلنا بغير تغيير وبقى على حال لاهوته. قدوس القوي الذى اظهر ما هو اعظم من القوة باظهاره الضعف. قدوس الذى»

Abū Rāʾit ,« لا يموت الذى صلب دوننا وصبر على الموت طوعاً وقبله في جسده على الصليب وظهر انه مات ولم يمت ارحمنا 
˙
a 1951, 

89. Translation is mine.
57  Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 89−90.

58  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 90.
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Finally, to confute the accusation that the Trisagion is merely 
a Trinitarian hymn, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah refers to Revelation 4. 8, and 

especially to the hymn with which the angels glorify the Lord: 
‘Holy, holy, holy is the Lord God almighty, who was, and who 
is, and who is  to come’. Our author explains that this hymn, 
although includes a  trisagion, is  not addressed to the Holy  
Trinity but to the Word: ‘who was’ means the eternal Word, 
‘who is’ indicates his manifestation in flesh and ‘who is to come’ 
proclaims his second advent.59 In this way, this biblically at- 
tested Christological hymn validates the Christological addi-
tion into the Trisagion by Miaphysites.

3.4 Christological-Soteriological Argumentation

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, following the Miaphysite tradition,60 accuses Abū 

Qurrah of being crypto-Nestorian.61 Even if the Melkites have 
declared Christ one hypostasis, this was simply a play on words, 
since they continued to profess two natures.62 Their doctrine 
therefore creates problematic consequences in the soteriolog-
ical view of  the Christian message: the saviour is  one and he 
is God and not a human being. Consequently, Christ must be 
identified with God the Word the saviour and thus he cannot 
be professed of  two natures, two hypostases and two wills.63  
Even if the Neo-Chalcedonian soteriological view, as one might 
see it in the doctrine of  Abū Qurrah presented briefly above, 
agrees with that of the Miaphysites, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah considers the 

duality of  the natures a duality of  subjects. If for the Melkites  
the one who endured crucifixion, suffering and death for our 
salvation was really, and not allegorically, the Son of God, i.e. 
truly God, Mighty and Immortal, then they would accept the 
Christological version of  the Trisagion.64 It is  evident that 
our author depends directly on the thought of  Philoxenus of 

59  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 91.

60  See Ebeid 2019, 393−99.
61  Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 73−74.

62  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 107.

63  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 82−83, 91−92.

64  In this regard, see the long discussion he makes regarding the question 
of who was the crucified in Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 82−83.
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Mabbug in this regard,65 that he additionally develops it more 
and affirms that by refuting this version of the Trisagion, and 
accepting solely the Trinitarian – in which the glorified one is 
simply the Holy God, the Mighty and the Immortal, and not  
the crucified – the Melkites show themselves similar to the Jews, 
Muslims,66 Magi and even to the Manicheans, besides being 
actually Nestorians.67

This does not mean that our author rejects the Trinitarian 
Trisagion, but that he considers the Trinitarian version more 
appropriate to the angels, who chant it continuously to God 
according to the vision of  Isaiah 6. 1−3. The angels, in fact, 
had no need for a  saviour. Humankind, however, was saved 
by God himself through the cross; therefore, it is more appro-
priate for human beings, who believe in the salvific action of 
God the Word, to invoke the Christological version of  the 
Trisagion.68 This is  the reason for which the angelic hymn 
was interpreted Christologically in the Book of Revelation, as 
we saw above, and as consequence, the Miaphysites, besides 
the famous Trisagion hymn, chant that of Isaiah ‘Holy, Holy, 
Holy’ also with the addition ‘who was crucified for us’. Accord-
ing to the interpretation of  Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, this latter hymn 

–  with the addition  – remains Trinitarian and becomes, at 
the same time, Christological: Holy art thou, O Father, Holy 
art thou, O  Spirit, Holy art thou, O  Son who was crucified  
for us.69

To demonstrate the correctness of  his position our author 
a)  gives some biblical testimonies, like John 1. 18, Revelation 
1. 7−8, and 2. 8.70 b) He quotes a passage of the Nicene Creed 
highlighting that the Creed professes that the saviour who 
came down from heaven is the Son of God who was crucified 

65  See the opinion of  Philoxenus when he defends the Trisagion against  
the polemic of H

˙
abīb in Michelson 2014, 158.

66  Our author never mentions the Muslims by name, one of  the titles he 
uses for them, and used in this passage, is  ahl al-tayammun, i.e. the people 
of the south, see Keating 2006b, 63−64.

67  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 92.

68  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 93.

69  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 77.

70  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 91−92.
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for us.71 c) He refers to liturgical hymns from other traditions,  
where the Trisagion is  also used as a  Christological hymn, 
developing in detail the affirmation of Philoxenus of Mabbug 
according to which the Trisagion with the addition is  not an 
innovation but a  common hymn received in all the churches 
everywhere.72

For this last point Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah mentions as an example the 

Maronites, who were Syrian Christians that accepted Chal-
cedon, but not the doctrine on the two wills and energies in 
Christ,73 and affirms that they use the same Trisagion with 
the same addition.74 This demonstrates that the Christological 
version of  the Trisagion was not exclusive for the Miaphys-
ite, as Melkites and Nestorians usually claim.75 He also refers 
to the Ὁ Μονογενὴς Υἱὸς hymn, composed by Justinian the 
Emperor, with which he wanted to proclaim the victory of the 
Neo-Chalcedonian Theopaschite formula.76 Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah won-

ders how the Melkites accept for themselves to chant a hymn 
addressed to the Son of God, with which they praise his salv-
ific action, while they prohibit the Miaphysites from doing the 
same thing with the Trisagion.77 He finally mentions the hymn  
of  Isaiah, according to the version of  the Book of Revelation, 
that is, the Sanctus hymn. Melkites also chant this hymn during 

71  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 75−76.

72  For the opinion of Philoxenus see the quotation and the comment made 
by Michelson 2014, 158.

73  It is a common opinion among the Melkites, Miaphysites and Nestori-
ans that the Maronites were Syrians who accepted Chalcedon but refused the 
doctrine on the two wills, see for example Ebeid 2019, 137, 282, 433. See also, 
among others, Ajam 1906, Gribomont 1974, Brock 1985, and Carcione 
1990.

74  The Maronites used the Trisagion hymn with the addition until the six-
teenth century, that is, until the Latinization of their liturgy. We have, in fact, 
the testimony of Thomas, the Maronite Bishop of Kfart

˙
āb, who at the end of the 

eleventh century writes an apology against the accusations of  the Melkites, 
where he also defends the addition in the Trisagion, see Chartouni 1986. 
Today, after Vatican II, they sing the Trisagion with the Christological addition 
during the feasts of the Lord, but throughout the rest of the year they chant it 
without the addition. For the use of the Trisagion hymn with the addition by 
the Maronite Church, see Hayek 1964, 87, El-Hayek 1974.

75  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 78−80.

76  See Viezure 2009, 214. See also Janeras 2013.
77  Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 80−81.
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their Eucharist prayer, precisely during the anaphora,78 so Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah wonders again how they could permit themselves to use 

the hymn Christologically while at the same time polemicize 
against the Christological version of the Trisagion chanted by 
the Miaphysites.79 For our author, consequently, all these litur-
gical elements support the correctness of  the position of  the 
Miaphysites.

3.5 Patristic Testimonies

During and after the Christological controversies of  the fifth 
and sixth centuries, the agreement with the previous great 
Church Fathers, the so-called consensus patrum, was one of the 
main proofs of  the Orthodoxy of  one’s own doctrine. This 
method was followed also by Miaphysite authors like Severus 
of Antioch, Philoxenus of Mabbug, Theodosius of Alexandria 
and Peter of  Callinicum, who in their polemic and apolo-
getic works either quote directly different Church Fathers, or, 
in other cases, refer to them and their doctrine indirectly, to  
demonstrate the concordance between them and the patristic 
tradition.

From the second half of  the eighth century, and probably 
under the leadership of Quryaqos of Antioch, one might note 
another ‘new’ element that took place among the Miaphysites, 
a consequence of the use of the method of the consensus patrum: 
the composition of  various patristic florilegia.80 These florile-
gia provide collections of direct patristic quotations presented  
thematically and categorized in chapters, so that each chapter 
deals with one topic declared in its title.81

78  On the Sanctus hymn and its use in the Christian eucharistic prayer, see, 
among others, Taft 1991, Taft 1992, and Spinks 1991.

79  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 81−82.

80  On the Miaphysite florilegia see the references mentioned in footnote 20. 
In addition, it must not be forgotten to mention that Patristic and Dogmatic 
florilegia were used also by Chalcedonians in the same way and for the same 
aim, see Richard 1950, and Richard 1951.

81  Among the manuscripts that contain Miaphysite Syriac Patristic Florile-
gia, see British Library, Add MS, 14532; British Library, Add MS, 14533; British 
Library, Add MS, 14538; British Library, Add MS, 12154 and British Library, 
Add MS, 12155.
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Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, to come back to our author, provides a Chris-

tological Patristic florilegium at the end of  his Second Letter 
to Ašot. Scholars who have studied his writings and thought 
unfortunately did not seriously consider his patristic mate-
rial; in fact, they even did not raise the question regarding its 
importance for him and his probable sources. They limited 
themselves to referring to his use of  some Church Fathers, 
mentioning their names and the context of  their mentions.82 
However, the Fathers for Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, especially in his polem-

ics against Melkites, are of  great importance, therefore, their 
presence in his writings cannot be disregarded. In fact, we read 
in the introduction he makes to the Christological Patristic  
florilegium the following:

And we must add to this discourse some testimonies of 
some pure Fathers, who are accepted generally by all believ-
ers and especially by Abū Qurrah and his partisans, who 
attribute murder, death, sacrifice and suffering to God the 
creator who neither dies nor suffers. And this was from 
their side [i.e. of the Fathers] as a clarification, without feel-
ing disdain or shame, to fortify the certitude of the believ-
ers in that [i.e. Theopaschism]. So, we inform those who 
disagree with us that we follow the imams of  truth and 
the conclusions of  the ancestors who preceded us in this 
ancient doctrine. We follow their opinion. We affirm and 
we follow the example of  what they followed as example.  
We consider good what they considered good, and we 
consider bad what they considered bad in each art and 
confession concerning the oneness of God, his salvific in- 
corporation and incarnation and that he is the creator and 
saviour. This means [considering bad] each one who disa-
grees with us regarding the pure Fathers through his ex- 
pression or through his tongue; opposing them means hav-
ing resentment for all of  them, in the correctness of  the 
meaning and its sincerity.83

82  See, for example, Keating 2019, 158, 167, Keating 2003, 50−52, and 
Suermann 1994, 169.

83  وقد ينبغي لنا ان نتبع هذا القول ببعض شهادات بعض الآباء الطاهرة المقبولة من المؤمنين عامة ومن ابى قرة واشياعه المضيفة الصلب والقتل»
  والموت والذبح والالام الى الله البارئ الذى لا يموت ولا يألم. وذلك بايضاح منهم وايضاح غير انفه ولا مستحيه تشديدا ليقين المؤمنين بذلك. ولنعلم
من خالفنا انا تابعون أئمة الحق واثار الاسلاف السابقة في هذه الدعوة القديمة. نرى برأيهم ونقول ونحذوا ما حذوهم نستحسن ما استحسنوه ونستقبح
ما استقبحوه في كل فن ومذهب في توحيد الله له الحمد وتجسد المخلص وتأنسه وانه هو المبدع المتخرص المتولى يعنى من خالفنا للاباء الطاهرة
Abū Rāʾit ,«بلفظه ولسانه المخالف لهم الناقم عليهم كافة في صحيح المعنى وصدقه

˙
a, 83−84. Translation is mine.
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This passage, along with the conclusion of  the letter (as will 
be seen below), makes evident the great importance of the au-
thority of  the Fathers for our author. In his polemics against 
the Melkites he refers to those Fathers accepted by both Mia-
physites and Melkites and consequently gives these Fathers 
more weight and significance: their doctrine is the criterion of  
Orthodoxy and therefore, it must be followed really and not  
just with words.

3.5.1 Abū Raʾit
˙
ah’s Patristic Christological Florilegium

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah, in the introduction to his florilegium, declares 

that the main topic of the patristic material is Theopaschism, 
that is, attributing to God the Word passions and death. The 
comparative table that follows presents the patristic quota-
tions together with their Greek originals, when it was pos-
sible to find these. In his German translation of  the critical 
edition of  the writings of  our author, G.  Graf has identified 
some of these quotations; 84 I aim here to significantly extend 
Graf’s work, by identifying also the possible sources of  Abū  
Rāʾit

˙
ah.

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s Christological Patristic Florilegium 85

1

 قال اغريغوريوس القديم الموصوف ذا
 العجائب اسقف قيسارية في الحرم السابع من

حرومه:

 من قال ان الذي ألم غير الذي لا يتألم ولا يقر
 بان الله الكلمة الذى لا يتألم ألم بجسده على ما

كتب فهو محروم .

Gregory the Ancient, known as 
Thaumaturgus, the Bishop of Cae-
sarea, said in his seventh 86 anath-
ema:

εἴ τι̣ς λέγει· ἄλλος ̣ὁ ̣παθὼν, καὶ ἄλ-
λος ὁ μὴ παθὼν, καὶ μὴ ὁμολογεῖ 
αὐτὸν τὸν ἀπαθῆ θεὸν λόγον καὶ 
ἄτρεπτον σαρκὶ ἰδίᾳ παθόντα ἀτρέ-
πτως, καθὼς γέγραπται̣ ̣ ἀναθεματι-
ζέσθω.87 

(cont.)

84  See Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 104−07.

85  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 84−86. Translation is mine.

86  Sixth and not seventh.
87  Gregorius Thaumaturgus 1950, 155. 1−3.



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

© BREPOLS PUBLISHERS 
THIS DOCUMENT MAY BE PRINTED FOR PRIVATE USE ONLY.  

IT MAY NOT BE DISTRIBUTED WITHOUT PERMISSION OF THE PUBLISHER. 

B. EBEID

248

Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s Christological Patristic Florilegium

2

 ثم ان اثاناسيوس الطاهر مصباح البيعة كافة
 وضياءها بطريرك الاسكندرية يقول في ميمر

له في الصليب المنقذ:

ان الذي انفذ فيه بيلاطس حكمه الاه لا انسان.

And the pure Athanasius, the lamp 
of all the Church and its light, the 
Patriarch of Alexandria, says in his 
discourse on the salvific cross:

[Ἀμέλει, κρινόμενος ὑπὸ Πιλάτου, 
ἐχρημάτιζε τῇ τούτου γυναικί· ἵνα 
τῇ μὲν σιωπῇ τὴν ἀνδρίαν κατα-
πλαγῇ· τῷ δὲ χρηματισμῷ γινώ-
σκῃ,] 88 ὅτι οὐκ ἄνθρωπον, ἀλλὰ 
Θεὸν κρίνει 89 

3

 وان باسيليوس الطاهر اسقف قيسارية الذي
 احاط بفكره عنايته البيعة الساكنة في اقطار

 الأرض مشارقها ومغاربها. قال في ميمر له
في يوليطا الشهيدة:

 انه بموت الاه الكل بالتجسد بسط الحياة للناس
كافة.

And the pure Basil, the Bishop of 
Caesarea, who through his thought 
cared for the Church in all parts of 
the earth, the East and the West, said 
in his discourse on Julita the martyr:

Through the death of the God of all 
in the incarnation, He extended life 
to all people.90

4

 واغريغوريس ذا النطق الإلهي قال في ميمر
له في الفصح الطاهر:

 انا احتجنا الى الله يتجسد ويموت لنحيا.

And Gregory the Theologian said 
in his discourse on the pure Pascha:

Ἐδεήθημεν Θεοῦ σαρκουμένου καὶ 
νεκρουμένου, ἵνα ζήσωμεν 91

5

ومن قوله أيضا:

 ما اكثر عجائب ذلك الزمان الاه يصلب
 واشراق الشمس بعد كسوفها فما اولى بالبرايا

ان تتألم مع بارئها.

And from his saying also:

Πολλὰ μὲν δὴ τοῦ τότε καιροῦ τὰ 
θαύματα·Θεὸς σταυρούμενος, ἥλιος 
σκοτιζόμενος, καὶ πάλιν ἀναφλεγό-
μενος ἔδει γὰρ τῷ Κτίστῃ συμπαθεῖν 
καὶ τὰ κτίσματα 92

6

ومن قوله أيضا:

اى شىء اعجب من الاه يصلب.

And from his saying also:

καίτοι τί τούτου παραδοξότερον, 
Θεὸν σταυρούμενον βλέπειν 93

88  This part of the quotation is omitted in the Arabic text, the author just 
mentions one word from it, i.e. ‘Pilate’.

89  Ps.- Athanasius Alexandrinus, Patrologia Graeca, 28, 209. 6−9.
90  Unidentified. As will be seen below, this probably is a Ps.-Basilian homily, 

since in Syriac it is called On Julitta the martyr and against Apollinarius.
91  Gregorius Nazianzenus, Patrologia Graeca, 36, 661. 36−37.
92  Gregorius Nazianzenus, Patrologia Graeca, 36, 661. 42−45.
93  Gregorius Nazianzenus 1908, 64. 2. 5−6.
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Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s Christological Patristic Florilegium

7

وذلك من قوله:

 لا يعجزنك فكرك البتة اذا سمعت بدم الله وألم
 الله وموت الله بل كون آكلا لجسده وشارباً

 لدمه ان كنت راغبا في الحياة غير شاك ولا
انف.

And that is from his saying:

μήπου τὸν λογισμὸν ὀκλάσῃς, αἷμα 
Θεοῦ, καὶ πάθος ἀκούων, καὶ θάνα-
τον, [μήπου περιενεχθῇς ἀθέως, ὡς 
Θεοῦ συνήγορος] 94 ·ἀλλ’ ἀνεπαι-
σχύντως καὶ ἀνενδοιάστως, φάγε 
τὸ σῶμα, πίε τὸ αἷμα, εἰ τῆς ζωῆς 
ἐπιθυμητικῶς ἔχεις 95

8

ومن قوله أيضا:

 من لا يعبد المصلوب فنفى وحسب مع قتلة
الاله.

And from his saying also:

Εἴ τις οὐ προσκυνεῖ τὸν ἐσταυρωμέ-
νον, «ἀνάθεμα ἔστω» καὶ τετάχθω 
μετὰ τῶν θεοκτόνων 96

9
ومن قوله أيضا:

انا انقذنا بآلام غير المتألم.

And from his saying also:

σεσωσμένοι τοῖς τοῦ ἀπαθοῦς πά-
θεσιν 97

10

ومن قوله في ميمر قاله في الاحد الجديد قال:

 من اجل ان الموت يشمل الناس كافة بحسد
 الشيطان واستيلائه عليهم باضلاله اياهم فلذلك

بالامنا الم الله حين صار انسانا.

And from his saying in a discourse 
he gave on the New Sunday:

Ἐπεὶ δὲ τῷ φθόνῳ τοῦ πονηροῦ θά-
νατος εἰς τὸν κόσμον εἰσῆλθε, καὶ 
ὑφεῖλε διὰ τῆς ἀπάτης τὸν ἄνθρω-
πον, διὰ τοῦτο τῷ ἡμετέρῳ πάθει 
πάσχει Θεὸς, γενόμενος ἄνθρωπος 98

11

 وان يوحنا الموصوف فم الذهب الطاهر
 بطريرك قسطنطينية قال في ميمر الثمانية

 والثلاثين من تفسير الرسالة الاولى الى
القرنتانيين:

 ان ابتداء الانجيل بشرني ان الله صار انسانا
 وصلب وقام. وبذلك بشر جبرائيل للبتول وذلك

 تنبت الانبياء وبشر المرسلون.

And John the pure, known as Chrys-
ostom, Patriarch of Constantinople, 
said in the 38th discourse of his com-
mentary on the First Letter to the 
Corinthians:

Τῶν γὰρ Εὐαγγελίων τὸ κεφάλαιον 
ἐντεῦθεν ἔχει τὴν ἀρχὴν, ἀπὸ τοῦ τὸν 
Θεὸν γενέσθαι ἄνθρωπον, καὶ σταυ-
ρωθῆναι, καὶ ἀναστῆναι. Τοῦτο καὶ ὁ 
Γαβριὴλ εὐηγγελίζετο τῇ Παρθένῳ, 
τοῦτο καὶ οἱ προφῆται τῇ οἰκουμένῃ, 
τοῦτο καὶ οἱ ἀπόστολοι ἅπαντες 99 

94  The phrase between [ ] is omitted in the Arabic text.
95  Gregorius Nazianzenus, Patrologia Graeca, 36, 649. 33−37.
96  Gregorius Nazianzenus 1974, Section 22. 4−5.
97  Gregorius Nazianzenus 1963, Section 5. 24.
98  Gregorius Nazianzenus, Patrologia Graeca, 36, 612. 18−22.
99  Joannes Chrysostomus, Patrologia Graeca, 61, 322. 55−323. 1.

(cont.)
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˙
ah’s Christological Patristic Florilegium

12

 ومن قوله في ميمر ثالث له تفسير رسالة العبرانيين
بقول المحتاجة  المحتقرة  في  نزهد  لا  ان   فيها 

عظة منه للناس

اتزهدون في الذي من اجلنا صار الله عبدا وذبح.

And from his saying in the third 
discourse of his commentary on the 
Letter to the Hebrews 100 in which it 
is said not to be indifferent toward 
humiliated and needy people, but 
to preach a sermon to them:

Ὁ Θεὸς δι’ αὐτὸν καὶ δοῦλος ἐγέ-
νετο, καὶ ἐσφάγη· σὺ δὲ οὐδὲν 
αὐτὸν εἶναι νομίζεις; 101

13

وان ميلاطون اسقف اطيقا قال:

 ان ناصب الارض انتصب على خشبة وتيقظ
 الرب في جسد عار والاله  قتل ملك البر

    اسرائيل.

And Meletius Bishop of Antioch 102 
said:

He who set up the earth was set up 
on a tree, and the Lord is awakened 
in a naked body. God was killed, the 
king of the land of Israel.103

14

 وان افرام السرياني الملفان قال في مصحف
 له رد فيه على اليهود متعجبا لهم مستعظماً

لفعلهم قال:

 انظر الى قلة عقل تلك الامة ما اعظمه انها
صلبت الاله ولم تجزع.

And Ephrem the Syrian, the doctor, 
said in the book in which he refuted 
the Jews and marvelled at their ac-
tion [against Christ]:

Look at the weak-mindedness of 
that nation how great it is, they cru-
cified God and did not afraid.104 

100  Not Hebrews but Colossians.
101  Joannes Chrysostomus, Patrologia Graeca, 62, 322. 61–63.
102  As will be seen below, I  think that the passage here is  attributed to 

Meletius of Antioch. One should mention the opinion of G. Graf who sees in 
the Arabic At

˙
īqā a syriacism, that is the Syriac name of Sardis, and therefore 

he thinks that our author means here Melito of Sardis, see Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 

106−97, footnote 11.
103  Unidentified. Unfortunately, the writings of Meletius do not survive in 

the Greek original, although they are preserved as quoted fragments in works 
of other authors (cf. Clavis Patrum Graecorum 3415−20). However, in the 
Georgian language nine homilies are preserved, four related to the passion of 
God the Word, namely, De traditione domini; De interrogation domini et de 
crucifixione; De crucifixone and De resurrectione (cf. Clavis Patrum Graeco-
rum 3425). It is probable, then, that the quotation made by our author cites 
one of these works. See also the opinion of Graf in the same previous refer-
ence on the similarity between this passage and other passages attributed to  
Melito of Sardis.

104  Unidentified.
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The quotations are presented in chronological order, from the 
earliest Father to the most recent, except for the last two who 
probably preceded John Chrysostom. The purpose of  the flo-
rilegium is  declared once again at its end, where the author 
additionally underlines that there are many more patristic tes-
timonies but that he had to avoid prolongation: Miaphysites 
follow faithfully the patristic tradition and doctrine without 
inventions or interpolation.105 Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah also asks the Prince 

of  Armenia to examine the doctrine of  Abū Qurrah using as 
an instrument of analogy the patristic florilegium he provides;  
if he does so, Ašot will discover that the Melkite Bishop talks 
indeed with the spirit of the anti-Christ.106

A comparison, to go back to the florilegium, between the 
Arabic text of Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah and the original Greek reveals that 

our author does not translate from the Greek. The text includes 
numerous discrepancies. In quotation 1, the Arabic text claims 
that the anathema of the Thaumaturgus is the seventh, while the 
Greek text indicates the sixth. In quotation 12, the Arabic text 
purports to cite Chrysostom’s commentary on the Letter to the 
Hebrews, but in fact the quotation comes from the commentary 
on the Letter to the Colossians. Likewise, quotations 2 and 7  
involve omissions. In addition, as already Georg Graf noted, 
the Arabic text contains some syriacisms.107 Consequently, one 
must assume that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah does not quote from the Fathers’ 

works according to their complete version in Greek but follows 
an already existing Syriac translation of  these patristic quota-
tions.

The method, indeed, that Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah applies in his florile-

gium is almost similar to that of the florilegia and the patristic 
sources on which they are based, that is, the polemical writ-
ings of the aforementioned Miaphysite Fathers. He starts by 
mentioning the name of the Father, sometimes with a known 

105  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 86.

106  Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 86−87.

107  See for examples the footnotes in Abū Rāʾit
˙
a 1951, 85 and 106. In addi-

tion, one, reading Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s general texts and the Arabic text of the patristic 

quotations notes a difference in the use of  the language, the syntax, and also  
the errors in grammar.
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appellative; for some authors, he then presents the titles of their 
works and sometimes adds a precise detail regarding the quota-
tion, identifying the book or/and chapter of its origin. In addi-
tion, one may note his technique when successive quotations 
come from the same Father. Without repeating the Father’s 
name, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah says ومن قوله (‘and from his saying’), which 

probably corresponds to the Syriac ܕܝܠܗ ܡܢ (‘of him [the same 
author] from’) or to the Syriac ܘܬܘܒ (‘and again’).

However, in four cases, quotations 6, 7, 8 and 9, Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah 

does not indicate that subsequent quotations come from differ-
ent works by the same Father, namely Gregory of Nazianzus; 
by contrasts, quotation 10 indicates the precise source from 
Gregory’s works, and the quotations of John Chrysostom, 
i.e. quotations 11 and 12, show the same precision. In addi-
tion, the introductory phrase of quotation 7 is problematic. 
We read, in fact, قوله من   ,(’:And that is from his saying‘) وذلك 
where the demonstrative pronoun ذلك should indicate or refer 
to a statement, a comment or an affirmation said before the 
quotation. In our case, which is the only one in this florile-
gium, there is nothing before this pronoun. It seems that the 
original quotation was used by one author in a polemic work 
as a proof of a comment or a statement on something he said 
before,108 and that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, or his source, has selected this 

quotation, translated it, and then mentioned it in his florile-
gium without paying attention to this detail, i.e. the demon-
strative pronoun.

3.5.2 Probable Sources for Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s Florilegium

The use of the word شهادات (‘testimonies’) for the patristic quo-
tations, along with all the elements noted above, as well as Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah’s affirmation in the introduction that the patristic tes-

timonies he has at hand contain material on Trinity, Incar-
nation and Salvation, led me to wonder whether I could find 
his florilegium in one of the Syriac Christological and patris-
tic florilegia of the Miaphysite Church. Checking the sources,  

108  See the examples I give below in footnote 142 by which I explain Peter 
of Callinicum’s style of quoting the Fathers and commenting on them.
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I found in the British Library, Add MS, 14532,109 and within 
the Christological florilegium it contains,110 a chapter, namely, 
chapter 111,(’64‘) ܣܕ that deals with the suffering of God the 
Word in flesh. The patristic quotations there are almost iden-
tical to those provided in our author’s florilegium. In fact, a  
comparison between the introduction Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah provides 

for his florilegium and the title of chapter 64 shows that both 
texts deal with the same topic and have the same purpose:  
to demonstrate the correctness of Theopaschism through the 
patristic tradition:

The introduction of Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah Title of chapter 64

 وقد ينبغي لنا ان نتبع هذا القول ببعض شهادات
 بعض الآباء الطاهرة المقبولة من المؤمنين عامة
 ومن ابى قرة واشياعه، المضيفة الصلب والقتل
 والموت والذبح والالام الى الله البارىء الذى لا

يموت ولا يألم...
112

And we must add to this discourse 
some testimonies of some pure Fa-
thers, who are accepted generally by 
all believers and especially by Abū 
Qurrah and his partisans, who attrib-
ute murder, death, sacrifice and suf-
fering to God the creator who neither 
dies nor suffers.

 ܣܗܕ̈ܘܬܐ ܕܐܒܗ̈ܬܐ ܩܕ̈ܝܫܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ ܕܐܠܗܐ
ܡܠܬܐ ܚܫ ܘܡܝܬ ܚܠܦܝܢ ܒܒܣܪ 113

Testimonies of  [some] holy Fathers 
who confess that God the Word suf-
fered and died for us in the flesh

The key words in both passages are evident: ‘testimonies of 
some Fathers’ and the ‘suffering and death of  God’. The fol-
lowing table compares the patristic quotations in Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah 

and those in chapter 64. Note that I placed in square brackets 
[ ] the parts that are present in one text and omitted in the text 
compared:

109  According to the Catalogue of the Syriac manuscripts in the British mu-
seum, this manuscript (DCCCLVIII) has the title ‘ܩܕܝ̈ܫܐ܆ ܕܠܘܩܒܠ ܗܪ̈ܣܝܣ ܡܫܚܠܦܬܐ
 A volume of Demonstrations from the holy Fathers“ ,’ܦܢܩܝܬܐ ܕܬܚ̈ܘܝܬܐ ܕܐܒ̈ܗܬܐ
against various Heresies”, it is composed of 221 leaves and contains different 
florilegia of various topics. According to W. Wright this manuscript was copied 
during the eighth century, for details see Wright 1870–2, 955–67.

110  Add MS, 14532, 1va−36ra.
111  See Add MS, 14532, 11ra−12ra.
112  Abū Rāʾit

˙
a 1951, 83. Translation is mine.

113  Add MS, 14532, 11ra. Translation is mine.

112
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  Abū Rāʾit
˙
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1

2

 ثم ان اثاناسيوس الطاهر ]مصباح البيعة كافة
 وضياءها بطريرك الاسكندرية يقول[ في

ميمر له في الصليب ]المنقذ[

ان الذي انفذ فيه بيلاطس حكمه الاه لا انسان

ܕܥܠ ܡ�ܐܡܪܐ  ܡܢ  ܐܬܢܣܝܘܣ   ܕܩܕܝܫܐ 
ܙܩܝܦܐ܆

 ]ܐܦ ܗܝ ܕܝܢ ܕܗܟܢܐ ܢܦܘܩ ܪܘܚܐ ܦܝܠܛܘܣ܆
ܐ�ܠܐ ܗܘܬ܆  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇  ܐܚܪܝܢ  ܡܕܡ   ܘ�ܠܐ 
ܐܠܗܐ ܗܘܐ  ܕܡܬܬܕܝܢ  ܕܗܘ   ܠܡܗܝܡܢܘ 
ܡܢ[ ܡܬܬܕܝܢ  ܟܕ  ܗܟܢܐ   ܐܝܬܘܗ̱ܝ. 
ܕܗܢܐ. �ܠܐܢܬܬܗ  ܗܘܐ  ]ܡܡܠܠ   ܦܝܠܛܘܣ 
ܒܚܠܚܨܘܬܗ. ܢܬܕܡܪ  ܡܢ  ܕܒܫܬܩܐ   ܥܠ 
ܐ̱ܢܫܐ ܠܒܪ  ܕܠܘ  ܢܫܬܘܕܥ܆[  ܕܝܢ   ܒܡܡܠ�ܠܐ 

ܐ�ܠܐ �ܠܐܠܗܐ ܕܐ̇ܢ.114

3

 وان باسيليوس الطاهر ]اسقف قيسارية الذي
 احاط بفكره عنايته البيعة الساكنة في اقطار

 الأرض مشارقها ومغاربها. قال[ في ميمر له
في يوليطا الشهيدة

 انه بموت الاه الكل بالتجسد بسط الحياة
للناس كافة

ܡ�ܐܡܪܐ ܡܢ  ܒܣܝܠܝܘܣ   ܕܩܕܝܫܐ 
]ܘܠܘܩܒܠ ܣܗܕܬܐ܆  ܝܘܠܝܛܐ   ܕܥܠ 

ܐܦܘܠܢܪܝܘܣ.[

…

ܕܝܠܢ܆ ܡܘܬܐ  ܕܟܠ  ܐܠܗܐ  ܒܒܣܪ   ܡ�ܐ̇ܬ 
 ܘܡܒܥ ܠܟܠܗܘܢ ܒ̈ܢܝ ܐܢܫܐ ܚܝ̈ܐ.115

4

 واغريغوريس ذا النطق الإلهي قال في ميمر
له في الفصح الطاهر

 انا احتجنا الى الله يتجسد ويموت ]لنحيا[.

ܡܢ ܬܐܠܓܘܣ  ܓܪܝܓܪܝܘܣ   ܕܩܕܝܫܐ 
 ܡ�ܐܡܪܐ ܕܥܠ ܦܨܚܐ 116

…

ܘܬܘܒ܆

 ܐܬܒܥܝ ܠܢ ܐܠܗܐ ܕܡܬܓܫܡ ܘܡ�ܐܬ݂.117

5

ومن قوله ايضا

 ما اكثر عجائب ذلك الزمان الاه يصلب
 واشراق الشمس بعد كسوفها فما اولى بالبرايا

ان تتألم مع بارئها

ܘܬܘܒ܆

  ܣܓܝ̈ܐܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ ܗܘ̈ܝ ܬܕ̈ܡܪܬܐ ܕܗܘ
ܕܚܫܟ ܫܡܫܐ  ܕܡܨܛܠܒ  ܐܠܗܐ   ܙܒܢܐ. 
ܕܥܡ ܓܝܪ  ܗܘܐ  ܙܕܩ  ܡܬܢܒܪܫ.   ܘܬܘܒ 

ܒܪܘܝܐ ܚܝ̈ܫܢ ܒܪܝ̈ܬܐ 118

114 Add MS, 14532, 11va. 
115 Add MS, 14532, 11vb.
116 Add MS, 14532, 11ra.
117  Add MS, 14532, 11rb.
118 Add MS, 14532, 11rb.
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6

ومن قوله ايضا

اى شىء اعجب من الاه يصلب

 ܘܬܘܒ܆ ܕܝܠܗ ]ܡܢ ܗܘ ܕܥܠ ܩܒܘܪܬܗ
ܕܒܣܝܠܝܘܣ.[

ܐ̱ܢܫ ܕܢܚܙܐ  ܗܝ  ܡܢ  ܕܬܡܝܗ̇.  ܐܝܬ   ܡܢܐ 
 �ܠܐܠܗܐ ܕܡܨܛܠܒ. ]ܘܗܕܐ ܥܡ ܠܣܛܝ̈ܐ.
ܠܗܘ ܕܥܒܪܝܢ.  ܗ̇ܢܘܢ  ܡܢ   ܘܡܬܓܚܟ 

ܕܡ�ܐ ܡܬܬܚܕ ܘܕܪܡ ܡܢ ܗܝ ܕܢܚܫ.[ 119

7

]وذلك من قوله[

 لا يعجزنك فكرك البتة اذا سمعت بدم الله وألم
الله وموت الله

 بل كون آكلا لجسده وشارباً لدمه ان كنت
راغبا في الحياة غير شاك ولا انف.

 ]ܕܩܕܝܫܐ ܓܪܝܓܪܝܘܣ ܬܐܠܓܘܣ ܡܢ
ܡ�ܐܡܪܐ ܕܥܠ ܦܨܚܐ.[

ܕܡ�ܐ ܟܕ  ܒܚܘܫܒܟ  ܬܚܓܪ  ܗܟܝܠ   �ܠܐ 
ܐܢܬ̱. ܫܡܥ  ܘܡܘܬܐ  ܘܚܫܐ   ܕܐܠܗܐ 
ܕܐܝܬܝܟ ܡܢ  ܐܝܟ  ܬܬܒܕܒܕ   ]ܘ�ܠܐ 
 ܣܢܐܓܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ. ܐ�ܠܐ ܕ�ܠܐ ܒܗܬܬܐ
ܘܐܫܬܝ ܦܓܪܐ  ܐܟܘܠ  ܦܘܠܓܐ܆[   ܘܕ�ܠܐ 
 ܕܡ�ܐ. ܐܢ ܥܠ ܚܝ̈ܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܟ ܪܓܬܐ.120

8

ومن قوله ايضا

 من لا يعبد المصلوب فنفى وحسب مع قتلة
الاله.

 ܕܝܠܗ ]ܡܢ ܐܓܪܬܐ ܕܬܪܬܝ̈ܢ ܕܠܘܬ
ܩܠܝܕܘܢܝܘܣ.[

 ܡܢ ܕ�ܠܐ ܣܓܕ ܠܗܘ ܕܐܨܛܠܒ ܢܗܘܐ ܚܪܡ
ܘܢܬܚܫܒ ܥܡ ܩܛܠܝ̈ ܐܠܗܐ.121

10

ومن قوله في ميمر قاله في الاحد الجديد قال

بحسد كافة  الناس  يشمل  الموت  ان  اجل   من 
 الشيطان واستيلائه عليهم باضلاله اياهم فلذلك

بالامنا الم الله حين صار انسانا

ܘܕܝܠܗ ܡܢ ܗܘ ܕܥܠ ܚܕ ܒܫܒܐ ܚܕܬܐ.

ܡܘܬܐ ܥܠ  ܕܒܝܫܐ  ܕܒܚܣܡ�ܐ  ܕܝܢ   ܡܛܠ 
ܠܒܪܢܫܐ܆ ܛܘܥܝܝ  ܒܝܕ  ܘܫܩܠܗ   ܠܥܠܡ�ܐ܆ 
 ܡܛܠܗܢܐ ܕܚܫ̈ܐ ܕܝܠܢ ܚܐܫ ܐܠܗܐ ܕܗܘܐ

ܒܪ ܐܢܫܐ.122

11

الطاهر الذهب[  فم  ]الموصوف  يوحنا   وان 
الثمانية ميمر  في  قال  قسطنطينية   بطريرك 
الى الاولى  الرسالة  تفسير  من   والثلاثين 

القرنتانيين

انسانا ان الله صار  بشرني  الانجيل  ابتداء   ان 
 وصلب وقام. وبذلك بشر جبرائيل للبتول وذلك

تنبت الأنبياء وبشر المرسلون.

 ܕܩܕܝܫܐ ܝܘܚܢܢ ܕܩܘܣܛܢܛܝܢܦܘܠܝܣ܆ ܡܢ
 ܡ�ܐܡܪܐ ܕܬܠܬܝܢ ܘܬܡܢܝ̈ܐ ܕܦܘܫܩܐ
ܕܐܓܪܬܐ ܩܕܡܝܬܐ ܕܠܘܬ ܩܘܪܢܬܝ̈ܐ.

ܠܗ ܐܝܬ  ܗܪܟܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܐܘܢܓܠܝܘܢ   ܪܝܫܐ 
 ܫܘܪܝܐ. ܡܢ ܗܝ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܒܪ ܐ̱ܢܫܐ.
ܓܒܪܝܐܝܠ ܐܦ  ܗܕܐ  ܘܢܩܘܡ܆   ܘܢܨܛܠܒ 
ܠܬܒܝܠ. ܘܢܒܝ̈ܐ  ܗܕܐ  ܠܒܬܘܠܬܐ.   ܣܒܪ 

ܗܕܐ ܘܫܠܝ̈ܚܐ ܟܠܗܘܢ.123

119 Add MS, 14532, 11rb.
120 Add MS, 14532, 11rab.
121 Add MS, 14532, 11rb.
122 Add MS, 14532, 11rb.
123 Add MS, 14532, 11vrb.
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12

رسالة تفسير  له  ثالث  ميمر  في  قوله   ومن 
المحتقرة في  نزهد  لا  ان  فيها   ]العبرانيين[ 

المحتاجة بقول عظة منه للناس

 اتزهدون في الذي من اجلنا صار الله عبدا وذبح

 ܕܝܠܗ ܡܢ ܡ�ܐܡܪܐ ܕܬܠܬܐ ܕܦܘܫܩܐ
 ܕܐܓܪܬܐ ]ܕܠܘܬ ܩܘ̈ܠܣܝܐ.[ ܟܕ ܐܡܪ

ܕ�ܠܐ ܙܕܩ ܕܢܒܣܐ ܥܠ ܚܕ ܡܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܙܥܘ̈ܪܐ.

ܘܐܬܢܟܣ܆ ܥܒܕܐ  ܗܘܐ  ܡܛܠܬܗ   ܐܠܗܐ 
 ܠܟ ܕܝܢ �ܠܐ ܚܫܝܒ ܕܐܝܬܘܗ̱ܝ ܡܕܡ.124

13

وان ميلاطون اسقف اطيقا قال

 ان ناصب الارض انتصب على خشبة وتيقظ
 الرب في جسد عار والاله  قتل ملك البر

    اسرائيل.

 ܕܩܕܝܫܐ ܡܝܠܝܛܘܣ ܐܦܝܣܩܦܐ ܕܐܢܛܝܟܝܐ
ܡܕܝܢܬܐ.

ܣܡܝܟ. ܩܝܣܐ  ܥܠ  ܐܪܥܐ  ܕܣܡܟ   ܗܘ 
 ܡܪܝܐ ܐܨܛܥܪ ܒܦܓܪܐ ܥܪܛܠܝܐ. ܐܠܗܐ

ܩܛܝܠ. ܡܠܟܐ ܕܐܝܣܪܐܝܠ ܢܟܝܣ.125

14

 وان افرام السرياني الملفان قال في مصحف
 له رد فيه على اليهود ]متعجبا لهم مستعظماً

لفعلهم قال[

 انظر الى قلة عقل تلك الامة ما اعظمه انها
 صلبت الاله ولم تجزع

ܕܥܠ ܦܢܩܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܐܦܪܝܡ  ܡܪܝ   ܕܛܘܒܢܐ 
ܕܛܘܒܝܟܝ̱ ܩ�ܠܐ  ܕܥܠ  ܡܕܪܫܐ  ]ܡܢ   ܝܗܘܕ̈ܝܐ 
ܐܦܪܬ ܕܪܝܫܗ ܪܥܝܢ ܛܥܝܢ ܟܘܠ ܦܘ̈ܚܡܝܢ.[

ܣܓܝ ܗ̱ܘ.  ܚܝܒܐ  ܢܬܘܒ  ܕܟܕ  ܗܘ   ]ܘܐܢ 
ܦܐܐ ܕܟܕ  ܗܘ  ܘܐܢ  ܙܟܝ̈ܐ.  ܡܢ   ܪܚܝܩ 
ܢܨܝܚ̈ܐ ܡܢ  ܪܚܝܩ  ܣܓܝ  ܗ̱ܘ܆[   ܬܝܒܐ 
 ܚܘܪܘ̱ ܒܗ ܒܗܘ ܥܡ�ܐ ܟܡ�ܐ ܦܩܪܘ̱. ܕܙܩܦܘ̱
ܬܒ܆ ܡܬܒ  ]ܘܐܠܘ  ܕܚܠܘ̱.  ܘ�ܠܐ   �ܠܐܠܗܐ 
ܣܢܐ ܟܝ  ܟܡ�ܐ  ܗܘܬ.  ܙܥܘܪܝܐ   ܥܕܟܝܠ 

ܕܚܬܝܪ.[ 126

Through a linguistic examination, it is evident that the Arabic is 
a translation from Syriac, even though sometimes the transla-
tion is literal and other times a bit liberal. In two cases, namely 
quotations 2 and 7, one might note an omission in the Arabic 
text, which is, in my opinion, more a summary of the original 
quotation than an intentional omission. While quotations 4, 5, 
10, 11 and 12 are exactly the same in Arabic and Syriac, quota-
tions 3, 6 and 14 must be considered a partial translation of the 
Syriac. One might also note that the error of  Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah in 

quotation 12, where he maintains that it comes from the com-
mentary of  the Chrysostom on the Letter to the Hebrews and 
not to the Colossians, does not exist in chapter 64, while the 
rest of the details given are equivalent in both texts. One notes  
a similar equivalence in the second quotation from Chrysostom, 

124 Add MS, 14532, 11vb.
125  Add MS, 14532, 12ra.
126 Add MS, 14532, 11vb.
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that is, quotation 11, where the text corresponds precisely in 
author, work’s title, discourse number and content. Moreover, 
in quotations 2, 4, 10 and 14 there is  concordance regarding 
the authors and the titles of  their works. In addition, the title 
given for the work attributed to Basil of Caesarea in quotation 3  
is worthy of note. In Syriac it is called Discourse (or Homily)  
on the martyr Julitta and against Apollinarius, while in Arabic 
it is just called Discourse (or Homily) on the martyr Julitta. Cer-
tainly, the text does not come from the Greek homily of Basil 
entitled In martyrem Iulittam; it seems that it is a Ps.-Basilian  
homily known already to other Syriac sources, like the Mia-
physite florilegium of Edessa.127 Both sources, finally, attribute 
quotation 13 to Meletius of  Antioch without indicating the 
work’s title.

From the comparison above, one surmises that Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah 

translates with the phrase ‘and from his saying’ three different 
Syriac expressions: ܘܬܘܒ (‘and again’) like in quotation 5; ܕܝܠܗ 
(‘of the same’), like in quotation 8 and ܘܬܘܒ ܆ܕܝܠܗ (‘and again 
of the same’) as it is attested in quotation 6. It is probable, then, 
that the translation of three Syriac variations with the same 
Arabic expression results in the confusion about quotations 6, 
7 and 8, wrongly supposing that are all of them come from the 
same work by Gregory of Nazianzus. Such an error, which 
seems not to have occurred intentionally, should confirm once 
again my opinion that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah did not use the Fathers’ 

works in their complete form, but instead used a source that 

127  It must be noted that in the Syriac florilegium there are two quotations 
attributed to this work of Basil, i.e. In martyrem Iulittam et adversus Apollina
rium. The first quotation is, in fact, a passage from Ps.-Athanasius’ De s. tri
nitate dialogi v. (see Clavis Patrum Graecorum 2284). The second quotation, 
present also in Abū Rāt’it

˙
ah’s florilegium, was not identified in this work of  

Ps.-Athanasius. These two quotations are also attributed to Basil in the Mia-
physite florilegium of Edessa, cf. Rucker 1933, 45 (the second quotation) 
and 78−79 (the first). In this florilegium, however, the passage quoted by Abū 
Rā’it

˙
ah is attributed to Basil without a title, while the other one, which is present 

in the Syriac florilegium and not in Abū Rāt’it
˙
ah, has the title ܐܦܘܠܢܪܝܘܣ   ܠܘܬ 

(‘Adversus Apollinarium’). It is clear then, that there were two different works 
attributed to Basil but that in the Syriac florilegium they were considered to 
be of the same work entitled In martyrem Iulittam et adversus Apolinarium. 
In Abū Rāt’it

˙
ah, one of them is quoted and is considered to be a passage from 

Basil’s In martyrem Iulittam. Neither quotation comes from Basil’s Homilia in 
martyrem Iulittam (see Clavis Patrum Graecorum 2849).
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contains some of their quotations. On the other hand, consid-
ering this error unintentional can be explained by quotation 4: 
according to the Syriac florilegium, the quotation is preceded by 
 which indicates that it is a quotation of the ,(’and again‘) ܘܬܘܒ
previous author from the same previous quoted work (in this 
case Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oration on Pascha). Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, 

for his florilegium, was interested in this second quotation and 
not the first. Paying attention to context, he introduced his quo-
tation not with the expression ‘and from his saying’, as he usu-
ally translates the Syriac ܘܬܘܒ, but with the correct information 
concerning the author and the work’s title.

There are some final elements that one might note. Two of 
Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah’s quotations are not found in chapter 64, while in the 

latter we find some more quotations that the florilegium of our 
author does not mention, as the following table demonstrates: 128

Patristic quotations of chapter 64 in BL, Add MS, 14532 Order in Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah

1. Gregorius Nazianzenus, In Sanctum pascha (or. 45)
2. Gregorius Nazianzenus, In Sanctum pascha (or. 45)
3. Gregorius Nazianzenus, In Sanctum pascha (or. 45)
4. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Funebris oratio in laudem 
Basilii Magni (or. 10)
5. Gregorius Nazianzenus, De pauperum amore (or. 14)
6. Gregorius Nazianzenus, In novam Domenicam 
(or. 44)
7. Gregorius Nazianzenus, ad Cledonium Epistula 101
8. Basilius Caesariensis, De Spiritu Sanctu
9. Antiochus Ptolemaidis, Oratione in ‘Beatus qui in-
tellegit super egenum et pauperem’
10. Ps.-Athanasius Alexandrinus, De Passione et cruce 
Domini
11. Iohannes Chrysostomus, In epistulam i  ad Corin-
thios
12. Iohannes Chrysostomus, In epistulam ad Colossenses
13. Ephraem Syrus, Adversus iudaeorum
14. Basilius Caesariensis, In martyrem Iulittam et ad-
versus Apolinarium
15. Basilius Caesariensis, In martyrem Iulittam et ad-
versus Apolinarium
16. Eustathius Antiochenus, Oratio coram ecclesia, in: 
Verbum caro factum est
17. Meletius Antiochenus, unmentioned

Gregorius 
Thaumaturgus

10
15
  2
  3
  4
  1
  7

Gregorius Nazianzenus
(De Filio)

  6
11
12
17
13

128  I indicate in italics those quotations that are present in Abū Rātʾit
˙
ah’s 

florilegium.
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The change of  the Fathers’ order in Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s florilegium 

is explained, as said above, by his chronological recategoriza-
tion. In addition, our author’s choice not to include all the quo-
tations from chapter 64 can also be explained. He chose those 
quotations that, according to his opinion, were adequate and 
belong to common Fathers with the Melkites. What is  interest-
ing, however, is the change of the order of the quotations from 
Gregory of Nazianzus, a change that, along with the other rea-
sons explained above, can clarify more the confusion about the 
works from which they originate.

Unfortunately, the comparison with chapter 64 does not 
resolve the reason why Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, in his introductory phrase 

to quotation 7, begins with the demonstrative وذلك (‘and that’). 
As consequence, finally, one might say that our author does not 
really follow the Christological florilegium contained in BL, Add 
MS, 14532, but instead follows another; one might also plausibly 
argue that he had access to common sources with this patristic 
florilegium.

Having noted the similarity in thought between Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah 

and Philoxenus of Mabbug one probably can maintain that our 
author used the patristic florilegium Philoxenus provides in 
his Dissertationes decem de uno e sancta trinitate incorporato et 
passo,129 a work written to support the Theopaschite doctrine 
and the addition into the Trisagion against the accusations at-
tributed to a certain H

˙
abīb, an East-Syrian monk from the north 

of Mesopotamia.130 While the method Philoxenus has used to 
create his florilegium is similar to the one of Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah – espe-

cially when he makes a number of quotations from one Father, 
without mentioning always the change of the work cited, intro-
ducing new quotations simply with ܕܝܠܗ (‘of the same/him’) – 
I was able to identify just two common quotations: the one from 
Gregory of Nazianzus’ ad Cledonium 131 and the one of Ephrem 
the Syrian, quoted without any indication of its title.132

129  See Philoxenus Mabbugensis 1982, 58−128.
130  For more details, see my forthcoming publication mentioned here in 

footnote 30.
131  Quotation number (220), Philoxenus Mabbugensis 1982, 120.
132  Quotation number (187), Philoxenus Mabbugensis 1982, 114. See 

also Graffin 1974, 286 quotation number 186 and footnote 2.
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Another important work that might be a  plausible source  
for Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah is Severus of Antioch’s Contra impium Gram-

maticum, where in chapter 41 of the third oration, Severus pro-
vides patristic quotations which witness that God the Word 
is the one and the same who performed the miracles and suf-
fered the passion.133 In this chapter I was able to identify quo
tations 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9,134 that is, all the quotations of Gregory  
of Nazianzus except the final, number 10. Their order in Se- 
verus, however, does not correspond to the one followed by 
Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah. Moreover, Severus’s version of quotation 7 does 

not resolve the problematic appearance of  the pronoun ‘that’  
in its introductive phrase. Nevertheless, it is  worthy to note  
that quotation 9, which is  not present in chapter 64 of  the 
Christological florilegium, is mentioned by Severus, where Abū 
Rāʾit

˙
ah quotes only its final sentence.135

It is evident then that the florilegia of Philoxenus and Severus 
could not be direct sources for Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah, and probably not 

even for the Christological florilegium copied in BL, Add MS, 
14532. In fact, Emiliano Fiori, who studied recently this Chris-
tological florilegium, its content and context, maintains that one  
of its sources may be Peter of  Callinicum’s Tractatus contra 
Probum et Iohannem archimandritam (cf. Clavis Patrum Grae-
corum 7254).136 That Christological treatise, which is no longer 
extant, featured many patristic quotations to prove the Ortho-
doxy of  the Miaphysite Christology against that of  the Neo-
Chalcedonians, represented by two Miaphysites converted to 
Chalcedonianism, namely, Probus and John.137

In addition, taking into consideration the opinion of Albert 
van Roey,138 I might conclude that the Trinitarian florilegium, 
copied also in BL, Add MS, 14532,139 is based on the Trinitar-

133  See Severus Antiochenus 1938, 280−338.
134  Severus Antiochenus 1938, 301, 301, 304, 301, 305, 302.
135  Severus Antiochenus 1938, 302.
136  Emiliano Fiori’s opinion was presented during the conference ‘Florile-

gia Syriaca: Mapping a Knowledge – Organizing Practice in the Syriac World’ 
that took place at Ca’ Foscari university, Venice, 30 January – 1 February 2020, 
and will be published in a forthcoming publication.

137  On this treatise, see van Roey 1978.
138  See van Roey 1992.
139  For the Trinitarian florilegium, see Add MS, 14532, 94vb−133va.
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ian work of the same Peter, namely, his Contra Damianum.140  
Since this last work survives in a Syriac translation,141 one might 
have an idea of  how Peter of  Callinicum quotes the Fathers  
and with which mechanism he comments on them.142 As a con-
sequence, and if the demonstrative pronoun in Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah’s 

quotation 7 is  original and not an error made by a  copyist,  
it would be plausible to maintain that our author had at hand, 
in addition to a Christological patristic florilegium, the sources 
used for compiling this kind of florilegia,143 that is, some Chris-
tological-polemical works as Peter of Callinicum’s Christological 
treatise and those composed during the sixth and seventh cen-
turies, especially at the period of the Controversy against Proba 
and John Barbur.144

Conclusion

This contribution has offered an analysis of  Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah 

al-Takrītī’s two apologetical works, his Second Letter to Ašot 
and his treatise On the Threefold Praise, in which this Miaphys-
ite author defends the Christological Trisagion hymn against 
the accusations of  the Melkites, represented by the Bishop of 
H
˙

arrān Theodore Abū Qurrah. It has been seen that, despite the 
fact that his arguments are based on his tradition, one might 
identify some original elements, like the development of  the 
principle lex orandi, lex credendi, by which our author tries to 

140  In regards see my forthcoming paper on this Trinitarian florilegium, its 
content, and its relationship to Peter of Callinicum’s Contra Damianum.

141  See Petrus Callinicensis 1994, 1996, 1998, 2003.
142  I give here some examples of how Peter of Callinicum comments 

some of his patristic quotations, which could explain the original func-
tion of pronoun ‘that’ in the introduction of quotation 7 in Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah’s 

florilegium: “...ܐܡܪ ܘܟܕ  ܒܕܡܘܬܐ  ܕܝܢ    And likewise, too, by having“ ,”ܒܗ̇ 
said...”; “...ܗܠܝܢ ܥܡ  ܕܝܢ    ;”...And again in addition to this“ ,”ܬܘܒ 
ܣܝ̈ܡܝܢ...“ ܗ̇ܢܝܢ  ܕܒܬܪ  ܘܒܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ     ;”...But again in the passage afterwards“ ,”ܬܘܒ 
ܣܝ̣ܡ�ܐ...“ ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܓܝܪ     ,”...For he said, as previously set down“ ,”ܐܡ̣ܪ 
Petrus Callinicensis 2003, 96–97, 106–07, 136–37, 138–39.

143  In my forthcoming paper, mentioned here in footnote 140, I present 
another evidence and more argument concerning this hypothesis, through 
the analysis I make of the Trinitarian florilegium provided by the same Abū  
Rāʾit

˙
ah in another work of him.

144  On this controversy and its context, see Hainthaler 2004.
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find liturgical elements in other Christian traditions to confirm 
his own. Moreover, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah’s means of correlating correct 

worship with the Miaphysite metaphysical system and soterio-
logical view, based on the acceptance of Theopaschism, is orig-
inal. In this way, the Christological Trisagion hymn becomes  
an indication of Orthodox doctrine.

Also apparent in Abū Rāʾit
˙
ah’s thought against the doctrine 

of  the Melkites is  that consensus with the patristic tradition 
and doctrine constitutes the primary criterion for Orthodoxy.  
This criterion drives his patristic and dogmatic florilegium in the 
Second Letter to Ašot. The selected patristic material functions 
on one hand, as proof for the correctness of his own doctrine, 
and on the other, as an instrument to indicate the invalidity 
of the polemics of Abū Qurrah.

Finally, through the examination of this florilegium, its struc-
ture and content, it has been demonstrated that our author 
translates from a Syriac version and not from the original Greek. 
Comparing Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah’s patristic material with one Syriac 

patristic Christological florilegium copied in BL, Add MS, 14532, 
revealed that 12 of  his 14 patristic quotations are present in 
chapter 64 of the aforementioned florilegium. The comparative 
analysis between the Syriac and Arabic versions of  these quo-
tations convinces me that either our author had in hand this 
florilegium with some other sources, or another florilegium, 
and that he had access to the sources of these patristic florilegia  
of the Miaphysite Church.
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Abstracts

This paper aims to highlight the original points the West-Syrian 
and Miaphysite theologian Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah al-Takrītī (d.  838) uses to 

defend the addition into the Trisagion hymn: his liturgical argu-
ments, his biblical arguments, and his means of  relating Theopas-
chism to what he maintains to be a  proper metaphysical system. 
The main purpose of  the essay, however, is  to analyse the patris-
tic quotations Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah provides to support his position and to 

demonstrate its orthodoxy. A comparative analysis of  these quota-
tions with some Syriac florilegia compiled by Miaphysites between 
the eighth and ninth centuries demonstrates that Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah had 

access to such florilegia and their sources and used them into creat-
ing his own florilegium.

Keywords: Miaphysite, Theopaschism, Patristic Syriac Florilegia, Tris-
agion, Christology, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah al-Takrītī.
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Questo articolo intende evidenziare i  punti originali nell’apologia 
per l’aggiunta nel Trisagion scritta dal teologo siro-occidentale e 
miafisita Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah al-Takrītī (m.  838), in particolare le sue ar- 

gomentazioni liturgiche e  bibliche e  il modo in cui lega il Teopa-
schismo con quello che egli ritiene il corretto sistema metafisico.  
Lo scopo principale dell’articolo è di analizzare le citazioni patristi-
che che egli fornisce a sostegno della sua posizione e per dimostrare 
la sua ortodossia. Attraverso un’analisi comparativa di queste cita-
zioni con florilegi siriaci compilati da miafisiti tra l’VIII e  il IX se- 
colo si dimostra che Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah aveva accesso a tali florilegi e alle 

loro fonti, e che le ha usati per creare il suo florilegio.

Parole chiave: Miafisiti, Teopaschismo, Florilegi patristici siriaci, Tri-
sagion, Cristologia, Abū Rāʾit

˙
ah al-Takrītī. 




