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ABSTRACT

The Trinitarian doctrine of Abt al-Farag ‘Abd Allah Ibn at-Tayyib
(10™-11" ¢.) may be considered a good example of an interpretation of the
Trinitarian theology and metaphysical system of Babai the Great (7" c.). Ba-
bai made an effort to discern between metaphysical terms, such as: substance
(kyana), hypostasis (gnoma), and person (parsopa), making a peculiar mix-
ture of Cappadocian, Nestorian, i.e., East Syrian, and Antiochene theology.
Ibn at-Tayyib, however, did not make use of Babai’s terminology. Particu-
larly, although he explained the Trinitarian dogma in a similar way to Babai,
he did not apply the term person (parsopa) to the Trinitarian theology. This
paper aims to show the importance of the Trinitarian thought of Ibn at-
Tayyib. It also answers the following questions: 1) how was he able to make
an excellent interpretation of Babai’s thought in the language and ambient of
Islam, and 2) why did he consider it the best way to explain the Trinitarian
dogma to the Muslims?
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INTRODUCTION

The Trinitarian theology of the Cappadocians was the foundation stone
for the Trinitarian dogma of the Church. In the first synods of the Church of
the East, there are archaic expressions and a particular Trinitarian terminolo-
gy: God is one nature (kyana) and three hypostases (qnomeé). Babai the Great
(7™ century) introduces an important development in the Trinitarian and
Christological doctrine and terminology within the Church of the East. His
effort was to discern between such terms as: nature (kyana), hypostasis
(gnoma) and person (parsopa), a peculiar mixture of both Cappadocian and
Antiochene theology. His philosophical terminology and theological doc-
trine was officially recognized by his church at the assembly of bishops in
612, but only with respect to its Christological part. As for his philosophical
approach to the Trinitarian dogma, it was not totally approved, or we can say
that it was neither accepted nor rejected.

In the 10" and 11™ centuries, the Trinitarian theology of Aba al-Farag
‘Abd Allah Ibn at-Tayyib, an important theologian of the Church of the
East, can be considered a good example of an interpretation of Babai’s Trini-
tarian theology. It is worth noting that Ibn at-Tayyib respected the desire of
his church not to apply the term “person” (parsopa) to its Trinitarian theolo-
gy as Babai did. Rather, he explained the Trinitarian dogma by elaborating
on Babai’s metaphysical system from an Aristotelian philosophical context.

This paper aims to present and analyze the metaphysical systems of Ba-
bai and Ibn at-Tayyib in order to determine the common nucleus between the
two, and then to analyze the further development of Ibn at-Tayyib. Addition-
ally, it will demonstrate the importance of the Trinitarian thought of lbn at-
Tayyib, and his ability to explain the Trinitarian and Christological dogmas
in the language and milieu of Islam, using traditional terminology and mak-
ing an excellent interpretation and modification of Babai’s metaphysical sys-
tem. It will be also shown that with his elaboration of Babai’s metaphysical
system, Ibn at-Tayyib created his own system. This new and particular met-
aphysical system was a good way to answer questions posed by the Muslims
of his time regarding the Trinitarian dogma.

Before beginning our analysis, we would like to make some terminolog-
ical remarks. First of all regarding the term gnoma: it is the Syriac transla-
tion of the Greek vndotacic, usually translated by scholars as “hypostasis”
(at least in a Trinitarian context)®, although it should be noted that not all

1) Cf. PATROS, “La cristologia”, pp. 29-31.
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scholars accept this translation®. In fact, in the history of the Christian doc-
trine, the term hypostasis did not have one meaning and a unique metaphysi-
cal function. When hypostasis was translated into Syriac with the term
gnoma, it did not always have one specific meaning attributed to it by the
Syriac theologians, and did not always correspond to the meaning attributed
to it by the Greeks. Nevertheless, we will use terms, hypostasis and gnoma,
as synonyms.

The same applies to the term parsaopa, which is the Syriac term for the
Greek mpocomov’. It was used in different ways to explain either Trinitarian
theology or Christological doctrine. In the Syriac tradition, it was also used
with different meanings and significances. For this reason, we will use the
term parsopa with the English translation of the Greek term npocwnov, i.e.,
person®. Following is a list of English translations that will be used for Ara-
bic philosophical terms: “essence” will be used for dar;, “substance” for
Sawhar;, “hypostasis” for ugniim; “person” for sahs and farsif, “attribute”
for sifah, and “property” for hassah.

In addition, we chose to refer to the Church of the East also as Nestori-
an. This is not meant to be polemical or offensive in any way. We prefer to
use this term because the same Church in 612 considered its doctrine to be
Nestorian, a term that became synonymous with orthodoxy®. We also prefer
to use the term Miaphysites for the Jacobites, i.e., the Syrians who did not
accept the Council of Chalcedon, the non-Chalcedonians of Syriac language.
Finally, for those who accepted Chalcedon, we use the term Chalcedonians.

2) Cf. BROCK, “The Christology”, p. 131.

3) Cf. PATROS, “La cristologia”, p. 31.

4) We think that translating the term gnoma with hypostasis, and parsopa with per-
son/rpdéownov, is not wrong. The important thing is to underline the various comprehensions of
the terms and the different meanings and metaphysical functions they hold, cf. André be HAL-
LEUX, “ ‘Hypostase’ et ‘personne’ dans la formation du dogme trinitaire (ca. 375-381)”, in
André DE HALLEUX, Patrologie et cecuménisme. Recueil d’études, Peeters, Leuven, 1990, pp.
113-214; Andrea MiLANO, Persona in teologia. Alle origini del significato di persona nel
cristianesimo antico, Editions Dehoniane, Naples, 1984; TURCESCU, “Prosopon”, pp. 374-395;
while for the meaning of these terms in the Eastern Syriac tradition see PATROS, “La
cristologia”, pp. 28-33.

5) Cf. CHABOT, Synodicon, pp. 573-574:
oih Bt @ Aredisn A Al muis hanaly, om i hal il Kolea haeien (o
~amin aloy harumt Khohe o - Methes ,o loa ey he ae Lo Kol > das
i @iin iR Kaursn B B dur aidpml o i o - aall) o Ruidm L asle

A\ o L ymodur Qa>aqin
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A. BABAI THE GREAT AND HIS DOCTRINE

Until the year 612, the doctrine of the Church of the East used a certain
metaphysical terminology to express Trinitarian and Christological dogmas:
1) God is one nature (kyana) and three hypostases (gnome), the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit; 2) Christ is one person (parsopa) and two natures
(kyané), united without division or mixture®.

During the Christological discussions within the Church of the East, for
ecclesiastical, political and doctrinal reasons, some theologians began to de-
velop metaphysically its Christology. The role of the schools and some mon-
asteries was important in this development’. The so-called “controversy of
Henana of Adiabene” was the most significant event which shows the theo-
logical discussion within the same church and the direct and indirect contacts
between it and the other churches-confessions, i.e., the Chalcedonians and
the non-Chalcedonians (Miaphysites)®. The most important figure, whose
activity as a monk, spiritual leader and theologian had the major influence on
the Church of the East and its official doctrine, was Babai the Great®.

Babai the Great'® was born ca. 551 in the area of Beth ‘Aynatha. He be-
came a monk in the “Great Monastery” founded by Abraham of Kaskar
(1588)™, to whom he became superior and spiritual leader. After the death of
the Catholicos of the Church of the East, mar Grigor (+610)", Chosroes Il
(d. 628), the Sasanian emperor, did not allow the bishops of this church to
elect a new Catholicos. Until Chosroes’ death, the church was led by the
archdeacon Aba of Seleucia and Babai, who had the appointment of “visitor
of the monasteries”. In the year 612, according to the will of Babai, an as-

6) On this topic, see our article EBEID, “The Christology”; see also the following refer-
ences: BRoCK, “The Christology”, pp. 125-142; Sebastian P. BRocK, “The Christology of
the Church of the East”, in Dmitry AFINOGENOV & ALEXEY MURAVIEV (ed.), Traditions and
Heritage of the Christian East, lzdatelstvo, Moscow, 1996, pp. 159-179; PATROS, “La cristo-
logia”, pp. 27-42.

7) In this regard see BECKER, Fear.

8) On the controversy of Hennang see CHILDERS, “Henana”, p. 194; BAUM & WINKLER,
The Church, pp. 35-41; BECKER, Fear , pp. 90-91; EBEID, “The Christology”, pp. 377, 389-
390, 394-395.

9) Cf. BAUM & WINKLER, The Church, p. 38.

10) On Babai, his life and his historical context see BROCK, “Babai the Great”, pp. 49-
50; W BAUM & WINKLER, The Church, pp. 37-41.

11) On Abraham of Kashkar see Lucas VAN RoOMPAY, “Abraham of Kashkar”, in
GEDSH, pp. 8-9; Sabino CHIALA, Abramo di Kashkar e la sua comunita. La rinascita del
monachesimo siro-orientale, Qigajon, Magnano, 2005.

12) On this catholicos see Lucas VAN ROMPAY, “Grigor I”, in GEDSH, p. 183.
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sembly of bishops was held, which adopted a new Christological formula:
Christ is one person (parsopa) in which were united, without mixture or sep-
aration, two natures (kyané) and two hypostases (qname)™.

Certainly, this was the contribution of the metaphysical development
that Babai made and expressed in his “Book of the Union™*, which we will
briefly present in this paper. It is to be noted that Babai’s theological system
was adopted partly by the assembly of 612. This does not mean that his met-
aphysical system, especially regarding his Trinitarian thought, was totally
rejected or was not used by others'. The main part of our paper here, in fact,
will focus on how Ibn at-Tayyib used and interpreted Babai’s metaphysical
system to explain the Trinitarian doctrine to Muslims.

1. Babai the Great’s metaphysical system

Going back to Babai’s metaphysical system, we should always keep in
mind that in the internal Christological discussion among the theologians
and thinkers of the Church of the East there were questions regarding the
two natures of Christ and their real union. If Christ is one person with two
united natures, and these natures maintain their properties, should we con-
sider the union real or not? In addition, the presence of the Miaphysites (Jac-
obites) into the Sasanian land, and their propaganda against the traditional
doctrine of the Church of the East considering it a dualistic Christology and
accusing it to be real Nestorianism, i.e., the doctrine of two separated sub-
jects in Christ, had made a group of theologians of this church refute any
non-dualistic Christological formula or proposal. They considered such doc-
trines a betrayal of the faith of the Church, that is, in Christ the united na-
tures are perfect and each one conserves its natural properties.

For that reason, the Christological proposal of Henana that Christ is one
person (parsapa), one hypostasis (qnéma) and two natures (kyane)™ was

13) Cf. BAum & WINKLER, The Church, p. 39.

14) This work was edited and translated into Latin by VASCHALDE, Babai Magni.

15) The Christological controversy within the Church of East did not end with the as-
sembly of 612. On this see our article, Bishara EBEID, “La cristologia del catholicos Mar
Georgis I. Un’analisi della sua lettera a Mina”, in Rafal ZARZECZNY (ed.), Aethiopia Fortitudo
Ejus. Studi in onore di Monsignor Osvaldo Raineri in occasione del suo 80° compleanno
(OCA 298), Pontificio Istituto Orientale, Roma, 2015, pp. 203-220; see also Bishara EBEID,
“Christology and Deification in the Church of the East. Mar Gewargis I, His Synod and His
Letter to Mina as a Polemic against Martyrius-Sahdona” in Cristianesimo nella Storia (Stud-
ies in History, Theology and Exegesis) 38:3 (2017), pp. 729-784.

16) Cf. CHILDERS, “Henana”, p. 194.
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seen as dangerous to some of the theologians and thinkers of the Church of
the East. In fact, they tried to conserve their different Christological identity
from the Chalcedonians and the non-Chalcedonians (Jacobites)*’.

Babai, against such voices as the one of Henana, wrote his “Book of the
Union”, and was one of the important theologians of the Church of the East
to develop systematically the Trinitarian and Christological doctrine of his
church, according to his point of view. He actually defined the technical and
metaphysical terms used in these doctrines, giving them a clear explanation
and a precise metaphysical role and use™.

There is no doubt that the concept of nature (kyana) was not a topic of
discussion since there was already an agreement on its definition that it was
the general and common substance (itita/usia)'. The problem, however,
was regarding the definition of the terms hypostasis (qnoma) and person
(parsapa), their relation to the common nature (kyana), and the one between

each other.

According to Babai, a singular substance (usia/oveia) is called:

hypostasis (qgnoma), consisting in its sin-
gle essence [expressed] by the number
‘one’. And it is distinct from the ‘many’
[hypostases], not because of the fact that
it became singular, but since it receives,
in the created, rational and free beings,
various accidents of virtue of abundance
or of poverty, of knowledge or of igno-
rance; and in the irrational beings re-
ceives also various accidents, either by
opposed temperaments or in any other
way. And these [the accidents], as | said,
are not creators, they are only created
[things]. Hypostasis is fixed according to
its nature and it is subject to the species
and the nature of which it is hypostasis,
together with the similar hypostases to it
[i.e. of the same nature]. It is distin-
guished from these similar and equal hy-

oS AN ESN KHulss avad cin
S 120 13 0 s ~huian) ;mius
doos aro ARt ;00 ol RN
Fuss L aonduy gl al o du
o aliirsn EA\ | ~birdwe alsia
o il o haraoy o haidany
ard o LS A hal chea s
M\ 1és o .aliiva EA | <,
alha .amr i L o haaladaln
Aasls iinso s al My v
Susha ehcuuas o ity aan
<> s oo am mla fusa Kea
HMainy Hcun ™ ax.iaa .yanvn ,cnacinw
~a0 oian Mo ledaen hulas
.o 2 al walaaa .Litaamn ol Liias (s
rﬁuamlar&mn@mlnh:(.njni:
~Haun) zasl Mua 1wa .alhs i

~ ALl alhm Musis oo

17) Cf. BAuM & WINKLER, The Church, pp. 35-41; see EBEID, “The Christology”, pp.

377, 389-390, 394-395.

18) Cf. BAum & WINKLER, The Church, p. 38.
19) Cf. PATROS, “La cristologia”, pp. 28-29.
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postases through the singular property o3 &»aio .isea faizd L Fo rinog
which possesses by its person (parsopa). 21 .

For example, Gabriel is not Michael and Sand she el
Paul is not Peter. But in each hypostasis

(gnoma) [of them] the entire common na-

ture is known, and [with regard to] the

one nature that comprises the hypostases

(gnome) in a common way, it is known

through the mind what [sort of nature] it

is, whether it is the nature of men or of

other things. The hypostasis (gnoma),

however, does not comprise [all] the

common [being]*°.

Babai’s definition of hypostasis (qnoma) seems to be close to the one
that Aristotle gave for the primary substance, but we should not arrive at
such a conclusion without first analyzing carefully Babai’s full definition.
Qnoma is a singular substance (<. ~aware). Being singular means that
it subsists by itself. Numerically it is one. It belongs to a distinct species,
which is the common nature (~uas_~us). It is one among many hypostases
(gnome) that belong to the same common substance. All these gnome are
equal and identical in everything related to the common nature they manifest
perfectly. The gnoma, however, is not identified with the common nature,
since the latter comprises all of the singular substances subject to it. Qnoma is
also a perfect singular nature, manifesting this nature perfectly, i.e., the natu-
ral properties of one specific species, but is not the entire common being
(r(cQé ras A o r¢7JC\.\.n)

Qnoma, being a singular nature, is fixed naturally, i.e., it cannot change
to another species or another common nature; it cannot form a new reality
with another gnoma, or a new hypostasis (qgnoma) of new species. Qnoma
can receive various accidents, and these distinguish one hypostasis (qnoma)
from another one of the same common nature. It is the group of singular
properties possessed by one gnoma that constitutes, according to Babai, a
person (parsopa). To be clearer, Babai gives an example: Gabriel and Mi-
chael, Paul and Peter are all human gnome, i.e., singular human natures.
They are similar according to their natural properties, but Gabriel is not Mi-
chael because of the different personal properties of each gnoma. This, in
fact, is the metaphysical function of person (parsopa) according to Babai’s

20) The translation is ours.
21) VASCHALDE, Babai Magni, pp. 159-160.



THE TRINITARIAN DOCTRINE OF IBN AT-TAYYIB

101

thought. Gabriel and Michael, Paul and Peter are gnomé, but also are
parsopé. In the following citation, Babai further explains his system:

The person (parsopa) is the property of any
[possible] hypostasis, which distinguishes it
from other [hypostases], because the hypos-
tasis of Paul is not the hypostasis of Peter.
Although they [i.e. Paul and Peter or any oth-
er humans] are equal in nature and hypostasis
—for each of them possesses a body and a
soul, they is living, and rational and corpore-
al- nevertheless in person they are distinct
from each other, either in age, appearance,
health, wisdom, power, paternity, filiation,
being male or female, or any other way that
distinguishes and manifests the singular and
individual property. [As a consequence], this
one is not that one, nor is those these. Alt-
hough in nature they are identical, [neverthe-
less] in the [domain] of the singular property
that this hypostasis possesses, which is not

ol ,;odur o ol ~ao oia
Rin > @l xziar apy KL Eoaion
o ,madur <\ walaar ;mmaioy 6o
cox oo ual ;oo Vo“'{ .-ooc\'ﬁvgm
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Ainao ~Llsa madurd awa <o
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=\ \ars o hmaus o sy 1ams
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o1 ML o hanos o K hoiaas
~ieiasn) il Kaumo xiamy .
;o\ ada o o\l ;S dutssea
“haba ;0o (R ear Kuas o
smadurd aly iain i; Kol KLl

that one, it is the person that makes the dis-

3 . . .
x.iayr am r{AC\_SAE\ Qam
tinction?.

In this definition we should notice that for Babai, the gnoma has two
kinds of properties and characteristics, the natural and the proper. By the
natural, it is recognized to which common being it belongs. By the individu-
al, it is distinguished from the other hypostases (qgnome) of the same species
and general substance. In our opinion, for Babai, the gnoma by itself, being a
singular and concrete substance of a general nature, is a perfect manifesta-
tion of the natural properties of this species, however, to be recognized as
individuality, i.e., a particular reality, it receives a person (parsopa), that is, a
group of individual properties. One can notice that for our thinker, the gen-
eral nature, in fact, does not exist. It is an abstract reality, while the concrete
one is the subsistent reality, the singular and concrete substance, the gnoma.
However, this subsistent reality cannot be complete without the individual
properties, which is the person that each gnoma possesses. The person of one
hypostasis, i.e., reality composed by gnema and parsopd, in conclusion, is a
concrete, perfect and complete singular nature recognized so by its natural
(qnéma), and personal (parsapa) properties®.

22) The translation is ours.

23) VASCHALDE, Babai Magni, p. 160.

24) For more details regarding Babai’s thought and doctrine of these terms see SCIPIONI,
Ricerche, pp. 110-112; ABRAMOWSKI, “Babai”, pp. 297-314.
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Making this analysis we can, in fact, notice that Babai is developing his
metaphysical system, having as its basis, not only the philosophy of stoicism
regarding the categories of “kow@®¢ mot6s” and “idimg mowdv”, as Scipioni
sustained®, but also the Aristotelian concept of substance “ovoia”, the pri-
mary and the secondary. In our opinion, it is an elaboration and development
of what we already find in Gregory of Nyssa’s metaphysical system, i.e., the
concept of the “partial substance” (uepikr| oboia) or “particular substance”
(1ducry ovoia)®®. It is not our purpose to enter into detail regarding the doc-
trine of Gregory of Nyssa or the other Cappadocians®’, but we think that Ba-
bai had as a basis an existing elaboration of that metaphysical system, al-
ready in use by other Antiochene thinkers and theologians®. However, Babai
gave it a new dimension, which we may call “Nestorian”.

According to the elaborated system that Babai had as a basis, we can
say that the secondary substance is the common and general, the universal. It
is an abstract nature, while the primary substance is the singular nature with
the individual properties. It is the common nature which takes an existence
in individuals. There is, however, another status or category of substance, the
partial one, which is an intermediate status between the abstract reality
(common and general) and the concrete one (individual and singular).

Babai applied the terminology he had to this metaphysical system. For
the general and common, i.e., the secondary substance and the “kovdg
mo16¢”, he used “substance” (~ware), “Nature” (=), and “essence”
(=»o¥x). This category is the group of the natural properties of one spe-
cies, it is an abstract reality. When this abstract reality comes into existence
and is distinct numerically, it is called hypostasis (~==aus). The singular sub-
stance is one of many that are subject to one specific species and common

25) Cf. Scipion, Ricerche, pp. 136-137.

26) Cf. Turcescu, Gregory, pp. 26-38, especially pp. 37-38, and pp. 69-71.

27) In addition to the reference in the previous footnote, see also KARIATLIS, “St Bas-
il’s”, pp. 57-83; TURCESCU, “Prosopon”, pp. 374-395; HILDEBRAND, The Trinitarian.

28) We think, as Scipioni demonstrated, that Nestorius’ Liber Heraclides, including
Pseudo-Nestorius, used such a system, cf. Scipioni, Ricerche, pp. 98-158, 153-158. Regarding
the Antiochene background of Babai, see ABRAMOWSKI, “Babai”, pp. 328-341. In addition,
in our view, Leontius of Byzantium, who had an Anthiochene education and formation, used a
similar system and applied it to the Chalcedonian Christology. Regarding his system, see
KRAUSMULLER, Dirk, “Making Sense of the Formula of Chalcedon. The Cappadocians and
Aristotle in Leontius of Byzantium’s Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos”, in Vigiliae Christi-
anae 65 (2011), pp. 484-513.We are, in fact, planning to further investigate this topic in order
to demonstrate the common Antiochene metaphysical system of both Babai and Leontius. The
former gave it a “Nestorian” dimension while the latter gave it a Chalcedonian dimension.
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nature. In our opinion, the gnoma in Babai’s thought is the singular nature
without individual properties, yet it is not a complete and perfect individual,
even if it is singular and perfectly manifests the natural properties, that is, the
partial nature in an intermediate status. When, however, this partial nature
receives personal and individual properties through various accidents, it be-
comes a person (~aa ia), i.e., an individual. So when a gqnoma receives its
parsopa, this means that it receives its individualization, its personalization.
For this reason, in our opinion, Babai calls it “the parsopa of the gnoma”, as

the first quotation of the next section demonstrates.

2. Babai the Great’s Trinitarian doctrine

In his metaphysical system which we just presented, it is clear that Ba-
bai is making a very significant development, differentiating it from the tra-
ditional Cappadocian metaphysical system. In fact, this will become clear as
we see how our thinker applies this system to his Trinitarian doctrine:

Three are the adorable hypostases
(gnome) of the eternal Trinity identical in
everything: in one glorious essence
(ttata), cause of all creatures. However, if
you want to distinguish through reason
the one [hypostasis] from the other, you
cannot [do it], except through the property
of their persons (parsaopé). The name ‘Fa-
ther’ is, in fact, the person (parsopa) of
his hypostasis [gnomal]: He is unbegotten;
from whom the Son, already since eterni-
ty, was begotten. And [the Son] is distinct
through the person (parsopa) of his hy-
postasis, so He is neither the Father nor
the Holy Spirit, but the begotten from the
Father before the ages. And so we distin-
guish the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit
through its singular person (parsopa) that
He possesses, for He is from the Father
since eternity, that is, from the nature of
Him through the way of the procession, so
He is neither the Father nor the Son. This
means that these [hypostases] are distinct
through the distinct persons (parsopé)
they own through their properties. These
adorable persons (parsope) can be given
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and received; the hypostases (qnome), on \» ~azne lao oo .~ricos
the contrary, can neither be given nor re-  «hauax oo ol .(uw  ao ian
ceived. Because of the fact that this hy- <o el maie .gnmhmo asuio
postasis (qnoma) cannot be received, 10 wia .o &\ o1 Cams  1aslo

become one hypostasis with another [dif-  q\o o1 Al ne oih ohwa
ferent] hypostasis is impossible. But what

inheres permanently in one hypostasis
(gnoma) is the thing by which it is distin-
guished, so that is not another hypostasis,
i.e., the Father is not the Son and the Son
is not the Holy Spirit. These names, as
they are persons, not in the [domain of
hypostases, can be given and received.
The hypostasis (qnoma), however, shows
only that this is this and not that. [For ex-
ample], when two men come forward us,
iy is known that they are two hypostases,
but it is not yet known who is the one and
who is the other, i.e., yet the property of
the hypostasis (gnoma) is not manifested
as person (parsapa)®.

<\ ma ab o ALy S o
ooy ;b h\ AR PSS T B
.30|<ao_s.ia werd Ko

In his Trinitarian doctrine, it is notable that Babai, on the one hand, tries
to be faithful to the Cappadocian tradition and his church’s doctrine, and on
the other hand, he succeeds in applying the Cappadocian doctrine to his own
system. Without going into much detail, for the Cappadocians, vndéotooig,
which is somehow synonymous to mpdcmnov, is the result of the common
nature with an idiom (idiopa), that is, a property. For example, the Son is the
divine common nature with the idiom of the generation, so he is the begotten
Son. For the Cappadocians, the general nature and the idiom make the hy-
postasis, and at the same time, the idioms also reveal the relation (oyéoic)
between the hypostases of the divine nature. Being the Son generated from
the Father and the Spirit proceeding from the Father makes the latter to be
the cause of the Trinity™".

Also, for Babai, the Father is the cause of the Son and the Spirit. The
Father as gqnomg, i.e., divine concrete and singular substance with his own
property of his person (parsopa), is the cause of the Son and the Holy Spirit,

29) The translation is ours.

30) VASCHALDE, Babai Magni, pp. 160-161.

31) Cf. HILDEBRAND, The Trinitarian, pp. 82-92, especially pp. 91-92, and pp. 92-98,
see also KARIATLIS, “St Basil’s”, pp. 67-68.
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two gnomeé with their parsope. It is not the general nature with the property
or the idiom that make the hypostasis, as it is for the Cappadocians, but it is
the hypostasis (qnama), as concrete singular substance of a general nature,
with the property that make the person (parsopa). It is clear that gnoma and
parsopa are two different metaphysical concepts with different functions. In
these last affirmations we notice not only the differentiation between Babai
and the Cappadocians, but also that for Babai there is a difference between
idiom, and property (~.l.1), and person (~aa oia).

It may be argued that the parsopa manifests the personal properties of
one gnoma. One can also observe, however, that sometimes the difference
between these two concepts is blurred. The clearest example of this is the
explanation that Babai gives regarding the names. For him, the names “Fa-
ther”, “Son”, and “Holy Spirit” are the persons, and at the same time they are
the individual properties of the gnome. For this reason, he affirms that “the
name ‘Father’ is the person (parsopa) of his hypostasis” (.ia\ <o~ ne
mmaaos o aa oia). We can explain it also by the following: the person
(parsopa) is called “Son” since his gnoma received the property of sonship,
i.e., being generated from the Father. This means that the parsopa is an idi-
om of the gnoma. We can also say that the name of one parsopa indicates
the property of its gnoma, and is consequently its personal property.

To make all of this more comprehensible, we will use the following
schemes:
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e, . N

. N N, An abstract substance of specific spe-

_," Q Q Q h% cies includes a mass of gname (hypos-

! Q Q \ tases), i.e., singular subsistent sub-

! > stances; each one perfectly manifests

Q ,' the common substance, that is, its nat-
/ ural properties.

N Personalization or individualization of
a singular substance: a gnoma with a
o group of individual properties and idi-
Q Individual pro- ) > oms becomes a parsapd, i.e., singular

perties a subsistent substance that manifests
perfectly its natural and personal prop-
Y, erties.

D Q + Being unbegot- _ PF A A divine gnoma with the individual
ten - properties of unbegottness is the
; opa of the Father. The parsopa of
generation  _ parsopa 0 parsop.

DQ + - PS > the Son is a divine gnoma with the
) property of generation, while the one
DQ 4 procession  — pHg of the Holy Spirit is a divine gnoma

J with the property of procession.

N The Father is the cause of the Trinity.
7 PE 'I\D'i\\/ine common nature The Son and the Holy Spirit are per-

. . fect divine gnomeé from the perfect
I_/ generiV ‘WACGSSiOﬂ \ divine gnoma of the Father. They are
' ' > recognized by their parsopeé because of
! their relation with the Father, i.e., their

1
v PS /
' P HS/ personal property that comes from
S 4," their relation with their cause.

3. Babai the Great’s Christological approach

Babai was not interested in developing his metaphysical system for the
purpose of explaining the Trinitarian doctrine. For him, the Christological
dogma was the most important issue. His system helped him to support the
doctrine regarding the two natures and two hypostases in Christ united in
one person. He said, in fact, as we have seen above, that the gnoma is fixed
and cannot be received or given, while the parsopa can be received or given.
By this, he is trying to prepare the way for his Christological doctrine: the
parsopa of the Son was given to the human gnoma of Christ, and so this
human gnoma received or acquired its personalization; and in this parsopa
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the union was realized. We have, as a consequence, one person of Christ,
which is a common parsapa of two gnome™.

This system was adopted partially by the synod of 612. That assembly
of bishops considered the doctrine regarding the two gnome in Christ to be
orthodox. Regarding the Trinitarian dogma, however, and the use of Babai’s
system in the Trinitarian field, especially applying the concept of parsopa, it
was not officially accepted®. This is probably because there was either a
danger of it being understood as tritheism, or simply that at the time, the
problem was not Trinitarian but Christological.

With the arrival of Islam in the Near East, the Trinitarian dogma took its
place once again within theological discussions, but this time between Chris-
tians and Muslims. For the latter, actually, this dogma meant polytheism.
The Christians felt the necessity to re-produce apologetic works in order to
cope with this new situation®. Babai’s system was not utilized in the Trini-
tarian field during his time because there was no need for it. However, lbn
at-Tayyib, in the new Islamic milieu, tried to explain the Trinitarian dogma
to Muslims by further developing Babai’s system, while keeping in mind
that it was not officially accepted by his church.

B. IBN AT-TAYYIB AND HIS DOCTRINE

We do not have much biographical information regarding Ibn at-
Tayyib’s date of birth. Scholars, however, claim that it was in the last quarter
of the 10" century®®. Regarding the date of his death, the Jacobite Barhe-
braeus (71286) states that Ibn at-Tayyib died on October of the year 1043.

32) Regarding the Christology of Babai, see Scipioni, Ricerche, pp. 112-116, 118-130,
138-148; ABRAMOWSKI, “Babai”, pp. 297-314; Luise ABRAMOWSsKI, “Die Christologie Ba-
bais des Grossen”, in Symposium Syriacum | (OCA 197), Pontificio Istituto Orientale, Roma
1972, pp. 219-244; Marijke METSELAAR, “The Mirror, the Qnoma, and the Soul: Another Per-
spective on the Christological Formula of Babai the Great”, in Zeitschrift fir Antikes Chris-
tentum 19 (2015), pp. 331-366.

33) Cf. CHABOT, Synodicon, pp. 564-567 (for the Trinitarian and Christological doc-
trine), pp. 583-584 (regarding the orthodoxy of this doctrine), see also BAUM & WINKLER, The
Church, p. 39.

34) A very good reference on this remains the book of Sidney GRIFFITH, The Church in
the Shadow of the Mosque. Christians and Muslims in the World of Islam, Princeton Universi-
ty Press, Princeton-Oxford, 2008, especially pp. 1-11, 23-105. See also HADDAD, La Trinité,
pp. 25-26.

35) For more details on his life, see FAULTLESs, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, pp. 667-674; GRAF,
GCAL, vol. Il, pp. 160-162.
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He is one of the most important “Nestorian” thinkers of his time, and maybe
the most important and greatest polymath of the Church of the East. He was
a physician, philosopher and theologian; he wrote many works on medicine,
commentaries on most of the works of Aristotle, Galen and Hippocrates, ex-
egetical works on most of the books of Holy Scripture and dogmatic treatis-
es, especially regarding Trinitarian dogma. Being a polymath and a great
theologian afforded him the position of secretary to two Catholicoi of the
Church of the East: Yahanna VII (1012-1020 or 1013-1022) and Elias |
(1028-1049). Having taken the responsibility of approving the dogmatic
works of “Nestorian” authors and theologians of his time, such as Elias of
Nisibis, means that he was considered a theologian and teacher of the
Church of the East in that period.

Samir Khalil Samir also demonstrated in his article, “La place d’lbn at-
Tayyib dans la pensée arabe”, the importance of our author among the Arab
thinkers and philosophers, both Muslim and Christian. The different citations
that Samir uses confirm all that we have mentioned previously regarding the
position of Ibn at-Tayyib as an Aristotelian philosopher and commentator,
and as a theologian and approver of theological works®. The fact that some
of his works are cited by the encyclopedia “Magmi ‘ usal al-dm — Summa of
the principles of religion™®" of the Coptic theologian al-Mu'taman lbn al-
‘Assil (1 after 1265)®, proves that his doctrine was admired by authors of
other Christian confessions and was greatly useful to them, even if he be-
longed to a “heretical” church according to their beliefs®.

He is also considered to be the last Christian Aristotelian teacher work-
ing in Baghdad®. In his exegesis, he follows the Antiochene School, espe-
cially, the thought of Theodore of Mopsuestia, John Chrysostom, Ephraim
the Syrian and others*’. Scholars note that he explains the Trinitarian dogma

36) Cf. Samir Kh. SAMIR, “La place d’Ibn at-Tayyib dans la pensée arabe”, in Journal of
Eastern Christian Studies 58 (2006), pp. 177-193.

37) There is a critical edition of this work with Italian translation see al-Mu'taman Ibn
al-‘Assal, Summa.

38) Cf. FAULTLESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, p. 671.

39) Some of his works, such as his commentary on the prologue to John, when copied
by non-Nestorians received some changes in their content because of the Christological disa-
greements between them. For more on this, FAULTLESS, “The two Recensions”, pp. 177-198.
See also HADDAD, La Trinité, p. 73.

40) Cf. FAULTLESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, p. 668.

41) Cf. FAULTLESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, p. 669, regarding his exegesis see the following ar-
ticles: Paul FEGHALL, “Tbn At-Tayyib et son commentaire sur la Genése”, in ParOr 16 (1990-
1991), pp. 149-162; Floris SEPMEIER, “Ibn al-Tayyib’s Commentary on Mathew 1-9: 32-34”,
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to Muslims without mentioning their names, using Aristotelian philosophy
and the discussion on the attributes of God*2. Our objective here is to present
his Trinitarian doctrine and to demonstrate that he was a disciple, maybe in-
directly, of Babai’s philosophical system. In our opinion, he elaborated such
system and used it in his doctrine, taking into consideration the new condi-
tions of the Christians of that period and region: the Arabic language and the
Islamic general context.

To accomplish this, we will use the following edited works* of Ibn at-
Tayyib*:

a. Treatise on the Trinity (Magalah f7 at-tazliz)*.

Treatise on the Trinity and Unity (Magalah f7 at-tazlr wa-t-tawhid)*.
Discourse on the Union (al-Kalam f7 al-ittizad)*.

Work in fourteen chapters (Arabic title is unknown)®*.

Treatise on the Union (Kitab al-ittihad)™.

®ao0oT

1. Terminology and metaphysical definitions

Before we look at or examine the Trinitarian doctrine of our author, we
should present two of his quotations that illustrate his metaphysical system,
which is based on Babai’s system as will be made clear by our analysis:

in ParOr 25 (2000), pp. 557-564. See also FAULTLESS, “The two Recensions”.

42) Cf. FAULTLESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, p. 670.

43) We follow the English titles suggested by FAULTLESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, pp. 674-697.
In the same pages, there is a list of the works of Ibn al-Tayyib related to the Muslim-Christian
dialogue. Another list of his works is offered in GRAF, GCAL, vol. I1, pp. 162-177.

44) Unfortunately we do not have complete critical editions of all the works of Ibn at-
Tayyib. Although we have editions of some works, they are not always critical, but based on
just one manuscript. For this reason and in order to have a clearer image of his thought, we
need a complete critical edition of all the works attributed to him. These critical editions
would ensure the authenticity of his works and might also resolve other important issues re-
garding his doctrine.

45) There is an edition with a French translation: 1bn al-Tayyib, Maqgalah fi at-tatlit, pp.
74-89.

46) There is an edition with a French translation: Ibn al-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit wa-
t-tawhid, pp. 108-123.

47) There is an edition with a French translation: 1bn al-Tayyib, al-Kalam fi al-ittihad,
pp. 144-150.

48) This work came to us by way of the citation provided by al-Mu'taman ibn al-‘Assal:
Ibn at-Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, pp. 275- 277 (ch. 11, par. 92-101); pp. 409-416 (ch.
19, par. 28-51).

49) This work came to us only partially, since it is quoted by al-Mu'taman Ibn al-‘Assal:
Ibn at-Tayyib, Kitab al-ittizad, pp. 77-78 (ch. 8, par. 126-255).
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The terms used by Christians regarding the ..y .3 - I e dearad! eleey)
essence (dat) of the Creator (Glorified and Ex- WU & sl :

alted Be He!), are: substance (gawhar), hypos- ((jﬁéi} e tibd (g wleew)
tasis (ugniim), person (farsif)*, unity (tawhid), i
trinity (taz/iz), attributes (sifar) and union
(ittihdd).

The term substance (gawhar) in every essence  slke e Juy (oI35 3 agd -
(dar) indicates the absolute nature (muglaq a- . o e
tabad'i) in the thing, such as the nature of the ¢ ol oLyl C’i’i “LF‘J‘ Q@ C\”w
human being (al-insan) in his persons 135 Lawlsal 3 aalkll W caslssl
(ashasihi) and the fire in its persons . - B i o .
(ashasiha). If [the essence] becomes particular Bly gl arasdl L dhay coalex
(ta@a.s_,sasat), thr_ough the speci_fication,_you 13y Lasis gy} SN VI
name it hypostasis (ugnim), and if the attribute ; i . L.
[of the hypostasis] becomes specific s A=y 4y S Ologll U cllas
(ta‘ayyanat), you name it [the essence] person . s 085 | o BG (P
(farsiaf' wa sahs). When [the essence] obtains a o2 8= 5£ j?j. %} < ) : :,,5
multitude of descriptions [i.e. attributes], ac- Ry OJQ Llogl g
cording to one side, it may be considered one,

and according to another, many: It is one, from

the side of the substance (gawhar), it is, [how-

ever], many, from the side of its descriptions

[i.e., attributes]Sl.

;\.4"\} (wlivy cC»:L"Jj (=979 ‘J}"’)}

It is notable that for Ibn at-Tayyib, the substance (gawhar) is an abstract
essence (dat) and reality. This is the meaning, in fact, behind the expression,
“the absolute nature in the thing”. It is the common nature of the persons
(ashas) of the same essence, and it indicates its species. This abstract reality
obtains its existence when it becomes particular (takassasa). Becoming par-
ticular means for our author that the essence obtains an attribute. We think
that he means that it manifests its natural properties, and in this case it could
be called hypostasis (ugniim). In our opinion, we have a kind of identifica-
tion between the natural properties and the hypostasis. It means that the hy-
postasis is the perfect manifestation of the natural properties of one species
in a singular substance. When this singular substance, i.e., natural properties,
obtains specific attributes and descriptions, it becomes a person (farsaf
Isahs). This is the only text that we read among the works of Ibn at-Tayyib
in which the term farsaf (parsopa) was found. He identified it with the term
sahs, which is used more often to refer to the same metaphysical category®.

50) It is an Arabic transliteration of the Syriac term parsopa (~aa i), Which also may
be read as farsofa.

51) The translation is ours.

52) Ibn at-Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, p. 275 (ch. 11, par. 93-94).

53) Cf. HADDAD, La Trinité, p. 176. See also Bo HOLMBERG, “‘Person’ in the Trinitari-
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Our author, then, uses the three different categories that Babai devel-
oped in his system. Considering these three categories as three statuses of
substances confirms our opinion that behind this system there are the three
types of natures: the abstract, the concrete and the intermediate. In addition,
we can note that he tries to apply the Cappadocian® doctrine regarding the
meaning of hypostasis: a general and common nature with a specific idiom®°.

Ibn at-Tayyib gives an example to his readers in order to make it clear-
er. This example is taken from a quotation in the 13/14™ century ms. Vatican
Arab. 36, which is attributed to our author with the title “The difference be-
tween the substance and the hypostasis”:

“The difference between the substance . ] ) Sl IRPVRE Wi
(gawhar) and hypostasis (qnizm) and person ‘ﬂ] 7 (.rd e

(5ahs)”, attributed to him [to Ibn az-Tayyib] RYP Y A
(May God be pleased with him!).

The substance (gawhar) is the indication of = LsaS™ (@MLYI  Jde Il AN jad
the essence, absolutely, as we say “human Sy
being”. St
And the hypostasis (ugnizm) is the indication L™ (plsl i 13 Lgde AV psudlls
of it [the essence] when it becomes, with Losfale
vagueness, particular (tajassasat) as we say Lo slaly Lo
“a man” or “a woman”.

And the person (sahs) is the indication of it creadt CwalaZ 13 lgle ANs jaseilly
[the essence] when it becomes, with pure- 57 L™
ness, particular (takassasat), as we say Moses s e
and Mary56.

First of all, we notice that our author is following the three metaphysical
categories that Babai developed. Even if these three categories are different
amongst each other, they are related to each other in some way, they are
three statuses of the essence. The hypostasis (ugnzm) is a singular nature

an Doctrine of Christian Arabic Apologetics and Its Background in the Syriac Church Fa-
thers”, in Studia Patristica 25 (1993), pp. 300-307.

54) That our author knew very will the doctrine of the Cappadocians, especially the one
of Basil the Great, is confirmed by the numerous citations and references to his thought that
he makes in his commentary on Genesis, see for example Ibn At-Tayyib, Commentaire, p. 7;
this reference to Basil, in addition, is related to Basil’s doctrine on the Trinity.

55) We find an affirmation of this in his work, “in fourteen chapters”, see Ibn at-Tayyib,
Work in fourteen chapters, p. 217 (ch. 8, par. 239): «... dia; »edl s @c:»iw -..»; He also gives
the same definition in Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit, p. 109: « o ST sa ud a8V O
wideal) s I ez, We will return to this topic later in this paper.

56) The translation is ours.

57) Vat. ar. 36, f. 138"
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without clear specification, i.e., without personal properties, or let us use the
expression “without personalization”. If the general and common substance
is the human being, its singular natures are men and women. Simply, men
and women are the perfect manifestation of the natural characteristics and
attributes of the common essence. They indicate that this singular hypostasis
belongs to the species of “human being”.

When, however, each singular nature, i.e., hypostasis, obtains specific
attributes and properties, it becomes a person (saks). Therefore, we can say
that we have different singular natures, the difference being indicated in the
particularity of each singular nature, so that one may be called Moses and
the other Mary. We think that the key for understanding the thought of Ibn
at-Tayyib is his use of the word “tahassasat”, which is a verbal form of the
term “hassah”, property.

This supports our claim that for our author hypostasis (ugnzm) and per-
son (Sahs) are two different kinds of properties and attributes®, being natural
and particular. Here, in fact, is the explanation of the expressions “vague-
ness” and “pureness”. Another thing we should note in this citation is the
non-use of the term farsaf. This, in our opinion, is because, in contrast with
its synonym sahs, the term farsa/ did not enter the Arabic philosophical lexi-
con. Finally, this citation illustrates that these three categories are the three
kinds of natures developed by the elaboration of Aristotle’s doctrine on the
substance with the one of stoicism.

2. Ibn at-Tayyib’s metaphysical system and Trinitarian dogma

How could Ibn at-Tayyib apply this system to his Trinitarian doctrine?
We must take into consideration that when he writes about the Trinity, he

58) In his work “in fourteen chapters” our author affirms this opinion by clearly stating
that the hypostasis is one substance with a property, while the person is substances with many
properties. It is clear that he is developing his doctrine dealing with the Christological issue,
so he is talking about substances in one person. What interests us is the fact that hypostasis
and person are identified with two different kinds of properties and attributes see Ibn at-
Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, p. 218 (Ch 8, par. 244): «im G wer ¥ o B Jod) s

eoliay 3 alee asilly iy dhar g a5Vl asedlly iy, Inthe same work we notice,
as we did with Babai, that this identification means simply a manifestation of the attributes
and properties, so the person manifests the personal attributes, and through its hypostasis
manifests the natural propertles see Ibn at-Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, p. 219 (ch. 8,
par. 246): « ey (s mell oy L3y ccanilly iy STV png Ol agl o Yoy Condli Vs Js
v CM.U J..p} *UJ tgjlt ;L;-\ 529 t‘\-h“ (.},‘3\ J:w))
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has his opponents specifically in mind, i.e., the Muslims>®. This means that
in applying his metaphysical system, he must be careful not to be understood
as a tritheist. In addition, we will notice that he uses Muslim language and
doctrine, especially in the discussion on the divine attributes.

He said: “The Church believes that the Crea- | fe Ul O Geas A 5
. . $2 98 S - {o,W) 01w dal JB
tor is one substance (gawhar) and He is de- ¥ S B

scribed by three attributes (sifat), and it be- %Mz Cios b ad dawy MW olin
lieves that He is described by three hypostases 6t
(aganim)...”. B
And the substance indicates the essence (dat) <3 &l b Ul ol A 4 jLlay agdls
of the sublime Creator, which, as it is demon- ., = . . I
) il A ] N " i & " \

strated, is one; and the attributes indicate ex- Ol G 18 Lty o ly sl Ll 0L
isting me_anings of this essence, and ['they] are oo lgwsan 43l olgd Y oA odd 555390
not subsistent essences (dawat qa’imah bi- ) ‘ Loy 2ol colasle 3ea 3ol
nufisiha); they are the “paternity”, the “filia- e Al Jley ppYly cDladly S5y B
tion” and the “procession”. And the hyposta- 13 Il 0L eliell oy 8l Jf & R
sis (ugnam) indicates the result of the essence . e s
with each one of the attributes. So when the 2! <! +! C“g-‘ 3 Jd sV gme et o
essence is taken with the meaning of paterni- .| &) s L3 3ol & gy o)
ty, the result is called “Father”, when the same o o JJ jMJ .6’“ S - .
[essence] is taken with the meaning of the fili- 72 ¥ W J8 SVl axe po sl 13Dy
ation [it] is called “Son”, and when it is taken 61 E]
with the meaning of the procession [it] is

called “Holy Spirit”...

From the first affirmation we notice that for Ibn at-Tayyib the unique-
ness of God is to be found in the fact that the divine nature is one: God is
one according to his substance (gawhar), which is his essence (dat). The se-
cond thing we should note is that this one essence is described by three at-
tributes (sifat) and by three hypostases (aganim). Does our author limit the
metaphysical function of hypostasis to describing the general essence? If the
answer is yes, does he identify hypostasis with the attribute?

In the same citation above, it is clear that the attributes, which are also
called “meanings” (ma ‘@ni), are not subsistent essences (dawat). This means
that the attributes are not identified with hypostases (aqanim), which are es-
sences as he claimed in his metaphysical system above. As a consequence,
when Ibn at-Tayyib mentions that the divine essence is described by three

59) As we said, our author never mentions Muslims in his works, although it is clear
that he writes apologetically to them as we will demonstrate in our analysis, see also FAULT-
LESS, “lbn al-Tayyib”, p. 670.

60) The translation is ours.

61) Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit wa-t-tawhid, p. 109.
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attributes and three aganim, he is intending two different metaphysical cate-
gories. The attributes, in fact, according to our text, are the “paternity”, the
“filiation” and the “procession”. This causes or leads us to argue that for him
the attributes in Trinitarian doctrine are the idioms of the persons (ashas) of
his metaphysical system®.

As for Babai, “person” for Ibn at-Tayyib is the idiom of the Cappadoci-
ans, and in our case is called attribute (sifah). It is the group of the personal
and individual properties of each singular substance. Attention, however,
should be placed on Ibn at-Tayyib’s approach to the Cappadocian system,
and how he modifies Babai’s system and applies it. He does not use the met-
aphysical term person (farsaf/saks), even though it is used in his general
metaphysical doctrine, as we have seen above. For him, the Father is already
a specific hypostasis, i.e., hypostasis with an attribute, which is the meaning
of the paternity. For 1bn at-Tayyib the Cappadocian affirmation that the es-
sence with an idiom forms the hypostasis is accepted under one condition:
this general essence with the attribute makes not just any hypostasis, but a
specific one. According to his metaphysical system, this hypostasis is a per-
son, i.e., a singular subsistent substance individualized and personalized. In
other words, it makes a particular substance®,

If the three divine aganim are known and recognized as Father, Son and
Holy Spirit, this means that they are already specific aqanim, that is, hyposta-
ses with their persons (individual attributes of paternity, filiation and proces-
sion). The divine essence is one, but it is an abstract concept; it obtains its ex-
istence through the hypostases. These hypostases, however, are with their at-
tributes, because they exist with the relation between them, i.e., they are cause
and caused®. The following scheme further clarifies this point:

62) Regarding the difference between hypostasis and person according to our author,
see HADDAD, La Trinité, pp. 150, 157.

63) See also a comment on this in HADDAD, La Trinité, p. 154.

64) See also his Magalah mujtasarah fi al-aganim wa-I-gawhar wa anna al-fi 1 li-1-
gawhar, “Brief treatise on the hypostases and substance, and the fact that action pertains to
the substance™, edited twice, once by Gérard Troupeau and the second time by Samir Khalil
Samir, cf. FAULTLESS, «lbn al-Tayyib», 694. We were not able to read and check either of the-
se editions, but since this work exists in one manuscript only, Vat. ar. 145, ff. 70%-73", we
were able to read the manuscript and check the text of Ibn at-Tayyib.
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Hypostasis Divine essence with Hypostasis Person
Father = (fthe Father = theattribute of pater- = +
nity (person of the (divine subsistent (attribute of
Father) substance) paternity)
. Divine essence with Hypostasis Person
Hypostasis . -
Son - oftheSon = the attribute of filia-  _ + _
- ~  tion (person of the (divine subsistent (attribute of
Son) substance) filiation)
Holy Hypostasis Divine fassence with Hypostasis Person
L = _ theattribute of pro-  _
Spirit of the Holy = i = . i + .
Spirit cession (person of the (divine subsistent (attribute of
Holy Spirit) substance) procession)

The Father is the divine essence subsisting and recognized by a specific
attribute, it is a hypostasis with a person. The Son is recognized as Son be-
cause of his relation to the Father; He is caused by the hypostasis of the Fa-
ther, who is a divine particular essence, so He is also divine particular es-
sence, (divine hypostasis). However, being caused by the Father, i.e., the in-
ter-trinitarian relation, He has his attribute eternally, that is, the person of fil-
iation. As a consequence, He is recognized to be Son, hypostasis and person.
We can say the same about the Holy Spirit.

In his “Treatise on the Trinity and Unity”, lbn at-Tayyib declares that
the result of the essence and the attribute is a specific hypostasis, i.e., hypos-
tasis with person. Before we cite the text in which he mentions this doctrine,
we need to underline the fact that in his apologetic works regarding Trinitar-
ian dogma, he develops Trinitarian analogy, as all Arab-Christian theologi-
ans do. He chose the one of “knowledge” (‘ilm), “knower” (‘alim), and
“known” (ma ‘lim)®. For him, these are three attributes that characterize the
divine essence. This essence has the “knowledge”, i.c., the Father, this es-
sence knows itself, so it is “knower”, i.e., the Son, and it is also “known” to
itself, i.e., the Holy Spirit®. It is clear that to develop such an analogy, he

65) Cf. HADDAD, La Trinité, p. 228.

66) Cf. Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit, p. 81: «sa~s (sl ol of daxws (gladl O Jsis
Giall ods 4o Je 0S5 of e ol o b ols a ol ede OF Uyl disady L demgd) L
EIRERPINE, wtf 13lg 15 olas g ohas of els b (U ol e of Bla o)) 2iay q,i; & il
p skl (l\.-d\; e U Jw U Zasles »; see also Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at- -tarlit wa-t-
tawhid, p. 113; «iias 0555 Of S Y Il ode Of plasy iy Ly 5350 Ll 2oL ld Of i a3
psball i 0 O Jl2 Y il el i U 0sSG 0T 28 W1 ) o oty Y o el Ll
OsSa LB13 ot oo lashall sl 2139 113 (s 01 358 Ll u.ajw sds I 3 (Ble Yy lle e Jsaally
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uses as a basis the discussion on the attributes that describe the divine es-
sence. We will return to this topic further on in this paper. For now, let us
read how he uses this analogy and integrates it into his metaphysical system:

And the Christians define the essence (al-dat) ~ ald\S™ Y as W1 oVl 3 Joi5 )Ll
as substance, not similar to the [created] sub- i . B
stances, and they nominate the attributes (Pl ol &)
(sifat) properties (hawass).

They name the attribute of knowledge “pater- 854 ;lL,J\ Aoy byl Wogennd ("L’J‘ b L
nity”, and the attribute of knower “filiation”, C o slal) 2o
and the attribute of known “procession”.

They name the sum [i.e., the results] that are  <=laall me Sl o &l Ledl Osanny

[composed] by the essence with the attributes P
hypostases (aganim). )

And when the essence is taken with the mean- o8 e3> olall gme ma AT 13 Al
ing of knowledge, this sum is called the hy- N 5«9\ Aot

postasis of the Father (ugnizm al-4b).

And when it is taken with the meaning of the ~ alet! ods et )l gs no sl 13,
knower, this sum is called the hypostasis of

Y pgsl
the Son (ugnam al-1bn). (Y g

And when it is taken with the meaning of the =~ et ol s pslall axs s wdst 13,

known, this sum is called the hypostasis of 68 ) 5t
the Spirit (ugnam al-Rih)°’ oy s

According to such a system, the three hypostases can describe the di-
vine essence, as lbn at-Tayyib affirms in the above citation. Since the
aqanim include the attributes within themselves, i.e., the persons, they also
describe the divine essence. It is clear again that there is no identification be-
tween hypostasis and attribute, but there is a relation. Let us read the follow-
ing quotation, which further illustrates our analysis:

And since the hypostasis (ugnam) is the result = RN oE o ;{T o e (.r._;fy\ oy

VI eshes ojlog W13 caede 13y o OF e 38 b o5 W et U eshes 215 ». Regarding this
analogy see HADDAD, La Trinite, p. 228.

67) The translation is ours.

68) Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit, pp. 81,83. We find the same affirmation in his
“Treatise on the Trinity and Unity”, but without the application of the term ugniim to the Fa-
ther and the Son and the Spirit, although he says that these three are aganim: « JS~ <=l 13}

codst 13 obe Lede J}U.L\ &9 | A 61'9 a}L! EEIY) c(}d’ alod) o ol el & ol oda o e
13) c}Mj\J Lgde djj_LU ) P3N\ L@,o.lﬁ Ervy) cu' AJL: “E g UA} rl:u of kls o old S el d J‘_ ol
p sl ol & odsf B Loglae E4S" 2oy (oY) sl ws PN ébd\ ore Aol e pei ol & edsd
b s ) ong Al ot e, IbN at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-talit wa-t-tawhid, p. 113.
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of the essence (dat) with the attribute (sifah); 100 dsf 136 . & wli)) ;ﬁij (el
and since the attributes (sifat) are three, if the TR )
essence is taken with each one of them, the L jSe’ sl Gl O gt 3y JS &

result is one hypostasis (ugnim). As a CONSE- ., ¢ . il L5 -oe 10le FaiSs 1aole | Llas
quence, the Creator is one and many; one, o s S 7 ﬁ“%o i J ]
from the side of the essence (dat) and many . \4»,5\3\1\ Js

from the side of the hypostases (aqa‘m‘m)sg.

The last sentence, in fact, is similar to the one of his metaphysical rules
presented above. Here we present a comparison:
When [the essence] obtains a multitude of As a consequence, the Creator is one and
descriptions [i.e. attributes], according to one  many; one, from the side of the essence (dat)
side, it could be considered one, and accord- and many from the side of the hypostases
ing to another, many. It is one, from the side  (aqanim).
of the substance (gawhar), it is, [however],
many, from the side of its descriptions [i.e.
attributes].

It is clear, then, that within the Trinitarian field, when our author af-
firms that the hypostases (aganim) describe the divine nature and that they
are, in some way, identified by attributes, i.e., the individual idioms of each
hypostasis (property, kassah), he means that these hypostases are eternally
with persons, because they came to exist through a relation between them’".

In our opinion, there are two reasons behind this interpretation and
modification of Babai’s system: 1) on the one hand, Ibn at-Tayyib wants to
maintain one cause in the Trinity, i.e., the Father as hypostasis and person; 2)
on the other hand, he also desires to underline the unity of the three hyposta-
ses in the one common essence.

69) The translation is ours.

70) lbn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit wa-t-tawhid, p. 109.

71) For some scholars the Nestorian Church identified hypostasis with attribute, see in
the introduction of Robert CASPAR, “Les versions arabes du dialogue entre le Catholicos Tim-
othée | et le Calife al-Mahdt (II%V111° Siécle) ‘Mohammed a suivi la voie des prophétes’ ”, in
Islamocristiana 3 (1977), 107-175, here 121. But, in fact, this identification must be read un-
der the conditions that our author gives. For example, if here in Ibn at-Tayyib we do not find a
clear identification between hypostasis and attribute, in Elias of Nisibis, a contemporary Nes-
torian author of Ibn at-Tayyib, the hypostases are attributes. Since both authors are of the
same church, we think the key for understanding this identification in Elias is the doctrine of
Ibn at-Tayyib here. For the Trinitarian doctrine in Elias see EBEID, La Tunica, pp. 451-482.
Years before Elias, the Coptic bishop Sawiras Ibn al-Mugaffa‘ identified hypostasis with at-
tribute, but he had a different basis for this identification and, as a result, a different doctrinal
outcome, see EBEID, La Tunica, pp. 293-307, see also Mark SWANSON, “Are Hypostases At-
tributes? An investigation into the Modern Egyptian Christian Appropriation of the Medieval
Arabic Apologetic Heritage”, in ParOr 16 (1990-1991), pp. 239-250.
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The cause cannot be an abstract reality, but the common nature is ab-
stract. To resolve this problem, he considers the hypostasis a perfect mani-
festation of the common essence in a singular way that is the common es-
sence with the attribute. The Father in this case is not identified with the ab-
stract common nature, but being the cause, he manifests this common nature
perfectly, and the hypostases caused by him also manifest perfectly the
common nature. To explain this problem and to resolve it, he again uses the
analogy of “knowledge” (‘ilm), “knower” (‘alim) and “known” (ma ‘lam).
Through this analogy he tries to show that the three hypostases as essence
are one, co-existing together eternally. Having one cause (Father) and two
caused (Son and Spirit) does not mean that this one cause is of the divine es-
sence and its existence. Rather, it is simply cause of itself, i.e., it manifests
the inter-trinitarian relations:

Son andlhe Sprt arecaused, s shoutd not 7 <73 89 3 <1 23 3 LB 0 5
be understood that we mean cause of exist- 2! 259 Al 4y Ul Ls (vé-‘“ Mo O¥sles Los)

ence [i.e., creation], because the essence is ARl By A ils”
one numerically. ’

The Father, however, who is the same es- ke 353l ar Lot I say O OF Y

sence with the power of knowledge, is the . S e i 4

cause of the Son and the Spirit, | mean, the < ¢ S gol paly Y e e Vw
same essence with the [ability] to be knower Loglessy dlle ;>}§: ol
and known.

It is one essence, a cause of itself, not [as a  Lb sesll (3 Y lgwid dle Z.x;-\j G5 0
cause] of [its] existence. If we, [however], N . i T
comprise the essence of the Creator with the =~ Shagzsll (Jb I Ll ol L 13

rest of the created beings, it [the divine es- _74\_@_';\4,,5 LsSh Lasgmy) dle 0655 &L
sence] is cause of their existence [of the cre-

ated beings] and of their formation and their

creation.

In this way, he maintains a differentiation between the three metaphysi-
cal categories: essence, hypostasis and person; and at the same time, he tries
to be closer to the Cappadocian doctrine and consistent with the official doc-
trine of his church. He does not have as a basis, as Rachid Haddad claimed,
the neoplatonic doctrine™. According to us, he is taking an Aristotelian ap-
proach to Babai’s system”.

72) The translation is ours.

73) lbn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit wa-t-tawhid, pp. 119, 121.
74) Cf. HADDAD, La Trinité, pp. 243-245.

75) Cf. FAULTLESS, “lbn al-Tayyib”, p. 670.



THE TRINITARIAN DOCTRINE OF IBN AT-TAYYIB 119

The question that arises from such analysis is why did our author avoid
using the term of person (farsifisahs), even though he applied it as a con-
cept, since he identified it with the attributes and the properties? A quick an-
swer could be that he wanted to be consistent with the official doctrine of his
church. The key, however, comes from his historical context and the discus-
sion regarding the divine attributes.

3. Divine attributes and Ibn as-Tayyib’s metaphysical system

One important element of the Christian-Muslim dialogue at the time of
our author, and even earlier, was the divine attributes. It was also a dialogi-
cal topic among the different Islamic theological and philosophical schools.
The question was the following: if the divine attributes are eternal as God is,
it means that they co-exist with him and, as a consequence, there is polythe-
ism in God, or as Muslims call it, sirk’®.

Having this element in mind, Ibn at-Tayyib, who accepted the metaphysi-
cal system of Babai and modified it to explain the Trinitarian doctrine, also
developed it through the doctrine on the divine attributes’’. First of all, his
doctrine on the attributes of God consists of the distinction between two kinds
of attributes: essential (sifat dat) and verbal (sifat fi 1/ta‘add7)’®. The essential
attributes describe the divine essence and the inter-trinitarian relation of the

76) On this topic one can read the second chapter of Harry Austryn WoLFsoN, The Phi-
losophy of the Kalam, Harvard University Press, Cambridge-Massachusetts-London 1976, pp.
112-232. See also Harry Austryn WOLFSON, “The Muslim Attributes and the Christian Trini-
ty”, in The Harvard Theological Review 49 (1956), pp. 1-18; David THOMAS, “The Doctrine
of the Trinity in the Early Abbasid Era”, in Lloyd RIDGEON, ed., Islamic Interpretations of
Christianity, St. Martins’ Press, New York, 2001, pp. 78-98; Sidney GRIFFITH, “The Unity
and Trinity of God: Christian Doctrinal Development in Response to the Challenge of Islam -
An Historical Perspective”, in Michael ROOT & James J. BUCKLEY, ed., Christian Theology
and Islam, James Clarke & Co, Cambridge, 2014, pp. 11-21; Sara HusseiNi, Early Christian-
Muslim Debate on the Unity of God: Three Christian Scholars and Their Engagement with
Islamic Thought (9th Century C.E.), Brill, Leiden, 2014.

77) For a short comment on lbn a¢-Tayyib’s doctrine on the divine attributes see FAULT-
LESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, p. 670; See also HADDAD, La Trinité, p. 156.

78) We would like to mention here that in this division of attributes we note the nucleus
of the discussion regarding the distinction between essence and energy in God, which was
developed during the 11™ century in Byzantium. This discussion, however, was based on the
doctrine of Basil the Great, cf. l'e®pytog MAPTZEAOE, Ovaia kot Evépyeiar tov Ogod kotd tov
Méyov Bogilerov. Zvufoln €1 v 10TOPIKOOOYUATIKIY OLEPEOVHOLY THS TEPL OVOIAS KOL
evepyel@v tov Ocov didackorios e Opbodocov Exkinoiog, Tlovpvapdg, Thessaloniki, 1984,
pp. 13-26. Again, we then see a Cappadocian influence in our author. However, we think that
this topic requires another and more detailed research. See also HADDAD, La Trinité, pp. 189-
190.
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three hypostases. The verbal attributes, however, describe the extra-trinitarian
relation, i.e., the relation of God with the other created beings.

This is not the place to analyze this aspect of Ibn at-Tayyib’s doctrine; we
would simply like to mention that the analogy of “knowledge” (‘ilm), “know-
er” (‘alim) and “known” (ma ‘lzm) is also used here to explain his opinion re-
garding the two kinds of attributes’. These three attributes are of the essence
and describe it. They are only three®® because Scripture talks about the Father
and the Son and the Holy Spirit, i.e., it is divine inspiration to believe in three
divine hypostases®; In addition, our author tries to demonstrate the necessity
of the number three through philosophical and logical instruments.?* The rest
of the attributes are not essential and they describe the relation between God
and His creatures. When we say God is “knowledge” (‘ilm), “knower” ( ‘alim)
and “known” (ma ‘lam), we are describing His essence that has the power of
knowledge, knows itself, and is known to itself. When we say, however, God
is powerful, or Creator, this manifests that in comparison with his creatures,
He is powerful and He is their Creator.

From an Aristotelian approach he also shows that the verbal attributes

79) Cf. Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-taliz, p. 85: «¥ (L &)l Sliv &M o o) lias
S ol gy e U U I3 Jases N pslally Jlally (Lol 2io oag Lse 225 Yy Lede w3 O o2
WL las die g8 Sl Gl 4l aio Lb B DM e gy MW U wlin O ladl
wj By My amll a1 1) oliass V&ﬂ Gl i SISy ol gl Lo JW dde w8 3 bl
ade ol 1) olas 36 disy ade 3421 Ul oldas Ll »; See also Ibn at-Tayyib, Maqalah fi at-tatlit
wa-t- tawhid, p. 115 « e Cais &, sl Ll ol (s B (b Jo U G i OF ol
‘:’j;l-lw_,Uij)yLAlﬁfL@M)ﬁJuwwuu):bwf‘wyw,ﬁ&«ub\.ﬂﬁy
O lis o S Lad dly e w\_e\ W )Ll O iz drgdly L OLs Lgme J.ﬁ r.uh Loy 352) pex Lgme
Yo Lgde Ol 4 el Jsaal) & N ‘55\ ol Je Ly W ANJMJV Lo ON slazey) e By
VB SV 0S5 g M o ) liaall sl o Wy o) ad G e el clgilain)
w23t Yy 3356 »; lbn at-Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, p. 411 (ch. 19 35): «Juﬂ' Ol aslasy
(839r¢0 LcSL: th ;}z-}Jb ol qu LsJ.xJ‘ u\.a..pj ol wlaw &\ (Jbu) Lg)LJ\ "3 s LSM
Jus JL«&H of 44;\;&} JL&V om U}‘“} ;?)5\ e A s ARLES w\f \M) canle Q9 ;5>ij Jus &
0_93 byt r.lxj' g o ‘.Lih} LI J}}}M Ag> o L@,@Lﬁ}' Q}i.& L@»»A: w& R vj.z J\.«f 4.:\.«.“} s
_3 U ‘}g} 5 w}\,\f Nty Olg w.L@_e ‘ub?}l‘ u»\.a:.& dJ.xJ\ ol LG (,.LJ\ JLQ.{) [,.l.gﬂj (,.LJV
N ¢ ey Jj.;-b o8 Vg 3ol J..a\ b3 ot (BN o 3 esla) 2 aallg 44&.4-\) Syddlly (39l
oda J}g.\: FRC| g Iigs g(Ua.J\ le_p 4.1; Lﬁ ) Byl Li o ] g (il & mjf JJ
Wlle Wiy (iley 135mmg ands ol 1 C3LosY) »; See also HADDAD, La Trinité, pp. 195,221
80) Cf. Ibn at-Tayyib, Magalah fi at-tatlit, p 85: «¥ (L g wliv e s ol wliab
J‘Jﬁcﬁquu.au)’uu»;bg;)u‘wjx J««JL@MJU g 25 Vs Lde g 01 e2
e de i L (B s el Olio LG ol _,4_4 olie &N e ;\, 423 »; see also Ibn at-
Tayyib, Magalah fi al-tatlit wa-1-tawhid, p. 115: « Lo o\ 22 3 ol ool oM Ly
a3l Yy 836y ¥ B (5B 055 2,
81) See for example Ibn at-Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, pp. 412-414 (ch. 19, par.
37-47). See also HADDAD, La Trinité divine, 99, 102-103.
82) See for example, Ibn at-Tayyib, Work in fourteen chapters, p. 411 (ch. 19, par. 36).
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exist in God eternally, so they are in him as «dvvéuet givaw (bi-I-quwwah),
i.e. He has the power to manifest them. At one specific time, these attributes
are manifested as «évépyewa eivaw (bi-I-fi 1)®. It is also notable that in this
explanation, he is modifying the Cappadocian use of Arlstotle s system.
They talked about «dvvapet glvar, «évépysia eiva», «ed givors, to show
that the energy of God is one, and each hypostasis has its own role in mani-
festing this one energy®. For our author, however, the interest is to prove
that the verbal attributes exist eternally in God. In conclusion, we can say
that for Ibn at-Tayyib all the attributes are of the divine essence, however,
one group describes the essence as it exists, while the other group describes
the actions of this essence, either as “power to act” or as “manifestation of
the action”.

According to Babai’s system there are two kinds of properties: the natu-
ral and the personal. The hypostasis (qnoma) manifests the natural, that is,
the common substance. The person (parsopa) is the group of the individual
idioms of one hypostasis, its personalization. Ibn at-Tayyib, on the one hand,
wants to maintain Babai’s system as a basis of his doctrine, and, on the other
hand, has in mind the discussion on God’s attributes and their two kinds,
which are the essential and the verbal. In our opinion, his desire not to com-
plicate his system so that it could be comprehended by his Muslim readers,
and his will to demonstrate that the hypostases are eternal attributes of the
divine essence and are not identified with the essence but coexist and de-
scribe it, led him to modify Babai’s system and to interpret it in a very inter-
esting way.

First of all, he avoids using the term person (farsaf/sajs) in his Trinitar-
ian doctrine, and we think that he gives the attribute (sifah) and property
(hassah) the metaphysical function of Babai’s parsopa, but with some dif-
ference. Attribute, in this case, is essential, i.e., it describes the common es-
sence. The result of this description is one specific hypostasis (ugnizm). We
see, in addition, an approach to the Cappadocians’ system, but even in this
approach our author departs from it by explaining it in a way we would call
an Aristotelian interpretation of Babai’s system. The attribute, then, is not
exactly as Babai’s parsopa, that is, the individual properties of one gnoma.

83) Cf. Ibn at-Tayyib, Maqalah fi at-tatlit wa-t-tawhid, p. 115: « 0d8 vy J LG
L 5padll O Uzl 55l padll (3 W smse 5 alads Ly oo Q'Bhu@g@hﬁ'é&r@'&u@'
OV Jadlb slyrg oS 6l Crog J1 541 dng fadll Lyjgie Jlo e 131y 35l Laygdd O}Au cols
Uyl Jw} Jadll g jeudlh »; Regardlng Aristotle thought see MAPTZEAOE, “H évvow”, p. 57.
84) Cf. MAPTZEAOE, “H évvown”, pp. 72-73.
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The attribute for Ibn at-Tayyib describes the common essence (dat) and
forms with it a particular substance, an ugnazm. The result in both systems is
the same: a specific hypostasis, i.e., a singular substance with personal and
individual property.

Although Ibn at-Tayyib makes this modification, he maintains three dif-
ferent metaphysical categories in his system. He refuses, however, to use the
term “person” for the reason of its meaning in the Arabic philosophical lexi-
con. First of all, the term farszf is not used in such lexicon; the term sajs, in
fact, is its synonym and replaces it metaphysically. Sajs in Arabic means in-
dividual, and this concept contains the meaning of division within itself®. If
Ibn at-Tayyib would apply it in Trinitarian dogma, as he does in the anthro-
pological field of Christology®, the Trinity would be understood as a trithe-
istic doctrine®”.

The reasons which led Ibn at-Tayyib to interpret Babai’s system in this
way are now clear. We should pay attention, however, to the fact that when
we say that he considers the attributes as essential, he does not understand
them as the category of natural properties. They describe the divine essence,
but at the same time each attribute gives the essence a different description,
giving it a different personalization. His whole purpose is to convey the idea
that, since the hypostases include the common essence and different attrib-
utes, they describe the common essence through its perfect manifestation in
each hypostasis, without, however, underlining that the hypostases are three
particular substances of the common species. In this way, the hypostases are
not understood to be three divided realities and individuals, which would be
tritheism or polytheism. As a result, Ibn at-Tayyib at the same time tries to
follow Babai’s system, to modify it to be in concordance with the official
faith of his church, and to elaborate it in order to answer the questions re-
garding the issues of his time, i.e., the divine attributes. He is a real inter-

85) See in regards the opinion of the Nestorian ‘Ammar al-Basri, Apologie et Contro-
verses (coll. “Recherches, Nouvelle Série B”, 5), Arabic text edited by Michel AL-HAYEK,
Dar al-masriq, Beyrouth, 1977, pp. 161-162.

86) For our author the term Saks when it is applied to human beings means a single hu-
man nature, i.e., an individual. This is clear in his Christological doctrine as he calls the hu-
manity of Christ the assumed human person (saks), with whom God was united. cf. Ibn at-
Tayyib, al-Kalam fi al-ittihad, p. 149: «& a4l Uass 32 et oy sl oL2Y) 0 ) &Y,
pall dows gby»; see also lbn at-Tayyib, Al-Kalam fi al-ittihad, p. 194 (ch. 8, par 138):
€ ddendl e 395l aszd) ¢ ls gl sl gay

87) Cf. HADDAD, La Trinité, p. 176; See also FAULTLESS, “Ibn al-Tayyib”, p. 670. We
came to the same conclusion regarding another author of the same church, i.e., Elias of Nsi-
bis. See, EBEID, La Tunica, p. 479.
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preter, philosopher and theologian of his church.

4. Ibn az-Tayyib’s Christological approach

As we said, according to the Christological doctrine of Babai and the
official Christology of the Church of the East after the year 612, Christ is the
union of two natures and two hypostases. He is the one person of filiation,
one Christ and Son. This means that the person of the Son was given to the
gnoma of the human being in Christ so that it could be personalized.

We would now like to present very briefly the Christology of Ibn at-
Tayyib in order to see how he explains it after having modified Babai’ sys-
tem:

And the belief of this group [Nestorians, Orien- . L OF 3N (3 5,401 oda sUize!
tals] regarding the union is that the two substanc- &5 ‘ﬂﬁ% : Jd ?
es (al-gawharayn) remain as they are, and the g%y clegslb s CsdVly lageld
two hypostases (al-ugnazmayn) as they are, and | 2\ S5l sl dsle 1 sLEN
the union took place in the property (hassah) of <~ Loy Loy é‘s Bl ol oY
the filiation, which is the meaning of knowing the a2l igs Lawiy fgl wls (,l.c
Creator’s essence of itself. This person (saks) L Ags = .
[Jesus] chosen from the Lady. [Mary] shared this °** & A Gl sl e kel
property (hassah) with God, and becamevfrom it ja_\} Gl g Brps Lgin jliab (ol
one Christ, one Son, not one substance (gawhar) 9% .

or one hypostasis (ugnim)° . il sl Vg Aty me Y

And through these arguments it is demonstrated  Jdx -ye ccm.l” POl oL W ?5; | odge
that Christ, after the union, is two substances
(gawharan) and two hypostases (ugnizman), one
Son. The union, then, is in the filiation, [not] in s v, ( st 3 [Y] G & O3
the subsggnce (gawhar) nor in the hypostases -~ b g [ ] 5 gjf i :
(ugnam)™". CesBY)

SEYL Lasly pl Olegly Ol pga LY

The interesting thing in this Christological approach is that Ibn at-
Tayyib differs, in some way, from the traditional and official doctrine of his
church; he does not mention the term “person” to express the uniqueness in
Christ®™. Even though Christ is one, the subject after the union is one Christ
and one Son. There are, however, two united substances and two united hy-
postases in this one subject. So terminologically, he differs from his tradi-
tion, but the content is the same.

88) The translation is ours.

89) Ibn at-Tayyib, Al-Kalam fi al-ittihad, p. 193 (ch. 8, par. 130).

90) The translation is ours.

91) Ibn at-Tayyib, Al-Kalam fi al-ittihad, p. 197 (ch. 8, par. 152).

92) We arrived at the same conclusion regarding Elias of Nisibis. See, EBEID, La Tuni-
ca, pp. 569-570.
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Instead of talking about the person of the union, the person of filiation,
as it is called in his tradition, i.e., the person of Christ and Son, he mentions
that the union took place in the property of filiation. According to our analy-
sis, however, the essential property and attribute has the function of Babai’s
parsopa. In this case, he follows the doctrine of his church applying to it his
development of the metaphysical system.

The divine essence with the one property of filiation forms the hyposta-
sis of the eternal Son. With the same property the human substance forms
the hypostasis of the man taken from the Virgin Mary.

What is interesting in all of this is that at one side, Ibn at-Tayyib does
not use the term person (saks) as a term for the metaphysical concept of
parsopa, even though in his metaphysical system this term is mentioned
clearly. At the other side, however, he uses this term, as we said above, for
the human being in Christ in order to underline that the humanity in Christ is
one individual, one single human hypostasis and person. He made this modi-
fication for one reason, which is to emphasize that the humanity in Christ is
not an abstract nature, or the common substance of humanity, but one single
substance.

He could not apply the term saks to the divine hypostasis because, as
we said, he wished to avoid being understood as tritheistic. What is im-
portant in this case is to underline the fact that the union was made between
one ugnam of the three divine hypostases, the Son, with one single man, the
sahs taken from Mary. It is clear that in this case the term sajs is only used
in anthropological doctrine, and means a singular, personalized substance
and one individual®®. In the Trinitarian field, however, it is not used.

In conclusion, Ibn at-Tayyib’s, in his theological thought modified his
metaphysical system, and as a result, he created two different metaphysical
categories: person (saks) and property (sifah/hassah). Hypostasis in Trinitar-
ian doctrine is specific, so it includes its particular attribute and property. It
is not person, since the three hypostases are not separated realities. However,
in anthropological doctrine, the specific hypostasis, that is the essence and

93) In fact one can notice that in anthropological context sajs is to be considered as a
synonym of hypostasis (uqniim), which is a single subsistent substance personalized and indi-
vidualized, see for example this identification in his commentary on Gene3|s Ibn At-tayyib,
Commentaire, p. 28: «cue NSy Awased Jo¥y dizr G G L) Jo ) sly V) 108 23 ey
deagd JgVly deewizd Gl Ll 3L by oY) 148 1. In addition, the same use we find in Elias of
Nisibis, cf. EBEID, La Tunica, p. 570
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one attribute, is one person, i.e., an individual, since it is a separated reality.

CONCLUSION

The metaphysical system is the basis for expressing the Christian faith
in philosophical terms and concepts, that is, in dogmas. Different metaphysi-
cal systems, different definitions and comprehensions of the concepts and
terms produce different ways for expressing the dogmas. Among the Anti-
ochene thinkers and theologians, there was the use of an elaborated version
of the Aristotelian metaphysical system regarding the substance and its
kinds. This elaborated version began with the Cappadocians, hamely Grego-
ry of Nyssa who mixed Aristotle’s and Stoicism’s doctrines on the substanc-
es.

This Antiochene system consists of three kinds of nature: abstract na-
ture (the species), concrete nature (singular and particular), and partial na-
ture, i.e., nature in intermediate status (not abstract and not particular). We
also find such division in some commentators of Aristotle, under a Stoic in-
fluence, which means that it was a current philosophical system®. Babai the
Great, in a decisive moment of his church, developed a metaphysical system
that had as its basis the system circulating among the Antiochenes, with the
purpose of defending the Christological doctrine of the two natures, two hy-
postases, and one person. His starting point, then, was Christological, and
consequently he had to apply his system to the Trinitarian field.

Nature (kyana) is an abstract reality, hypostasis (qgnoma) is a nature in
intermediate status, i.e., it has the natural properties of the species to whom it
belongs, however still not personalized. It is concrete reality and singular na-
ture, but without specific properties which make it distinct from the other
hypostases subject to the same common nature. This distinction is made by
the person (parsopa) that each hypostasis possesses, which is the group of
the individual properties. According to this system, the divine nature is ab-
stract reality; the three divine hypostases (qnome) are subject to this reality
and manifest perfectly its natural properties. These three hypostases are dis-
tinct through the particular person (parsopa) of each one, the group of the
particular properties of each gnama. In the Christological field, Christ is two
natures, i.e., two different substances. These natures are distinct through
their natural properties that are manifested by the gnoma of each one, and

94) Cf. Turcescu, Gregory of Nyssa, p. 70.
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because of this, the two realities are also two gnome, i.e., two distinct and
different concrete natures. These two gnome, however, are personalized by
the same parsopa, i.e., the common parsopa of filiation.

If for Babai the starting point was the Christological doctrine for which
he developed his metaphysical system and then applied it to the Trinitarian
field, for 1bn at-Tayyib, the starting point was the Trinitarian doctrine. He
elaborated and modified Babai’s system, applied it to his Trinitarian doc-
trine, and then came to use his new approach in the Christological field. We
can say that 1bn at-Tayyib adopted Babai’s system when he talks metaphysi-
cally, i.e., when he gives definitions for the metaphysical concepts. When he
had to apply it, however, in Trinitarian and Christological doctrine, he had to
make a modification, an elaboration and interpretation. While the theological
and doctrinal content of both theologians was identical, that is, the faith of
the Church of the East, the context of Ibn at-Tayyib was different; 1) we
have the return of the discussion on the Trinity and also on the person of
Christ; 2) we have a new language and a different philosophical lexicon.
This element, in fact, was the reason behind the interpretation that Ibn at-
Tayyib made of Babai’s system.

Ibn at-Tayyib used the same basis as Babai, i.e., the doctrine regarding
the three kinds of nature. He was able to accept such a division, since he was
an Aristotelian philosopher and commentator, and since such a system was
also adopted by other commentators of Aristotle. In addition, he was familiar
with the use of this system by Babai. Ibn at-Tayyib, then, on the one hand,
wanted to maintain the basis of the Cappadocians’ doctrine, and on the other,
he knew that Babai’s system, with some modification, could be helpful in
explaining the Trinitarian faith to Muslims. We understand this modification
as an Aristotelian interpretation of Babai’s system, and not simply an appli-
cation of the Cappadocians’ thought into Babai’s system, since 1bn at-Tayyib
approached the Cappadocians’ doctrine through an Aristotelian reading.

The three divine aganim, then, are the composition of the divine es-
sence with essential attributes that describe the common divinity. These
three hypostases are not partial natures, since their attributes are specific;
they manifest the inter-trinitarian relation. For this reason, Ibn at-Tayyib was
able to affirm that the aganim describe the essence, and they are not three
separated realities, that is, they are not three divinities. As a consequence,
trying to avoid the accusation of being tritheistic, he did not apply the term
person (farsaf/sahs) in his Trinitarian doctrine. The metaphysical function of
this concept was given to the concept of property/attribute (hassah/sifah),



THE TRINITARIAN DOCTRINE OF IBN AT-TAYYIB 127

which is related to the hypostasis. In this way, he was able to say that the
three Christian hypostases are three distinct essential attributes of God’s one
essence, and not three individuals or three singular separated divine sub-
stances.

From this starting point, he also modified the Christological doctrine by
not calling the one Christ and Son “person” (saks). Consequently, the union
took place in the property of the filiation and not in the parsopa of the Son
that was given to the human nature in Christ, as Babai teaches. That being
so, the natures in Christ are two, and these two natures have one attribute,
and are two hypostases (aganim). Ibn at-Tayyib was able to affirm that the
union was between one ugnzm, the Son, and not the whole Trinity, with one
single human being, i.e., one human ugnam, which is person (saks), that is,
separated concrete nature.

In this way he could:

1) reply to Muslims and prove to them that the three aganim are essen-
tial attributes of God, and not three gods;

2) explain that there are differences between essential attributes and
verbal ones;

3) maintain his ecclesiastical tradition of not using the term person in
Trinitarian doctrine;

4) give the metaphysical function of person to the property;

5) apply, after this modification, Babai’s system to the Cappadocians’
doctrine with an Aristotelian approach;

6) avoid the accusation of tritheism by using the term “person” only in
an anthropological doctrine; and

7) express the Christological faith of his church using this system.

Finally, we conclude by saying that the work of Ibn at-Tayyib was more
than a mere transmission of the doctrine of Babai or the Cappadocians, and
was more than an elaboration of it or a simple modification. Rather, it should
be considered a doctrinal and philosophical development within the Church
of the East and Christian thought.
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