cristianesimo nella storia
RICERCHE STORICHE ESEGETICHE TEOLOGICHE
STUDIES IN HISTORY THEOLOGY AND EXEGESIS

38 (2017) 3

SOMMARIO
I sinodi siro-orientali
Sinodalità siriaca in terra di Persia (IV-VII secolo)
a cura di Vittorio Berti

Vittorio Berti, Sinodalità e chiesa siro-orientale: un inquadramento.............................................................................. Pag. 631
Nunzia Di Rienzo, Risemantizzare la memoria. Il conflitto
tra Papa bar Aggai e Miles di Susa nell’ottica del catholicos
di Seleucia.............................................................................

» 637

Emidio Vergani, Il sinodo di Mar Isaac (410). Appunti
e alcune linee di indagine......................................................

» 655

Vittorio Berti, Il sinodo itinerante di Mar Aba del 540..........

» 673

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.....................

» 729

ARTICOLI
Joost van Neer, Cunning as Serpents, Simple as Doves.
Serm. 64 auct. (Lambot 12) and 64A (Mai 20). Two sermons by Augustine on Mat 10:16.........................................

» 785

John Pollard, The Unpublished Encyclicals of the Pontificate of Pope Pius XI: De Ecclesia Christi, 1931....................

» 813

Gabriel Hachem, Le concept de «double communion» dans
le project de Mgr Elias Zoghby. Quel modèle d’unité?........ Pag. 867
NOTE
Domenico Pazzini, Logos, incarnazione, etica, lingua in
Origene. Dieci anni di studi (2001-2011).............................

» 883

Massimo Faggioli, ‘The Benedict Option’ and the Debate
on ‘Post-Christian America’..................................................

» 921

LEGENDA
Ramón Teja, Le voyage impérial dans l’Antiquité tardive.
Des Balkans au Proche Orient, di Sylvain Destephen..........

» 935

Étienne Fouilloux, Le temps des moines. Clôture et
hospitalité, di Danièle Hervieu-Léger..................................

» 941

RECENSIONI.....................................................................

» 949

Profeti e profetismi. Escatologia, millenarismo e utopia,
a cura di A. Vauchez (V. De Fraja) 951; A. Nicolotti,
Sindone. Storia e leggende di una reliquia controversa (F.
Bouthillon) 954; J. IJsewijn, Humanism in the Low Countries. A Collection of Studies Selected and Edited by Gilbert
Tournoy (A. Gerace) 956; Martin Lutero, Le Resolutiones. Commento alle 95 Tesi (1518), a cura di P. Ricca (A.
Russo) 959; C. Catalano, Philosophie et philosophes dans
l’Augustinus de Cornélius Jansénius (D. Stanciu) 963; F.
Piva, Uccidere senza odio. Pedagogia di guerra nella storia
della Gioventù cattolica italiana (1868-1943) (A. Santagata) 965; É. Poulat, Le désir de voir Dieu et sa signification
pour la théologie française contemporaine (A. Maigre) 967;
B. Lebel, Boquen entre utopie et révolution 1965-1976
(O. Chatelan) 972
LIBRI RICEVUTI...............................................................

» 975

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
Bishara Ebeid
We should like, with our paper, to highlight another aspect of the Christological controversy that took place immediately after the ‘nestorianization’
of the Church of the East in 612 AD. We mean the controversy of Martyrius-Sahdona and the reaction of the catholicos Gewargis I. In Martyrius’
Christology, the ‘divinization’ of the mystic is seen as a consequence of the
‘divinization’ of the human nature in Christ because of the union of the two
natures that occurred in the one hypostasis and person of the Word, refuting in this way, the official doctrine of his Church, i.e. the two natures
and hypostases united in the one person of Christ. Against this Christology,
the catholicos Gewargis I attempted to intervene on two levels: canonical,
through a synod convoked in Qatar in 676, and doctrinal, through a letter written in 679/680 and sent to Mina, a Corepiscope in Persia. In the
synod, there was a controversy against certain ‘false monks’ and a focus on
the importance of the Orthodox faith to counteract heretics; his letter, on
the other hand, expressed a true controversy against those who taught the
hypostatic union, i.e., Martyrius and his followers. In the letter, moreover,
the catholicos proposes a doctrine of ‘divinization’, based, however, on the
official Christological doctrine of his Church. Their Christologies will be
studied and compared so we can illustrate better this important period of
the history of this church. We will see also how the catholicos developed the
Christology of the two-qnomē so that the doctrine of ‘divinization’ could be
applicable in its metaphysical system.
Keywods: Deification, Christology, Nature, Hypostasis and Person

1. Introduction
The Christological disputes within the Church of the East, known
also as the Nestorian Church, can be seen under the prism of different spiritual models. The history of spirituality and monasticism in
ISSN 0393-3598
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Persia is always accompanied by controversies and struggles among
several monastic communities1. The controversy against Ḥennana, for
example, also had a monastic dimension2. The Christological model,
in fact, is the basis of the spiritual doctrine and its finality. The condemnation of some East Syrian mystics who talked of God’s vision
and contemplation should also to be considered, in our opinion, as
a condemnation of a different Christological doctrine and model3.
In this paper, we want to illustrate another Christological controversy that took place shortly after the ‘nestorianization’ of the East
Church, the controversy against Martyrius-Sahdona. His Christology
is developed against the official one of his Church expressed in the
assembly of bishops in 612 AD, which consists in believing in one
Christ, two natures (kyanē) two hypostases (qnomē) and one person
(parṣopā)4. Martyrius-Sahdona, in point of fact, with his Christology
of one Christ, two natures (kyanē) one hypostasis (qnomā) and one
person (parṣopā), claims to help the mystic better conceive his union with God. In other words, the divinization of the mystic is seen
as a consequence of the divinization of the human nature in Christ
because of the union of the two natures in His hypostasis and His
person. This Christological model helps the mystic to continue on
his way to perfection, that is to say, the contemplation of God and
his divinization. Against this doctrine we have the reaction of some
Catholicoi of the Church of the East, such as Īšō‘yhab III. Another
Cf. M. Metselaar, The Mirror, the Qnoma, and the Soul: Another Perspective on the
Christological Formula of Babai the Great, in «Zeitschrift für Antikes Christentum»,
19 (2015), 331-336, here 331-344, 346-348, 364-365.
2
According to A. Becker, the difference between Ḥenana and Babai was the level of
the reception, by each one, of the thought of Evagrius of Pontus, which concerns the
ascetic path they followed, cf. A. Becker, Fear of God and the Beginning of Wisdom.
The School of Nisibis and Christian Scholastic Culture in Late Antique Mesopotamia,
Philadelphia 2006, 202-203. See our opinion in this regard: B. Ebeid, The Christology
of the Church of the East. An Analysis of the Christological Statements and Professions
of Faith of the Official Synods of the Church of the East before A.D. 612, in «Orientalia
Christiana Periodica», 82 (2016), 353-402, here 377, 391; see also Metselaar, The
Mirror, the Qnoma, and the Soul, cit., 337-352.
3
In this regard, see V. Berti, Grazia, visione e natura divina in Nestorio di Nuhadra,
solitario e vescovo siro-orientale († 800 ca.), in «Annali di scienze religiose», 10
(2005), 219-257; Id., Le débat sur la vision de Dieu et la condamnation des mystiques
par Timothée Ier: la perspective du patriarche, in Les mystiques syriaques, éd. par A.
Desreumaux, (Études syriaques, 8), Paris 2011, 151-176.
4
Furthermore, there is a paragraph on this technical terminology with our translation
of it.
1
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adversary of this Christology of Martyrius’, in our opinion, was the
catholicos Gewargis I († 680/681). Indeed, he convoked a synod at
Beth Qaṭrayē in 676 AD and sent a letter to a Corepiscope called
Mina in Persia during the years 679-680 with a Christological explanation of the doctrine of the Church of the East. Both documents,
that is to say, the letter and the acts of the synod, are preserved in
the Synodicon orientale, which indicates their canonical and doctrinal
importance for the same Church. In the synod, there is a polemic
against certain ‘false monks’ together with a focus on the orthodox
doctrine, while in his letter he expresses a true controversy against
those who teach hypostatic union in Christ, that is to say, in our opinion, Martyrius, his followers and his monastic community. In the letter, furthermore, the catholicos proposes a doctrine of divinization,
based, however, on the official doctrine of the Church of the East
adopted in 612 AD, i.e. the Christology of the two natures, two hypostases and one person.
In this paper, therefore, we shall try to present briefly the historical
circumstances of Gewargis’ synod and the purpose behind it, which
reveals the will to organize the Church and, especially, to subdue the
monks under the control of bishops. We shall focus on Canon 12
of the synod, which condemns some ‘false monks’, and attempt to
understand its necessity and who those monks might be. In addition,
we shall try to shed some light on the probable relationship between
those monks and the focus on orthodoxy in other Canons of the same
synod. We shall then present and analyse the Christological section
of the catholicos’ letter and discuss the development he made in Nestorian Christology in order to affirm a doctrine about divinization.
Our purpose is to show how Gewargis tried to solve the consequences of Martyrius’ controversy on two levels: 1) a legal level, through his
synod and its Canons; and 2) a doctrinal level, pointing out that the
Nestorian Christology allows for the doctrine of divinization. To do
so we shall start by explaining main elements of the doctrine of the
assembly of bishops of 612 AD and present briefly the Christology of
Martyrius, which was a rejection of that of the assembly, after which
we shall focus on his doctrine on deification.
Before beginning our analysis, however, we need to make some
remarks concerning terminology. When we use the term Nestorian
Church, we mean the Church of the East after 612, i.e. after applying
in its Christology the two hypostases doctrine. We cannot say, in fact,
that this Church had accepted a ‘Nestorian’ Christology before the
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year 6125. We call this event ‘nestorianization’, even if it is clear that
such doctrine was not a true nestorianism, i.e. teaching two Christs
and two sons. In fact, there is a tendency today not to call either this
Church or its doctrine ‘Nestorian’ due to the negative connotation
this term had acquired over the centuries. The texts of this Church,
however, adopted this title themselves, attributing it an honorable
character as a synonym of orthodoxy6, and for this reason we also
use the same term, for both the Church and its doctrine. We accept,
however, the distinction that scholars make between Miaphysites, i.e.
the Severians and moderate Monophysites, and the radical one, calling the latter Monophysites, even if in its texts the Church of the East
did not distinguish between them as two different groups.
It is clear, in addition, that scholars today avoid translating the
Syriac term qnomā appearing in Christological texts of the Church
of the East, especially after 612 AD, with hypostasis7. But, we think
it is not incorrect to translate it with hypostasis for various reasons.
First of all, the same term was used in the Trinitarian doctrine to
express the three divine hypostases8. In addition, the three confessions, Chalcedonian, Miaphysite and Nestorian, use the same Syriac
term qnomā in Christology, and we believe that the three confessions
take and translate this term from the Greek ὐπόστασις, even if each
confession attributes a different metaphysical meaning and function
to the Greek word. It is also clear that for Matyrius, for example, the
term hypostasis means something different from what it signifies for
the assembly of 612, or for the catholicos Gewargis I. For this reason,
See our article and its conclusions in regards, Ebeid, The Christology of the Church
of the East, cit. See also W. Baum, D. Winkler, The Church of the East. A Concise
History, London-New York 2003, 38-39.
6
As an example, we read in the assembly of the bishops in 612 the following:
̈
̈ ܕܡܠܦܢܐ
«ܩܕܡܝܐ ܐܫܠܡܘ܆ ܢܣܛܘ̈ܪܝܢܐ
ܕܐܫܬܐܠܬ ܇ ܕܡܢ ܫܬܐܣܬܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ
ܦܘܢܝ ܦܬܓܡܐ ܕܥܠ ̇ܗܝ
̣
»ܐܨܛܠܝܘ ܆ ܐܘ ܕܝ̈ܪܝܐ, Synodicon orientale, ou, Recueil des synodes nestoriens, éd. par B.
J. Chabot, Paris 1902, 574.
7
Cf. Baum, Winkler, The Church of the East, cit., 39; see also S. Brock, The Christology of the Church of the East in the Synods of the Fifth to Early Seventh Centuries:
Preliminary Considerations and Materials, in Aksum-Thyateira: A Festschrift for Archbishop Methodius of Thyateira and Great Britain, ed. by G. Dragas, Athens 1985,
125-142, here 131.
8
Cf. Y. P. Patros, La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente, in Storia, Cristologia e tradizioni della Chiesa Siro-orientale. Atti del 3° Incontro sull’Oriente Cristiano di tradizione
siriaca. Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 14 maggio 2004, a cura di E. Vergani, S. Chialà, Milano 2006, 27-42, here 29-31.
5
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we shall use both terms, qnomā and hypostasis, as synonymous, underlining from the outset that in each author their meaning differs.
Finally, we shall translate the term parṣopā, the Syriac translation of
the Greek πρόσωπον9, with person.
2. Nestorianism: the Doctrine of the Synod of 612
The assembly of bishops of the Church of the East held in 612 under the guidance of Babai the Great, the interpreter of Theodore and
Nestorius, adopted a ‘Nestorian’ Christology10. For the first time the
term qnomā, the traditional Syriac translation of the Greek ὐπόστασις,
was officially applied in Christological doctrine. This means that two
natures and two hypostases, united in one person, exist in Christ.
Our aim in this paper is to underline some points of the Christology
of this assembly that are related to our topic, i.e. the union of the two
natures and the status of the humanity of Christ thanks to this union.
The Church of the East tried to find some answers to the open
question of the Christological debate, especially regarding the relationship between the general nature and the concrete one, i.e. between nature (kyanā- )ܟܝܢܐand hypostasis (qnomā-)ܩܢܘܡܐ. The nature
cannot exist without the hypostasis11. This is the most important philosophical position upon which the Church of the East developed its
Christology. The hypostasis is of a singular ( )ܝܚܝܕܝܐnature. This
means that numerous hypostases can exist within one general nature,
and, at the same time, that more than one nature cannot exist in one
hypostasis, unless these natures become one, and consequently the
uniqueness of the nature provides the hypostasis with uniqueness12.
For the Church of the East, the latter fact means confusion and a
change in the natures that composed the one resulting nature, and
this, according to such a metaphysical role, is the Monophysites’ and
Miaphysites’ doctrine.
God is uncreated, immutable and impassible, and the human nature is created, composed and passible. These properties are natural
Cf. Patros, La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente, cit., 31.
Cf. Baum, Winkler, The Church of the East, cit., 39-40.
11
«»ܟܝܢܐ ܓܝܪ ܣܛܪ ܡܢ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܢܗܘܐ ܐܠ ܡܫܟܚܐ, Synodicon orientale, cit., 578.
̈
̈ ܘܩܢܘܡܐ
12
« ܐܐܠ ܬܪܝܢ.ܣܓܝܐܐ ܒܚܕ ܟܝܢܐ ܡܫܟܚܐ ܕܢܗܘܘܢ
ܕܗܘ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܝܚܝܕܝܐ܇
̣ ܡܛܠ
̈
̈
 ܐܐܠ ܐܢ ܩܕܡܝܬ ܢܗܘܘܢ ܚܕ ܟܝܢܐ܇ ܘܡܢ ܚܕܝܘܬܐ.ܣܓܝܐܐ ܕܢܗܘܘܢ ܒܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܐܠ ܡܫܟܚܐ
ܟܝܢܐ ܐܘ
ܕܟܝܢܐ ܐܦ ܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܡܬܐܡܪܝܢ.», ibidem, 578.
9

10
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and through them each nature can be distinct from the other. To
conserve this distinction in Christology means that we must affirm for
the one Christ two natures and two hypostases13. The Church of the
East also offers its interpretation of this doctrine in the same synod.
The natures in Christ are perfect, meaning that each nature has its
own hypostasis. Furthermore, affirming that there are two hypostases
in Christ means that not all of the Trinity, but only one hypostasis
̈
of the Trinity ()ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ,
which is God the Word (ܐܠܗܐ
)ܡܠܬܐ, was united, not to all humans, but only to one hypostasis of
the human nature, i.e. an individual and singular man14. This alone
could affirm that Christ is perfect God ( )ܐܠܗܐ ܡܫܠܡܢܐand perfect
man ( )ܒܪܐܢܫܐ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ15, i.e. two perfect, concrete natures, that is two
hypostases, and not two general natures i.e. all of divinity and all of
humanity. Another consequence of such a doctrine, according to the
interpretation of the same synod, is that the humanity and the divinity in Christ are real16 since they can conserve their natural proper17
̈ )ܕܝܠܝܬܗܘܢ
̈
ties (ܕܟܝܢܐ
, as the double consubstantiality or the double
18
births .
Having two natures and two hypostases after the union does not
mean that the union is not real, or that they are separate. The Church
of the East is clear in its doctrine: the marvelous conjunction ()ܢܩܦܐ
is an inseparable union ()ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܐܠ ܦܘܪܫܢܐ, and the result of this
union is one person ()ܚܕ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ, Jesus Christ19. Resulting in one
person, this union is called personal ( )ܦܪܨܘܦܐܝܬand according to
«ܐܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܗܕܐ ܐܠ ܡܨܝܐ܆ ܕܟܝܢܐ ܡܬܘܡܝܐ ܘܪܘܚܐ ܐܠ ܡܬܚܡܐ܆ ܥܡ ܟܝܢܐ ܒܪܝܐ ܘܓܫܝܡܐ
̈ ܘܡܬܚܡܐ ܚܕ ܟܝܢܐ ܢܗܘܐ܇ ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ ܝܕܝܥ ܕܡܫܝܚܐ ܬܪܝܢ. », ibidem,
̈
ܩܢܘܡܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ
ܟܝܢܐ ܘܬ̈ܪܝܢ
578-579.
̈
14
«ܩܢܘܡܐ
ܐܠܗܐ ܕܝܢ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ ܡܐ ܕܐܡܪܝܢܢ ܠܗ ܠܡܫܝܚܐ܇ ܠܘ ܠܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܡܫܡܗܝܢܢ܇ ܐܐܠ ܠܚܕ ܡܢ
̈  ܘܡܐ ܬܘܒ ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ ܢܩܪܝܘܗܝ ܠܡܫܝܚܐ܆ܐܠ ܗܘܐ ܠܟܠܗܘܢ.ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ܆ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ
ܒܢܝܢܫܐ
̇ ܡܫܡܗܝܢܢ܆ ܐܐܠ. », ibidem,
ܠܗܘ ܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܝܕܝܥܐܝܬ ܐܬܢܣܒ ܚܠܦ ܦܘܪܩܢܢ ܠܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܥܡ ܡܠܬܐ
566.
15
«»ܐܐܠ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ ܘܒܪܐܢܫܐ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ, ibidem, 566.
16
«»ܕܐܠ ܡܬܛܫܝܐ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܘܐܠ ܡܬܓܢܒܐ ܐܢܫܘܬܗ, ibidem, 566.
̇
̇  ܐܠ ܓܝܪ ܡܨܝܐ.ܕܟܝܢܐ
17
̈ ܕܝܠܝܬܗܘܢ
̈ ܡܕܝܢ] ܐܠ ܡܫܟܚܐ ܠܡܒܠܒܠܘ
«ܘܗܘ
ܕܗܘ ܕܢܣܒ ܕܢܗܘܐ ܢܣܝܒܐ܇
»ܕܐܬܢܣܒ ܕܢܗܘܐ ܢܣܘܒܐ, ibidem, 565.
̇ ܡܛܠܗܢܐ ܡܪܢܝܫܘܥܡܫܝܚܐ
̈ ܗܘ ܕܝܠܝܕ ܒܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܡܢ ܐܒܘܗܝ ܡܬܘܡܐܝܬ܇
18
«ܒܙܒܢܐ ܐܚ̈ܪܝܐ ܡܛܠܬܢ ܆
»ܐܬܝܠܕ ܡܢ ܒܬܘܠܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܒܐܢܫܘܬܗ, ibidem, 566.
19
«ܗܘܐ ܠܗ ܠܟܝܢܐ ܐܢܫܝܐ ܕܐܬܢܣܒ
̣ ܥܠ ܢܩܦܐ ܬܡܝܗܐ ܘܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܠ ܦܘܪܫܢܐ
̣ ܕܡܢ ܫܘܪܝ ܓܒܝܠܬܗ
 ܘܐܠܦ ܠܢ ܕܡܟܐ ܚܕ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܝܕܥܝܢܢ ܠܡܪܢܝܫܘܥ ܡܫܝܚܐ ܒܪܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ܇.ܠܘܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܢܣܘܒܗ
̈
 ܘܕܐܝܬܝܠܕ ܒܚܪܬܐ ܡܢ ܒܬܘܠܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ.ܥܠܡܐ܆ ܕܐܠ ܫܘܪܝ ̣ܡܢ ܐܒܐ ܒܟܝܢܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ
ܕܝܠܝܕ ܡܢ ܩܕܡ
ܒܪܬ ܕܘܝܕ ܒܟܝܢܐ ܕܐܢܫܘܬܗ.», ibidem, 565.
13
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the will ()ܨܒܝܢܐܝܬ. This kind of union is in opposition to the natural
( )ܟܝܢܝܬܐand the hypostatic ( )ܩܢܘܡܝܬܐunion, which is the doctrine
of the Monophysites and Miaphysites, or the hypostatic union of the
Chalcedonians20. That the union is personal and according to the will
means that the result is one subject, one person in two natures and
hypostases, united inseparably. In addition, according to the doctrine
of the same synod, it could now be affirmed that Christ is perfect
God, perfect man in one sonship ()ܒܪܘܬܐ, one lordship, one authority, one will ( )ܨܒܝܢܐand one economy ()ܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ21. In our opinion,
in using the expression ‘one economy’ the bishops of the synod wanted to say one salvific action, i.e. one operation.
According to this doctrine, the humanity in Christ could not be
changed, even when it ascended with the divinity to heaven. It remained created even if it had participated in the glory of the divinity.
Christ will come back in the last days with this humanity united to
the divinity to judge people22. This Antiochian background regarding
the immutability of the nature and the refutation of the divinization
of the human nature, which could mean a change in, and transformation of, the nature23, was the basis of the bishops’ explanation for
«ܐܬܚܝܕܬ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܕܡܪܢ ܐܠܢܫܘܬܗ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܡܚܝܕܐ ܢܦܫܗ
ܐܢ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܟܝܢܝܬܐ ܘܩܢܘܡܝܬܐ
̣
̇
ܠܬܦܢܝܬ ܢܦܫܗ ܠܓܘ ܦܓܪܗ
ܘܟܕ
ܘܩܡ
ܐ
ܝ
ܚ
ܐܠ
ܒܩܒܪܐ
ܗܘܬ
ܐܝܬܝܗ
ܠܦܓܪܗ܆ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܟܕ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܥܡܗ
̣
̣
̣
̣
ܐܬܚܝܕܬ
ܟܝܢܐ
ܠܩܘܝܡ
ܟܝܢܐܝܬ
ܐ
ܗܘ
ܐܠ
ܐܘ
ܢܦܫܐ܆
ܢ
ܡ
ܐܠܗܘܬܐ
ܡܚܝܐܠ
 ܐܘ. ܚܕܐ ̣ܡܢ ܬ̈ܪܬܝܢ.ܚ ̣ܝܐ ܘܩܡ
̣
̣
̣
 ܐܐܠ ܨܒܝܢܐܝܬ ܘܦܪܨܘܦܐܝܬ ܠܦܘܪܢܣܐ ܕܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ.»ܐܠܗܘܬܐ, ibidem, 570.
̈
21
̈ ܟܬܒܐ ܗܟܝܠ
« ܕܐܠܗܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ ܘܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ܆.ܩܕܝܫܐ ܗܟܢܐ ܡܠܦܝܢ ܠܢ ܥܠ ܡܫܝܚܐ ܡܪܢ
» ܒܚܕܐ ܒܪܘܬܐ ܘܒܚܕܐ ܡܪܘܬܐ܆ ܘܚܕ ܫܘܠܛܢܐ܆ ܘܚܕ ܨܒܝܢܐ ܘܚܕܐ ܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ, ibidem, 574.
22
«ܘܒܗܕܐ ܓܠܝܐܝܬ ܐܠܦܘ ܠܢ ܕܐܦ ܗܕܐ ܐܣܬܠܩ ܠܫܡܝܐ܆ ܘܐܠ ܐܫܬܪܝ ܘܐܠ ܐܫܬܚܠܦ ܩܢܘܡܐ
̇ ܐܐܠ ܢܛܝܪ ܗܘ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܐܠ ܡܬܦܪܫܢܝܬ ܕܥܡ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܒܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ ܡܥܠܝܬܐ܆ ̇ܗܝ ܕܒܗ.ܕܐܢܫܘܬܗ
̣
̈
̈
ܕܡܗܝܡܢܘܗܝ
ܕܙܩܘܦܘܗܝ ܘܠܚܕܘܬܐ ܘܠܫܘܒܗܕܐ
»ܥܬܝܕ ܠܡܚܙܐ ܒܓܠܝܢܗ ܐܚܪܝܐ ܕܡܢ ܫܡܝܐ܇ ܠܒܗܬܬܐ,
ibidem, 567.
23
The Antiochian Christology, in fact, was not able to talk about divinization because, according to its ontological system, a real division between the created world
and the uncreated world should be maintained, and these two worlds cannot be
mixed or united by essence or nature, cf. F. G. McLeod, The Roles of Christ’s Humanity in Salvation. Insights from Theodore of Mopsuestia, Washington 2005, 67-68.
In other words, God cannot become a creature, nor can the creature become a god.
This is clear, in fact, in the way the Antiochians interpreted Gen 1: 26-27, which
treats the creation of the human being as in the ‘image of God’. For Diodor and
Chrysostom, man having been made in the image of God means that he has the power to rule the material world. God, however, rules and governs the spiritual and the
material worlds, thus the entire universe, cf. Id., The Image of God in the Antiochene
Tradition, Washington 1999, 59-61. This is a notable ontological difference between
God and human beings. The same could be said about the anthropological vision of
Theodore of Mopsuestia, even if he differs from the other Antiochians in considering
20
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the non-addition of hypostasis in the Trinity ()ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ, because it
might then become a quaternity ()ܪܒܝܥܝܘܬܐ. According to the synod’s
text, the humanity cannot be considered a divine hypostasis, i.e. similar to the three divine hypostases, and, therefore, it cannot be counted as an additional hypostasis in the Trinity24. In also applying this
thought to the Miaphysites’ and Monophysites’ doctrine, the fathers
of the assembly were able to attribute the accusation of the quaternity
to them25.
the ‘image’ as the human being composed of soul and body, so that human nature
becomes a bond which unites the spiritual and the material worlds, cf. Ibidem, 6465. Furthermore, the human being made in the ‘image’ of God, assumes a cultic role
or function, cf. ibidem, 64, as well as a revelatory function, cfr. Ibidem, 65. These
functions of the human nature, according to Theodore, who became the interpreter
of the Church of the East, were lost when human nature fell into sin, cf. Ibidem, 6667. For the Antiochians, then, and especially for Theodore of Mopsuestia, salvation
in Christ is based on the typology of Adam as a type for the One to come, Christ’s
humanity, cf. Id., The Roles of Christ’s Humanity, cit., 66. The salvation of human
nature, consequently, is effected by the participation in the human nature of Christ,
which is His body, i.e. the Church. Christ for Theodore, is the πλήρωμα of Col 1: 1920, which means that He took unto himself the task to re-create and recapitulate all
things, i.e. to realize what the first Adam could not. Christ being the new Adam, the
perfect image of God and the universal bond between creatures both material and
spiritual, restored the harmony that once existed between human nature and the rest
of creation, and between human beings and God, cf. Id., The Image of God, cit., 161.
In addition, through the humanity of Christ, humanity received the knowledge of
God. This means the entrance into eternal life, which is immortal and immutable, cf.
Ibidem, 169-170. This role of the humanity of Christ is essential in the soteriological
view of Theodore. Taking into consideration that the Church is the body of Christ,
the human members of this body participate through the sacramental life. Through
Baptism and the Eucharist, in the humanity of Christ, they are saved and enter the
state of eternal life, which will be completed after the resurrection, and will then be
similar to the humanity of Christ. This does not mean a transformation or change in
human nature, but rather, it is a return to its true state of being the image of God, cf.
Id., The Roles of Christ’s Humanity, cit., 58-143. Theodore, in fact, with his soteriological doctrine, which is linked to his Christological one, refuted the mystical union
with God, and the transformation of human beings into divine by grace, cf. Id., The
Image of God, cit., 171.
̇
24
«ܗܘ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ܆ ܥܡ
̣ ܐܢ] ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܫܘܝܬ ܟܝܢܐ ܡܬܬܘܕܝܐ܆ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܗܘ ܡܐ ܕܠܘ ܡܢ ܟܝܢܐ
 ܐܢ ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܡܬܬܘܕܢܐ܆ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܐܢܫܘܬܐ ܥܡ.ܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܬܬܡܢܐ ܪܒܝܥܝܘܬܐ
̈
ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܡܬܘܡܐܝܬ ܡܬܬܘܕܝܢ܆ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܙܒܢܝܐ
 ܐܢ.ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܬܬܡܢܐ ܪܒܝܥܐܝܬ
» ܥܡ ܡܬܘܡܝܐ [ܢܬܡܢܐ] ܪܒܝܥܐܝܬ, Synodicon orientale, 572.
25
« ܐܢ.ܗܘ ܩܓܪܐ ܕܡܢ ܡܪܝܡ ܒܟܢܝܗ ܡܢ ܟܝܢܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ܆ ܐܘ ܐܠ
̣ ܬܘܒ ܕܝܢ ܢܐܡܪܘܢ ܠܢ܆ ܡܫܚܠܦ
 ܡܫܐܠܝܢܢ܆ ܐܟܡܐ ܕܡܫܚܠܦ ܦܓܪܐ ܒܟܝܢܗ܆. ܐܢ ܕܝܢ ܡܫܚܠܦ.ܗܘ ܕܐܒܐ ܘܕܪܘܚܐ
̣ ܐܠ ܡܫܚܠܦ܆ ܒܪ ܟܝܢܐ
̈ ܗܟܢܐ ܡܫܚܠܦ ܒܩܢܘܡܗ ܡܢ
 ܐܐܠ ܐܢ ܐܠ ܡܫܚܠܦ܆ ܗܐ ܪܒܝܥܝܘܬܐ.ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ܆ ܐܘ ܐܠ
»ܚܬܝܬܬܐ ܕܡܢܟܘܢ ܡܬܬܘܕܝܐ, Ibidem, 573.
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In our opinion, besides the Theodorian Christological terminology , the Church of the East’s adoption of this Nestorian Christology
shared the Antiochean anti-theopaschite and anti-apollinarian perspectives. It cannot be affirmed that this Church did not have a soteriological dimension in its Christological doctrine since Christology
is always related to Soteriology, so that different Christologies have
different soteriological points of view. The text of the synod affirms,
therefore, that the one who wanted to save humanity is the Son of
God, the Word ()ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ, and for this reason He made
himself human27. In fact, the assumption of the human hypostasis by
the Word and its union with it was for the salvation of humanity28.
This also means that for the Church of the East salvation is God’s
action29. However, it is very important to understand that salvation,
for the fathers of this assembly, does not mean that the created nature
will become uncreated, because this means destroying ()ܥܛܝܢܐ, not
saving ()ܦܘܪܩܢܐ, human nature30, for when the fathers of the assembly
said that the hypostasis of the human nature of Christ had ascended
to heaven, they underlined that this does not mean that His humanity
had changed, even if this human hypostasis will stay united to the
26

̇
The text of this synod, in fact, uses terms as ‘the one who assumed’ (ܕܢܣܒ
̣ )ܗܘ, ‘the
̇
one who was assumed’, (ܕܐܬܢܣܒ
)܆ܗܘ, ‘Temple’ ()ܗܝܟܐܠ, ‘to dress the humanity’ ()ܠܒܫ,
̣
conjunction ( )ܢܩܦܐetc.
̇
27
̈ ܒܕܓܘܢ ܡܛܠܬܢ
«ܐܬܐ
̣ ܒܢܝܢܫܐ ܘܡܛܠ ܦܘܪܩܝܢ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ܆ ܟܕ ܐܠ ̣ܫܢܝ ܡܢ ܠܘܬ ܝܠܘܕܗ܆
ܓܒܠ ܠܗ ܡܪܡܪܡܐܝܬ ܗܝܟܐܠ ܩܕܝܫܐ܆ ܒܪܢܫܐ
 ܡܢܗ ܕܟܝܢܐ ܕܒܝܬ ܐܕܡ... ܗܘܐ
̣
̣ ܠܥܠܡܐ ܘܒܓܠܡܐ
ܡܫܠܡܢܐ ̣ܡܢ ܛܘܒܢܝܬܐ ܒܬܘܠܬܐ ܡܪܝܡ.», Synodicon orientale, 565.
̇ » ܐܐܠ, Ibidem, 566.
28
« ܠܗܘ ܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܝܕܝܥܐܝܬ ܐܬܢܣܒ ܚܠܦ ܦܘܪܩܢܢ ܠܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܥܡ ܡܠܬܐ
29
In our opinion, with this doctrine the assembly responds to, the accusations of
Monophysites, Miaphysites, and (neo-)Chalcedonians directed at the Antiochians
and the Nestorians. In fact, the former underlined that the Antiochians’ and Nestorians’ Christologies have soteriological problems: the Antiochians gave the task of
Salvation to a simple man and not to God, and hence salvation could not be effected, i.e. the accusation of the ‘ψηλός ἄνθρωπος’ attributed first by Cyril to Theodore,
Nestorius and other Antiochians, cf. J. A. McGuckin, Psilanthropism, in The Encyclopedia of Eastern Orthodox Christianity, ed. by J. A. McGuckin, Chichester 2011,
vol. II, 461-462; while the Nestorians, in considering the human nature in Christ a
hypostasis, limited salvation just to one human being and not to human nature itself,
see for example Iohannes Damascenus, De Fide Orthodoxa, III, 6 in Patrologia Greca
94, coll. 1001C-1008C.
30
« ܠܝܬ ܓܝܪ.ܕܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܕܝܢ ܐܠܢܫܘܬܐ ܬܫܚܠܦ܆ ܐܘ ܐܢܫܘܬܐ ܠܟܝܢ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܬܫܬܓܢܐ܆ ܐܠ ܡܨܝܐ
ܗܘ܆
̣  ܡܛܠ ܕܐܢ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܡܫܬܚܠܦܐ܆ ܐܠ ܡܟܝܠ ܓܠܝܢܐ.ܐܠܝܬܝܐ ܕܢܦܠ ܬܚܬ ܩܛܝܪܐ ܕܫܘܚܠܦܐ ܘܕܚܫܐ
̇
ܗܘ܆ ܐܐܠ ܥܛܝܢܐ
̣  ܘܐܢ ܬܘܒ ܐܢܫܘܬܐ ܡܢ ܟܝܢܗ ܬܦܘܩ܆ ܐܠ ܡܟܝܠ ܦܘܪܩܢܐ.ܐܐܠ ܚܘܒܐܠ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܐ
ܕܐܢܫܘܬܐ.», Synodicon orientale, 566.
26
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divine one without separation, sharing in the divine glory with which
Christ will appear in the last days to judge all people31.
The latter affirmation seems to conflict with any idea of deification, whether of the human nature of Christ or of our human nature. However, as we shall see, based on this synod’s doctrine and
on the affirmation that the human hypostasis ascended to heaven,
Mar Gewargis I was able to develop, with further modifications, a
‘doctrine of deification’, opposed to the one expressed by Martyrius-Sahdona, whose Christology we shall now analyse.
3. Martyrius-Sahdona and His Reaction to the Assembly’s Christology
There are numerous studies concerning the Christology of Martyrius-Sahdona32 (henceforth the Greek form of his name, Martyrius, will be used); what interests us here is to see ‘why’ he refused
the official Christology of his Church, proclaimed in the assembly
of 612AD? Is it because he belonged to the opposite Christological
current within his Church, i.e. the ‘one qnomā-parṣopā’ Christological current? Or is it because the two-qnomē Christology cannot
exist in harmony or be applicable to the monastic model he proposes?33

«ܘܒܗܕܐ ܟܠܝܐܠܝܬ ܐܠܦܘ ܠܢ ܕܐܦ ܗܕܐ ܐܣܬܠܩ ܠܫܡܝܐ܆ ܘܐܠ ܐܫܬܪܝ ܘܐܠ ܐܫܬܚܠܦ ܩܢܘܡܐ
̇ ܕܐܢܫܘܬܗ ܐܐܠ ܢܛܝܪ ܗܘ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܐܠ ܡܬܦܪܫܢܝܬܐ ܕܥܡ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܒܬܫܒܘܚܬܐ ܡܥܠܝܬܐ܆ ̇ܗܝ
ܕܒܗ
̣
̈
̈
ܕܡܗܝܡܢܘܗܝ܇
ܕܙܩܘܦܘܗܝ ܘܠܚܕܘܬܐ ܘܠܫܘܒܗܕܐ
ܥܬܝܕ ܠܡܚܙܐ ܒܓܠܝܢܗ ܐܚܪܝܐ ܕܡܢ ܫܡܝܐ܆ ܠܒܗܬܬܐ
»ܕܠܗ ܘܐܠܒܘܗܝ ܘܠܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ܆ ܫܘܒܚܐ ܘܐܝܩܪܐ ܠܥܠܡܝܢ, Ibidem, 567.
32
Among the important studies on Martyrius-Sahdona’s Christology are the following: A. de Halleux, La christologie de Martyrius Sahdona dans l’evolution du nestorianisme, in «Orientalia Christiana Periodica», 23 (1957), 5-32; L. Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona and Dissent in the Church of the East, in Controverses des chrétiens dans
l’Iran sassanide (Chrétiens en terre d’Iran II), éd. par J. Christelle (Cahiers de Studia
Iranica, 36), Paris 2008, 13-28; M. Nin, Martyrios/Sahdona. Alcuni aspetti del suo
insegnamento cristologico, in La grande stagione della mistica siro-orientale (VI-VIII
secolo. Atti del 5° incontro sull’Oriente cristiano di tradizione siriaca Milano Biblioteca
Ambrosiana, 26 maggio 2006, a cura di E. Vergani, S. Chialà, Milano, 2009, 29-69; O.
Ioan, Martyrius-Sahdona: la pensée christologique, clé de la théologie mystique, in Les
mystiques syriaques, éd. par A. Desreumaux (Études syriaques, 8), Paris 2011, 45-61.
33
These questions were presented, albeit in other words, at the beginning of L.
Abramowski’s article on Martyrius’ Christology, having, however, another purpose, cf. Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 14. See also Ioan, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 53-54.
31
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The biography regarding Martyrius is not very clear34. Most information comes from controversial sources; however, a careful reading of such sources can help us to understand that Martyrius was a
very important monastic figure who had experience as an eremite
monk, and that he also had an influence on some monastic communities. These, we believe, are the reasons behind the desire of these
monastic sources, which provide details about him, to present his
‘heretic’ Christology as something external, the result of a stay in a
West Syriac monastic community, that is to say, he was influenced by
either the Miaphysite or the (neo-) Chalcedonian doctrine. Even if
his adversaries present his Christology as they understood and interpreted it, not as he really intended it, we possess his work ‘Book of
Perfection’, albeit not in a complete and perfect form, and some of
his letters35, which are the sources of his spiritual doctrine and also of
We do not know the exact year of his birth, only that he was born in Halmon of
Beth Nuhadra. He became a monk thanks to the influence of his mother and a saintly
woman called Shirin and lived in the monastery of Beth ‘Abe until his election as bishop
of Beth Garmai between the years 635-640. Because of his Christological doctrine, he
was deposed by the catholicos Īšō‘yhaḇ III and died in exile on an unknown date, cf. S.
Brock, Sahdona (Martyrius), in Gorgians Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Syriac Heritage,
ed. by S. Brock, A. Butts, G. Kiraz, L. van Rompay, Piscataway 2011, 356. For more
details, except the references we gave in the previous footnote, see also H. Goussen,
Martyrius-Sahdona’s Leben und Werke, nach einer syrischen Handschrift in Strassburg
I/E. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Katholizismus unter den Nestorianern, Leipzig 1897;
A. de Halleux, Martyrius-Sahdona. La vie mouvementée d’un ‘hérétique’ de l’église nestorienne, in «Orientalia Christiana Periodica», 24 (1958), 93-128; L. Leloir, Martyrius, in
Dictionnaire de spiritualité ascétique et mystique: doctrine et histoire, Paris 1980, 737-742.
35
His ‘Book on Perfection’ and his letters were first found in one manuscript, edited
and translated by A. de Halleux in Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium:
Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, I. Livre de la perfection, Ie partie (Corpus
Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 200-201/Syr. 86-87), éd. par A. de Halleux,
Louvain 1960; Id., Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch. 1-7)
(Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 214-215/Syr. 90-91), éd. par A. de
Halleux, Louvain 1961; Id., Œuvres spirituelles, III. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie
(ch. 8-14) (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 252-253/Syr. 110-111), éd.
par A. de Halleux, Louvain 1965; Id., Œuvres spirituelles, IV. Lettres à des amis solitaires, Maximes sapientiales (Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium 254-255/
Syr. 112-113), éd. par A. de Halleux, Louvain 1965; Some fragments in other manuscripts that belong to Martyrius were also found, see in regards: G. Garitte, A. de Halleux, Le sermon géorgien du moine Martyrius et son modèle syriaque, in «Le Muséon»,
69 (1956), 243-313; A. de Halleux, Un nouveau fragment du manuscrit sinaïtique de
Martyrius-Sahdona, in «Le Muséon», 73 (1960), 33-38; S. Brock, A Further Fragment of
the Sinai Sahdona Manuscript, in «Le Muséon», 81 (1968), 139-154; A. de Halleux, Un
chapitre retrouvé du Livre de la perfection de Martyrius, in «Le Muséon», 88 (1975), 25334
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his Christological one. The discovery of these works has changed the
image we were given by his adversaries concerning the man himself
and his teaching36.
According to A. de Halleux, the Christology of Martyrius reflects
one Christological movement within the Church of the East, i.e. that
of ‘one qnomā-parṣopā’, and has nothing to do with any Chalcedonian
or Miaphysite influence, as his adversaries claimed37. He also maintains that Martyrius probably belonged to the school of Ḥenana and
was a student at Nisibis38. Noting an influence of the Ps. Nestorian
introduction to the Liber Heraclides in the form that contains two
Chalcedonian manipulations, L. Abramowski arrived at the conclusion that one could find at least an indirect contact between Martyrius and the ‘old-Chalcedonians’, also refuting the hypothesis of A.
de Halleux that Martyrius might have been a member of the school
of Ḥenana39. O. Ioan has recently demonstrated that the Christological doctrine of Martyrius is related to his ascetic and mystic system,
thus accepting the influence of the Ps. Nestorian introduction to the
Liber Heraclides. According to this scholar, the doctrine of Martyrius
on the hypostatic and personal union in Christ, which allows a real
Communicatio Idiomatum, is the basis of the mystic doctrine on deification. Moreover, he also underlined the importance of the place
of Martyrius’ education as one of the reasons behind his Christology.
Accepting the opinion of L. Abramwski, he finds it difficult to see a
relationship between Martyrius and the school of Nisibis during the
Ḥenana controversy40.
295; Id., Das Martyrius-Fragment der H. Hiersemann 487/255b=500/3, in «Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft», Suppl. 3,1 (1977), 202-204; B. Outtier, Martyrius, Barsus, Tarnus ou Martyrius? Nouveax fragments arabes et géorgiens
de Sahdona, in «Revue des études géorgiennes et caucasiennes», 1 (1985), 225-226; S.
Brock, New fragments of Sahdona’s Book of Perfection St. Catherine’s Monastery, Mount
Sinai, in «Orientalia Christiana Periodica», 75 (2009), 175-178; P. Géhin, Un feuillet
oublié de Martyrius/Sahdona à Milan (Ambr. A 296 inf., f. 87 = Chabot 51), in Sur les pas
des Araméens chrétiens. Mélanges offerts à Alain Desreumaux, éd. par F. Briquel-Chatonnet, M. Debié, (Cahiers d’études syriaques, 1), Paris 2010, 195-205.
36
Cf. de Halleux, La christologie de Martyrius Sahdona, cit., 5-8; Nin, Martyrios/Sahdona, cit., 39-40.
37
Cf. de Halleux, La christologie de Martyrius Sahdona, cit., 14, 31-32.
38
Apart from the reference in the previous footnote, see also de Halleux, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 125-128.
39
Cf. Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 20-25.
40
Cf. Ioan, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 49-58.
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As we have said, our interest is not to effect a detailed analysis of
Martyrius’ Christology. It is very important, however, to note that,
even if Martyrius had some contact with the Ps. Nestorian introduction to the Liber Heraclides, this does not necessarily imply any Chalcedonian influence. In our opinion, he simply uses the sources of his
Church and his tradition to support the Christology of his monastic
community, which is the ‘one qnomā-parṣopā’ Christology: in the tradition of the Church of the East we can note a true development of
Christological thought, influenced by diverse East Syrian monastic
communities. We have already demonstrated that the Christological confessions and professions of the Synodicon orientale preserved
in the acts of the synods before the one of 612 AD reflect such a
development, and have also revealed the existence of two different
Christological currents within this Church, which we have called ‘one
qnomā-parṣopā’ and the ‘two-qnomē’ Christological currents41.
To return to Martyrius, it is not necessary to see a contact between his
Christology and that of Ḥenana, who was accused of having proclaimed
the neo-Chalcedonian’s ὐπόστασις σύνθετος, in order to affirm that
Martyrius belonged to the same ‘qnomā-parṣopā’ Christological current.
Moreover, we are not sure about the exact doctrine of Ḥenana himself,
that is to say, whether he really considered the one hypostasis in Christ
as synthetos or whether this was his adversaries’ interpretation42. We are
of the opinion that the concept synthetos in him, if he really taught it, is
different from the neo-Chalcedonian one; it is a development and interpretation of the Christology of the Church of the East when it encountered the arrival of Miaphysism in the Sassanid land43. For us, therefore,
Ḥenana belonged to the ‘qnomā-parṣopā’ Christology and developed it
in a different way from that of Martyrius, who also belonged to the same
Christological current44. What is clear is that they were both spiritual
Cf. Ebeid, The Christology of the Church of the East, cit.; in this article we tried to
demonstrate the correctness of A. de Halleux’ opinion as he expressed it in de Halleux, La christologie de Martyrius Sahdona, cit., 29.
42
It is highly complicated to discover what exactly the Christology of Ḥenana was
since the information we have regarding it comes from his adversaries; for a complete
picture concerning this topic, see Becker, Fear of God, cit., 197-202; see also Metselaar, The Mirror, the Qnoma, and the Soul, cit., 334-335.
43
Cf. Ebeid, The Christology of the Church of the East, cit., 382.
44
We expressed our opinion about the relationship between Ḥenana and Martyrius
in the conclusion to our article Ebeid, The Christology of the Church of the East, cit.,
399-400; see also footnote 171 on p. 400.
41
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leaders with a notable influence on monastic communities45 and wanted,
with their Christologies, to underline the real Communicatio Idiomatum
between the two natures in Christ and the consequences that this communication had upon humanity. Such a doctrine, in fact, is the condition
of the deification of human nature. For both of them, such a Christology,
as a spiritual model, permits the mystic to contemplate God and leads
him to a union with Him. This by itself, according to us, demonstrates
that they both belonged to the same Christological current within the
Church of the East; they used common but also different sources; and
each expressed his Christology in his own way in a different context,
trying to answer common, yet ultimately different, questions.
In his development, Maryrius used several sources from his tradition
in an attempt to support his doctrine. His aim was to underline that a
true Communicatio Idiomatum is the condition of the divinization of
Christ’s humanity. One of these sources, which he undoubtedly did not
share with Ḥenana, is, as L. Abramowski noted, the Liber Heraclides
of Nestorius in the form we have it today. Martyrius probably learnt
of this source, and of others, during a stay he made in one monastic
community that belonged to the two-qnomē Christological current46.
The same L. Abramowski noted that Martyrius was conscious of
the differences between the authentic part of Nestorius and the Ps.
Nestorian introduction to it, using it, however, against the Christology
of Nestorius and his followers, one of whom was Babai the Great47. We
must, therefore, agree with L. Abramowski’s opinion that Martyrius did
not belong to the school of Ḥenana. However, this does not mean that
he was indirectly influenced by the ‘old-Chalcedonian’ Christology.
His thought is another development of the same Christological current
to which Ḥenana belonged, which is a Christology, as A. de Halleux
correctly noted, based on the tradition of the Church of the East and
For the influence of Ḥenana see M. Tamcke, Der Katholikos-Patriarch Sabrīšōʻ I
(596-604) und das Mönchtum (Europäische Hochschulschriften, Serie 23, Theologie,
302), Frankfurt 1988, 33-34; see also Metselaar, The Mirror, the Qnoma, and the Soul,
cit., 338-339.
46
P. Bettiolo maintains that Martyrius was a monk in the same monastery where the
catholicos Īšō‘yhab III was also a monk, i.e. Beth ‘Awe monastery, cf. P. Bettiolo, Un
vescovo in una età di torbidi: Isho‘yahb III e la Chiesa Siro-orientale nel VII secolo, in
La grande stagione della mistica siro-orientale (VI-VIII secolo). Atti del 5° incontro
sull’Oriente cristiano di tradizione siriaca Milano Biblioteca Ambrosiana, 26 maggio
2006, a cura di E. Vergani, S. Chialà, Milano, 2009, 71-90, here 78-80.
47
Cf. Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 24-25.
45
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has nothing in common, at least directly, with the other Christian
confession of the time.
Martyrius then tried to answer the question as to why the doctrine of the 612AD is not acceptable from his spiritual point of view
and, in opposition to Babai’s Christology and spiritual Christological
model48, he proposes his own. We are not going to discuss and analyze this Christology in detail here but will do so in a future publication49. Based on the second part of his Book of Perfection: Chapter II
On the Orthodox Faith and Chapter IV On Perfect Love50, we present
a brief description of Martyrius’ Christology, and how this Christological model permitted the doctrine on deification either of Christ’s
humanity or that of the one of mystics.
According to Martyrius, Christ is two natures, divine and human,
united without confusion in the one person and one hypostasis of the
eternal Word and Son:

[21] ܠܗܢܐ ܗܟܝܠ ܟܝܢܐ ܕܐܢܫܘܬܢ ܟܕ ܡܥܠܝܐܝܬ
ܚܝܕܗ ܠܗ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܡܢܗ ܡܢ ܫܘܪܝ ܓܒܝܠܬܗ
̇ ܘܥܕܡܐ
ܟܒܕܗ ܥܡܗ
̣ ܠܥܠܡ܆ ܚܕ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܘܦܪܨܘܦܐ
 ܘܫܘܒܚܐ.ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܡܝܪܬܐ ܕܐܠ ܡܬܡܠܐܠ
ܠܒܪܝܬܐ
.ܡܠܝܗܝ
̣
̣ ܘܒܕܡܘܬܐ ܕܝܠܗ
̣ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ
̣
ܫܘܒܚܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܝܚܝܕܝܐ
 ̣ܚܙܝܢ ܠܡ ܫܘܒܚܗ.ܐܬܚܙܝ
̣
̣
a
ܛܝܒܘܬܐ ܘܩܘܫܬܐ
ܐܠ
ܕܡ
ܐܒܐ܇
ܕܡܢ
̣
̣

The Word God uniting, in a sublime way,
to this nature of our humanity from the
beginning of its formation and forever,
He made it with Himself one hypostasis
(qnomā) and one person (parṣopā) in a
admirable and ineffable union; He filled
it with the glory of His divinity and made
Himself visible to the creature through
the likeness [of the slave]; and we see His
glory, glory as of the Only-begotten of the
Father, full of grace and truth.

Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch.
1-7), cit., 16.
48
That the Christology of Babai reflects a different spirituality see the study M. Metselaar, The Mirror, the Qnoma, and the Soul, especially 352-366.
49
We are preparing a paper on the Christology of Martyrius-Sahdona; most of our
affirmations here are based on our research and analysis of Martyrius’ thought, and
they might be better understood after we have published that paper.
50
The English translation we give is our own, based on the Original Syric text, taking
into consideration the French translation of A. de Halleux.
a
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[22]ܡܛܠ ܓܝܪ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܠܦܓܪܐ
.ܕܩܢܘܡܗ ܐܩܦ ܠܡܬܚܙܝܢܐ
ܠܒܫ܆ ܐܝܩܪܐ
̣
̣ ܐܢܫܝܐ
 ܟܕ ̇ܡܬܓܐܠ.ܐܬܚܙܝ ܒܥܠܡܐ
ܕܝܠܗ
ܘܒܐܣܟܡܐ
̣
 ܘܚܕ ܡܟܝܠ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܘܩܢܘܡܐ.ܒܗ ̣ܗ ̣ܘ ܕܐܠ ܫܠܘܐ
̇  ̇ܗܘ ܕܢܣܒ. ܕܒܪܐ ̇ܡܬܪܢܐ ܘܡܬܐܡܪb
ܕܐܬܢܣܒ
ܘܗܘ
̣
̣ ̣

b

Since, in fact, God the Word clothed
Himself with a human body, he joined the
honor of His hypostasis (qnomā) to the
visible. And in its form [of the body] He
[God the Word] was seen in the world,
manifested in it continually. For that, it is
thought and said [regarding] the one who
assumes and the one who is assumed, one
person (parṣpā) and hypostasis (qnomā)
of the Son.

Ibidem, 16.

In paragraph 21 of the chapter on Othodox faith, our author
mentions the consequences of the union on the united natures: the
Word, 1) filled humanity with the glory of His divinity; and 2) made
Himself visible. In our opinion, Martyrius is talking here about the
divinization of the humanity in Christ because of its union with the
Word, who, because of the union with the humanity, could make
Himself visible to creatures, and thus His glory was manifested by
His humanity, i.e. in the likeness of the slave He assumed. We have
the same idea in paragraph 22, expressed, however, in different
way. Martyrius here affirms that the Word, by the union with humanity, joined the honor of His hypostasis to the visible, i.e. to the
assumed body. Again we have the idea of the deification of Christ’s
humanity because of the union. Our author also remarks in this
paragraph on the second consequence of the union: the invisible
divinity was manifested through the assumed humanity51.
The union in the person of the Son is the condition that humanity
be raised and exalted towards divinity, and be divinized without being changed or transformed; in the same way, it is the condition that
divinity be manifested without being changed or transformed:

51

See also Ioan, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 54-55.
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[23] ܐܦܢ ܓܝܪ ܟܝܢܗ ܕܝܠܗ ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ ܦܓܪܐ
ܘܢܦܫܐ ܐܝܬ ܠܗ ܡܫܠܡܢܐܝܬ ܐܝܟ ܚܕ ܡܢܢ܆ ܐܐܠ
ܟܝܢܐ ܗܝܟܐܠ ̣ܗܘ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ̇ܗܘ
ܐܦ ܗܘ ܗܢܐ
̣
ܕܢܣܘܒܗ ܘܡܫܘܕܥܢܐ
ܗܘ
ܘܡܚܘܝܢܐ
.ܬܓܐܠ
ܕܒܗ ̇ܡ
̣
̇
 ܘܠܝܬ ܐܡܬܝ ܕܡܢܗ ܘܠܗ ܡܬܚܙܐ܇.ܕܦܪܨܘܦܗ
ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܒܠܚܘܕ ܕܐܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ
̇
̇ ܕܥܡܪܐ ܒܗ ܢܬܓܐܠ
 ܐܦܢ ܓܝܪ ܡܫܠܡܢܐ.ܠܚܙܝܐ
̇
̈
 ܐܐܠ ܠܘ ܒܡܘܫܚܬܐ.ܕܐܬܢܣܒ
ܗܘ ܒܟܝܢܗ ܗܘ
̣
 ܐܐܠ ܟܠܡܕܡ ܠܘܬ ܢܣܘܒܗ.ܕܝܠܗ ܡܫܬܟܚ ܠܘܬ ̈ܚܙܝܐ
ܠܒܘܫܗ ܘܐܝܟ
ܡܬܥܐܠ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܐܣܛܐܠ ܠܘܬ
̣
 ܐܠܘ ܓܝܪ ܡܢܗ ܘܠܗ.ܐܪܓܘܢܐ ܠܘܬ ̇ܡܠܟܐ
ܡܦܪܫܐܝܬ ̇ܡܬܝܕܥ ܗܘܐ ܟܕ ܡܪܚܩ ܡܢ ܢܣܘܒܗ܆
.ܡܬܐܡ̈ܪܝܢ ܗܘܘ ܬ̈ܪܝܢ ܦ̈ܪܨܘܦܝܢ ܘܬ̈ܪܝܢ ̈ܒܢܝܢ
̇ ܗܫܐ ܕܝܢ
ܒܗܝ ܕܠܘܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܬܥܐܠ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ܆
ܕܥܒܕܐ
ܦܪܨܘܦܐ
̣ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܒܝܕ
̣
̣ ܕܡܘܬܐ
.ܕܒܪܐ ܘܠܘ ܬ̈ܪܝܢ
 ܘܚܕ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ.̇ܡܬܓܐܠ
̣
. ܚܕ ܕܝܢ ܒܒܪܘܬܗ.ܬܪܝܢ ̇ܡܢ ܒܟܝܢܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܘܒܪܢܫܐ
̈ ܟܝܢܐ ̇ܡܢ ܬ̈ܪܝܢ܆ ܘܦܪܝܫܝܢ
̈
 ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܝܢ ܚܕ.ܒܕܝܠܝܬܐ
̈
 ܘܟܕ ܛܒ ܦܪܫ ܒܟܝܢܘܗܝ ܡܬܐܡܪ.ܘܫܘܐ ܒܒܪܘܬܐ
̣c
ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܒܟܠܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܟܕ ܐܠ ̇ܡܬܦܪܫ ܠܬܪܝܢ

Although He has perfectly the nature of
man, that is, body and soul, like each one
of us, this same nature, however, is the
temple of God the Word through which
He manifests Himself. It [the nature of
man] shows the one who assumed it and
makes His person (parṣopā) perceptible.
And never withdraws from Him and
manifests itself to those who look at it as
having its own person (parṣopā), without
the divinity that inhabits in it. Indeed,
although the one who is assumed is
perfect according to his nature, he does
not appear to those who look at him in
his dimensions, but in Him everything
is raised towards the one who assumes
him, like the dress to the one who wears it
and like purple to the king. If, in fact, the
[assumed one] was recognized by himself,
separately, i.e. separate from the one that
assumes him, it could be said two persons
(parṣopē) and two sons. But since he, [the
assumed on] is raised to God through the
union, the person (parṣopā) of divinity is
manifested by the likeness to a slave and
therefore the person (parṣopā) of the Son
is one and not two. [He is] two, in fact,
according to nature, God and man, one,
however, according to His sonship. The
natures (kyanē) are two, and they are
distinct through [their] properties, person
(parṣopā), however, is one and equal in
sonship. And, although He is distinct
according to His natures, it is said that He
is in each one of them through the union
without being divided in two [persons].

Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch.
1-7), cit., 16-17.
c

In paragraph 23 Martyrius affirms that the assumed humanity,
being the temple of God the Word, is different from our humanity, even if it is perfect and composed of body and soul. As he says
above in paragraph 21, i.e. that humanity was not separated from
the Word from its formation, this means that it cannot manifest
itself separate from the Word as an individual human like us; it
is the temple where the Word inhabits. The consequences of this
inseparable union in the person of the Son, expressed by the anti-
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ochene image of temple and inhabitation and the one of the assumer and the assumed52, is the following: 1) there is just one Son and
not two, since the natures cannot be manifested separately; 2) since
the person is of the Son, this perfect humanity does not appear to
those who look at it in its dimensions, since everything in it is raised
towards the assumer’s Word.
Humanity in Christ, according to our authors’ thought, is not
manifested in its dimensions, i.e. is not recognized as individual human nature separate from the Word. This humanity, instead, and
because of the union, is divinized. To underline, however, that divinization does not occur according to nature, he uses the expression ‘raised’ ( )ܡܬܥܐܠand ‘not changed’: everything in the assumed
humanity is raised towards the Word and not changed or transformed in God. In addition, Martyrius says that even if humanity
and divinity in Christ have one person, that of the Son, they do
not lose their natural properties, and therefore they are distinct as
natures. We do not see, in addition, that for our author Christ’s
humanity is a general human being, as (Neo-)Chalcedonians teach.
It seems that for him this humanity is one body with the soul, one
individual human being like us, but without his own human hypostasis or person.
In Christ, then, the duality of the natures does not mean duality
of subjects; there are two natures which preserve their natural properties; the oneness of the subject is brought about by the oneness of
the person and the oneness of the property of sonship. The person of
the Son that manifests this particular property of sonship, concludes
Martyrius, is in both natures because of the union; and therefore,
even if they are distinct by natural properties, they cannot be divided
into two persons. This is, in fact, the condition of the so called Communicatio Idiomatum:

52

On this use in Martyrius, see de Halleux, La christologie de Martyrius Sahdona, cit., 15.
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[25] ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ̣ܗܝ ܓܝܪ ܪܒܬܐ ܘܬܡܝܗܬܐ
ܕܐܠܗܐ ܘܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܘܒܕܓܘܢ ܡܬܐܡܪ ܟܠܚܕ
̈ ܡܢܗܘܢ
ܕܟܝܢܐ ܒܗܠܝܢ ܕܚܒܪܗ܆ ܟܕ ܐܠ ܡܘܒܕ ܗܠܝܢ
̇
ܗܢܐ ܘܗܢܐ
 ܟܕ ܗܘ ܡܬܐܡܪ.ܕܝܠܗ ܐܘ ܡܫܬܚܠܦ
̣
 ܐܠܗܐ ܓܝܪ ܡܠܬܐ.̇ܗܘ ܡܛܠ ̣ܥܠܬܐ ܕܚܕܝܘܬܐ
]ܩܒܠ ܥܠܘܗܝ ܕܢܬܐܡܪ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܗܘ ܡܐ [ܕ
ܝܗܒ ܠܗ ܕܢܗܘܐ
̣ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܒܟܝܢܐ ܘܠܒܪܢܫܐ
 ܐܝܟܢܐ.ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ̇ܗܘ ܡܐ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ̣ܗܘ ܒܟܝܢܐ
̣
ܕܐܢܫܐ
ܕܒܪܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܢܬܐܡܪ ܒܪܗ
̣
 ܘܒܪܗ ܕܐܢܫܐ ܟܝܢܐ ̇ܗܘ.ܕܢܣܒ
̣ ܡܛܠ ܟܝܢܐ ܐܢܫܝܐ
ܕܡܢܢ ܢܗܘܐ܆ ܝܚܝܕܝܐ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܛܠ ܐܠܗܐ
̇ .ܡܠܬܐ ܕܢܣܒܗ
ܕܣܠܩ܆
̣ ܘܗܘ
̣ ܕܢܚܬ ܢܗܘܐ ̣ܗܘ ܟܕ ̣ܗܘ
̣
̇
 ܘܗܘ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ.ܡܛܠ ̣ܥܠܬܐ ܕܓܠܝܢܐ ܘܕܥܡܘܪܝܐ
 ܡܛܠ ̣ܥܠܬܐ.ܒܐܪܥܐ ܢܬܐܡܪ ܗܘ ܟܕ ̣ܗܘ ܕܒܫܡܝܐ
 ܘܚܕ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܡܪܝܐ ܡܫܝܚܐ.ܕܐܝܩܪܐ ܘܪܘܡܪܡܐ
 ܟܕ.ܕܐܠܗܐ ܘܒܪܗ ܕܐܢܫܐ
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ̣ܗܘ ܟܕ ̣ܗܘ ܒܪܗ
̣
̈ ܢܛܝ̈ܪܝܢ
ܟܝܢܐ ܕܝܠܗܘܢ ̈ܡܫܠܡܢܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܘܒܪܢܫܐ܆
ܒܗ ܒܚܕ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܒܪܐ ܕܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ܆ ܒܟܠܗܝܢ
ܣܘܒܪܐ
ܕܝܠܗܘܢ ܕܐܠ ܦܘܪܫ ܘܕܐܠ ܒܘܠܒܠ܆ ܡܢ
̣
̇ d
ܘܠܥܠܡ܀

Great and admirable is the union of God
and man, and for that it is said that each
one of the natures [participates] in the
[properties] of its companion – without
losing its own [properties] and without
being transformed. And because of the
union, ‘this one’ is called ‘that one’, and
‘that one’ [is called] ‘this one’. In fact,
God the Word agreed to be called, in the
union, what man is by nature, and gave
man to be, in the union, what He Himself
is by nature. Thus the Son of God, the
Word God, is called the son of man,
because of the human nature He assumed,
and the son of man, the nature [assumed]
from us, becomes the Only-begotten Son
of God because of God the Word who
assumed it. The one who descended is the
same one who ascended because of the
manifestation and the inhabitation. He,
who is on earth, is said to be in heaven
because of the honor and exaltation. And
the only person (parṣopā) of the Lord
Christ is the Son of God and the son of
man. The natures of God and of man
remain perfect, in Him, in the one person
(parṣopā) of Son. [They] are, in the union,
with all their properties, without separation and confusion, from the annunciation
and forever.

Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch.
1-7), cit., 17.
d

Thanks to the union, each nature participates in the properties of
the other. It is clear that Martyrius means the natural properties since
he underlines that this does not mean transformation. The participation permits that ‘this one’ be called ‘that one’ and ‘that one’ ‘this one’,
i.e. God be called man and man be called God; without meaning that
God being called man loses His own natural properties, or man, being
called god, loses his natural properties. To avoid being understood
incorrectly, i.e. a follower of Miaphysism53, he introduces the distinction between ‘according to nature’ and ‘according to union’: God the
He also refuses and rejects the doctrine of the composite substance from two natures, understood as mixture and confusion, see paragraph 28 in Ibidem, 18; see also
Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 24; Ioan, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 56.
53
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Word agreed to be called, in the union, what man is by nature, and
gave man to be, in the union, what He Himself is by nature. This may
be considered a good example of what we have said above.
As L. Abramowski noted, this paragraph is based on Liber Heraclides54, according to us elaborated and modified in order to support
his Christology in opposition to that of the same Liber Heraclides
and its introduction55. In fact, his aim is to affirm that in Christ the
Communicatio Idiomatum is real and effected because of the oneness
of the person and hypostasis of the Son of God, which became after
the union the one person and hypostasis of Christ:
[30] ܡܛܠ ܓܝܪ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܒܟܝܢܗ
ܘܒܪܨܘܦܗ ܐܬܚܝܕ ܠܒܪܢܫܐ ܘܐܬܒܪܢܫ܆ ܐܝܟ
 ܘܒܪܢܫܐ ܬܘܒ.ܕܒܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܒܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܬܚܫܚ
ܡܛܠ ܕܒܟܝܢܗ ܫܪܝܪܐܝܬ ܐܬܚܝܕ ܐܠܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ
ܘܐܬܐܠܗ܆ ܒܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܒܕܝܠܗ
. ܘܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܠ ܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܒܬ̈ܪܬܝܗܝܢ.ܡܬܚܘܐ
 ܒܐܚܪܬܐ ܕܝܢ.ܐܠܗܐ ܘܒܪܢܫܐ ܒܚܕܐ ̇ܡܢ ܒܟܝܢܐ
 ܘܟܕ ܐܝܬ ܠܟܠ ܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܕܝܠܝܘܬܐ.ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ
ܦ̈ܪܨܘܦܐ ܐܐܠ ܚܕ
ܕܟܝܢܗ܆ ܐܠ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܬ̈ܪܝܢ
̣
 ܡܛܠ ܕܟܠ ܚܕ ܡܢܗܘܢ ܐܝܟ ܕܒܕܝܠܗ.ܦܪܨܘܦܐ
 ܘܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܝܢܝܐ ܘܠܘ.ܡܬܚܫܚ ܒܗܠܝܢ ܕܚܒܪܗ
̈ ܫܐܝܐܠ܆ ܡܛܠ ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܬ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ
ܟܝܢܐ ܕܐܠ
 ܡܬܦܪܫܐe

In fact, since God the Word, in His
nature and in His person, was united to
man and became man, in His own person
He makes use of the man; and since man,
in His nature, was truly united to God the
Word and became god [divinized], in the
person of God he is manifested, as in his
own [person]. And each one of them is,
in two respects, God and man: one according to nature, the other according to the
union; And although each one of them
possesses the property of its nature, they
are not two persons, but one person. For
that, each one of them uses, as in his own
[person], the properties of his companion; And this person is natural (parṣopā
Kyanyā), and not borrowed, because of
the inseparable union of the two natures.

Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch.
1-7), cit., 19.
e

Furthermore, for Martyrius, in Christ only God the Word has its
person, and in this His person and in His nature He was united to
man; man however, was united, in His nature, to the Word; man has
no person. In addition, we must note that for our author the oneness
of person, and that this person is of the Word, is the true condition
for the Communicatio Idiomatum. In fact, he says that God was humanized ( )ܐܬܒܪܢܫsince He used humanity in His own person, and
man was divinized ( )ܐܬܐܠܗbecause he was manifested in the person
of the Word as if it were his own.
54
55

Cf. Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 23.
Cf. Ibidem, 25.
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We believe that Martyrius uses the Nestorian and Ps. Nestorian
doctrine of ‘using the person as own’56 in order to find a solution
in order that this person would not be considered borrowed or estranged from his natures. He actually rejects the concept of borrowed
person57. Hence, the use of ‘using the person as his own’ in Martyrius
is different from the one we find in Nestorius and his followers.
This is not the place to discuss what the problematic for scholars concepts of ‘hypostatic person’, used for example in paragraphs 28 and 29,
and of ‘natural person’ used in the paragraph above means in Martyrius’
thought58. In our opinion, this one person is of hypostasis and therefore
is called hypostatic. This means that it manifests the same group of particular properties for both of Christ’s natures, i.e. the sonship, lordness
etc. It is called natural, in the sense of being a person of natures, that is,
manifests the natural properties of both natures, which are in communication and participation because of the union. In other words, a hypostatic and natural person means a real and concrete sole manifestation
of two different natures in one singularity and one subject59.
It is worthwhile, finally, to note the importance of the use of the
term ‘being divinized’ ( )ܐܬܐܠܗfor the humanity in Martyrius, which
reveals the aim and finality of his Christological system: the union
with God. For our author ‘being divinized’ is not according to nature, but according to our union with God.
If in Christ this union is divine and perfect, in us it is a union of
will that permits our divinization. This is, indeed, what our author
declares in the third paragraph of Chapter 4, entitled ‘on perfect
love’, in the second part of his ‘Book of Perfection’60:
As L. Abramowski had already noted, behind the lines of this chapter we can read
the doctrine of the authentic part of Netsorius’ Liber Hercalides regarding the own
prosopon and the appropriation of the prosopon and making it his own, developed by
the Ps. Nestorian introduction to solve some problems that Nestorius’ left open, cf.
Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 24.
57
See his opinion in this regard in paragraphs 28, 30 and 31, see Martyrius (Sahdona),
Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch. 1-7), cit., 18-19.
58
See the opinion of the scholars in this regard: de Halleux, La christologie de Martyrius Sahdona, cit., 19-22; Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 23-24; Ioan, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit., 56-57.
59
We shall give a detailed analysis of this in our paper concerning Martyrius’ Christology that we are papering.
60
Even if O. Ioan has the same opinion as we do, i.e. that Martyrius’ Christology is based
on the doctrine of the divinization of human beings, he does not give any example from
Martyrus’ work that might confirm his hypothesis, something that we are going to do here.
56

CrSt 38 (2017)

749

B. Ebeid

̇
[3] ܘܗܘ
̣ .ܘܐܘܘܢܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܒܗ ܗܘܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ
 ܕܢܗܘܐ ܚܕ ܥܡܗ.̇ܡܚܠܛ ܘܡܚܝܕ ܠܗ ܥܡ ܐܠܗܐ
ܒܨܒܝܢܐf

… Man, [through love], becomes a place
for the inhabitation of the Trinity; [love]
mixes him and unites him with God, so
[God] makes him one with Him, according to will ...

Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch.
1-7), cit., 32.
f

Thus for Martyrius the humanity of Christ as the Word’s place
of inhabitation is the model for the inhabitation of God in us. The
mystic whose desire is to achieve a union with God must follow the
Christological model proposed by Martyrius in order to achieve this
desire61. In Christ, humanity is divinized because of the union with
the Word. The mystic, making himself the temple of God, following
the example of Christ, can effect the union with God. The only difference is that in Christ the union is in the person of the Word, in
the mystic the union is according to will. There is one sole result: the
divinization of humanity, not in the sense of being transformed in the
divine nature, but of being exalted and raised towards God:
[10] ... ܕܢܫܪܐ ̇ܡܠܟܐ܆ ܠܬܡܢ
̣ ܟܠ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܓܝܪ
̇
̈
 ܘܐܢ ܒܒܝܬܐ ܙܥܘܪܐ ܘܡܣܟܢܐ.ܡܫܡܫܢܘܗܝ
ܪܗܛܝܢ
̇
 ܟܡܐ ܟܝ ܢܗܘܐ.ܫܪܐ܆ ܐܠܝܩܪܐ ܪܒܐ ܠܗ ܡܝܬܐ
̇ ܐܝܩܪܗ܇ ܕܠܒܐ
̈ ܕܡܠܟܐ
 ܘܐܝܢܘ.ܕܥܠܡܐ ̣ܫܪܐ ܒܗ
ܥܘܬܪܗ ܪܒܐ ܘܚܕܘܬܗ ܘܥܘܫܢܐ ܕܚܝܠܗg

… In fact, where the king lives, there his
servants go; And if he goes to live in a modest and poor home, it [the home] obtains
great dignity. What, then, will be the
dignity of the heart in which the king of
ages lives? How great are His riches and
His glory, and how strong is His power?

̇ ܒܪܝܟ ܐܢܬ ܡܪܝܐ
[11] ܕܥܡܪ ܒܡ̈ܪܘܡܐ܇ ܕܠܠܒܐ
ܕܐܢܫܐ ܡܫܪܝܟ ̣ܥܒܕܬ܇ ܘܠܗ ܬܘܒ ܒܡܪܘܡܐ ܥܡܟ
 ܐܥܡܪܬ...h

Blessed are you Lord, who, [while]
inhabiting the heights, made the heart of
man your inhabitation place, and thus you
make him inhabit in heights with you …

̇ ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ ̣ܗܘ ܐܠܗܐ ̇ܣܥܪ ܒܗܘܢ
[12] ... ܘܓܡܪ
ܟܠܗܝܢ ܫܦܝ̈ܪܬܐ ܐܝܟ ܕܒܗܝܟܐܠ ܕܝܠܗi

… In fact, it is God Himself who, as
in His temple, acts in them [those who
love Him] and brings to perfection all
benefactions.

Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch.
1-7), cit., 35.
h
Ibidem, 35.
i
Ibidem, 35.
g

See also L. Leloir, La pensée monastique d’Éphrem et Martyrius, in Symposium Syriacum, 1972: célebré dans les jours 26-31 octobre 1972 à l’Institut Pontifical Oriental de
Rome, éd. par Ig. Ortiz de Urbina, (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 197), Roma 1974,
105-131, here 130.
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Martyrius is very careful to underline the unchangeability of human nature even in the final resurrection. Although he says, in paragraph 41 of the chapter ‘on the Orthodox faith’, that the body will
become incorruptible, he also underlines that the human form will
not be lost or altered; it will, however, be perfected. This is the way,
in fact, towards perfection, i.e. divinization, which is the main aim of
our author’s book:
̇
̇ ܠܚܒܐܠ
[41] .ܘܠܒܫܝܢ ܐܠ ܡܬܚܒܠܢܘܬܐ
ܘܫܠܚܝܢ
̣
̇
ܕܢܗܘܘܢ ܐܠ ̈ܡܝܘܬܐ ܘܐܠ ܡܬܚܒܠܢܐ ܒܦܓܪܐ܆
̈ ܘܐܠ ̈ܡܫܬܚܠܦܢܐ ܘܐܠ
 ܥܬܝܕ ܗܘ.ܡܨܛܠܝܢܐ ܒܢܦܫܐ
ܠܡ ܓܝܪ ܗܢܐ ܡܬܚܒܠܢܐ ܕܢܠܒܫ ܐܠ ܡܬܚܒܠܢܘܬܐ܇
̇  ܐܠ ܓܝܪ.ܕܡܐܬ ܢܠܒܫ ܐܠ ܡܝܘܬܘܬܐ
̇ ܘܗܢܐ
ܦܐܫ
̇
 ܐܦܐܠ ܡܫܬܚܠܦ ܐܣܟܡܐ.ܡܢܗܘܢ ܡܕܡ ܒܫܝܘܠ
 ܐܐܠ ܡܫܠܡܢܐܝܬ ܒܟܠ ܗܕܡ.ܦܐܢܐ ܕܪܘܟܒܗܘܢ
̇
ܩܝܡܝܢ ܒܬܪܨܘܬ ܐܣܟܡܗܘܢ ܩܕܡ ܒܝܡ ܕܡܫܝܚܐ܆
̇
̇
 ܕܡܢܗ.ܠܡܪܘܬܗ ܘܡܒܪܟܝܢ ܠܫܡܗ
ܟܕ ܡܘܕܝܢ
̣
.ܢܬܦܪܥܘܢ ܒܦܓܪܐ ܘܒܢܦܫܐ܆ ܟܠܢܫ ܐܝܟ ̇ܥ ̈ܒܕܘܗܝ
̇ ܟܠܢ ܓܝܪ
ܐܡܪ ܦܘܠܣ ܪܒܐ ܥܬܝܕܝܢܢ ܠܡܩܡ ܩܕܡ ܒܝܡ
̇
ܕܥܒܝܕ
ܕܡܫܝܚܐ ܕܢܬܦܪܥ ܐܢܫ ܐܢܐ
̣
̣ ܒܦܓܪܗ ܡܕܡ
̇
l
ܕܒܝܫ
̣  ܐܢ ܕܛ ̣ܒ ܘܐܢ.ܠܗ

l

They will take off corruption and put on
incorruptibility in order to become immortal and incorruptible according to the
body, and unchangeable and unchanging
according to the soul. This corruptible
[body] in fact, shall put on incorruptibility, and this mortal [body] shall put on
immortality. No one of them will remain
in hell, even their harmonious form of
their proportions will not be altered, but
they will be resurrected in perfect way,
with all their limbs and in their normal
form, before the tribunal of Christ,
confessing His lordliness and blessing His
name. Each according to his works will
be rewarded in body and soul. Therefore,
the great Paul says: ‘We shall all appear
before the tribunal of Christ, so that each
one may be rewarded in his body for what
he has done, good or evil’.

Ibidem, 22-23.

Martyrius was deposed first by a synod under Īšō‘yhab III; he
was then re-instated only to be once again, according to the decision of the same catholicos Īšō‘yhab III , deposed, condemned of
heresy and exiled to Edessa, were he stayed until his death62. His
doctrine, however, did not disappear with his condemnation. Since
he had a strong influence on some monastic communities, we think
that his doctrine, Christological and spiritual, continued to exist
among his followers. This may be one of the reasons behind the
positive legend, noted by P. Bettiolo, that we find in the tradition
of the Church of the East regarding the figure of Martyrius63. AnOn the controversy between the catholicos and Martyrius, see also Bettiolo, Un
vescovo in una età di torbidi, cit., 78-85.
63
Cf. Ibidem, 85.
62

CrSt 38 (2017)

751

B. Ebeid

other proof of such an hypothesis, which we shall provide with our
study here, is the synod convoked by the catholicos Gewargis I in
676, and his Christological letter written in 679/80, which we shall
analyse afterwards.
4. Mar Gewargis I and His Reaction to Martyrius’ Current
Our interest in Gewargis, particularly in his Christology, started
while we were writing our doctorate dissertation, defended in June
201464. In November 2015, we published an article about Gewargis’ Christology as expressed in his letter to Mina, the chorbishop in Persia65. In 2016, P. Catalin-Stefan published his doctorate
dissertation, which concerned the figure and Christology of Mar
Gewargis I66. It can be considered the sole analytic, detailed study
on Gewargis that we have hitherto received. Even so, we shall present here another reading of Gewargis’ synod and Christology, one
quite different from that of P. Catalin-Stefan67. As we have said, we
think that the synod convoked by Gewargis and his Christology expressed in the letter to Mina is also a polemic against the followers
of Martyrius-Sahdona.

Cf. B. Ebeid, La Cristologia delle grandi confessioni cristiane dell’Oriente nel X
e XI secolo. Studio comparativo delle polemiche del melchita Saʻīd ʼIbn Baṭrīq e le
risposte del copto Sawīrus ʼIbn al-Muqaffaʻ e del nestoriano Elia di Nisibi. Dissertatio
ad Doctoratum, Pontificium Institutum Orientale, Rome 2014, 424, 434, 440 and
footnote 101 on p. 516; our dissertation should be published soon.
65
Cf. B. Ebeid, La cristologia del catholicos Mar Georgis I. Un’analisi della sua lettera
a Mina, in Aethiopia Fortitudo Ejus. Studi in onore di Monsignor Osvaldo Raineri in
occasione del suo 80° compleanno, a cura di R. Zarzeczny (Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 298), Roma 2015, 203-220.
66
Cf. P. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I. (660-680). Ostsyrische Christologie in frühislamischer Zeit (Göttinger Orientforschungen, I. Reihe: Syriaca, 50), Wiesbaden 2016.
67
It seems that P. Catalin-Stefan did not know about our article and did not read our
hypothesis regarding the Christology of Gewargis I, i.e., it was a reaction against Martyrius and his Christological current, which had already spread among some monastic
communities, cf. B. Ebeid, La cristologia del catholicos, cit., 218-219 and footnote 53
in these pages. His reading of the synod and the Christology is related to the encounter between Christians and Muslims, so he considers, for example, the letter, to be an
apologetic response to some Islamic doctrine, an opinion that we do not share and
will explain the reasons for this in this study.
64
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Mar Gewargis I68 was born on an unknown date in a village called
Kafrā in the province of Beth Gawayā69. At an early age he became
a monk in the monastery of Beth ‘Awē70, where he probably met
Īšō‘yhab III and began a strong friendship with him71. Indeed, this
friendship was behind his election to Metropolitan bishop of Adiabene, as the successor to Īšō‘yhab himself, when the latter became
catholicos72.
Gewargis was elected catholicos of the Church of the East after
the death of his friend Īšō‘yhab III, probably in 66073. It seems that
it was Īšō‘yhab’s will that Gewargis should become his successor on
the catholicate’s see74, and he remained on this see until his death,
which occurred in 680/1. He is considered the first catholicos under
the Umayyad dynasty. As P. Catalin-Stephan noted, his catholicate
coincides with the same years of the first Umayyad Caliph, Muʻāwiyah bin Abī Sufyān (660/1-680)75. As the successor to Īšō‘yhab III, he
had to solve some problems that his predecessor had caused: 1) the
conflict with the bishops of Beth Persayē (Fars) and Beth Qaṭrayē,
who did not acknowledge Īšō‘yhab as catholicos, resulting in a schism
within the Church of the East; and 2) in our opinion, the consequences of Martyrius’ condemnation76. We also add another element: the
problems that appeared in the area of Beth Qaṭrayē, some of which
For a detailed study of his life, the sources and other problems and issues in regards,
see Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 15-39; another reference with a brief presentation
on Gewargis is L. van Rompay, Gewragis I, in Gorgians Encyclopedic Dictionary of
the Syriac Heritage, ed. by S. Brock, A. Butts, G. Kiraz, L. van Rompay, Piscataway
2011, 175.
69
Cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 15.
70
Cf. Ibidem, 19.
71
Cf. Ibidem, 21.
72
Cf. Ibidem, 24.
73
It is to be noted that L. van Rompay is not sure about this date and says that it could
be in the 660 or 665, cf, van Rompay, Gewragis I, cit., 175; while P. Catalin-Stefan
maintains the years 659/660, directly after the death of Īšō‘yhab III, cf, Catalin-Stefan,
Gīwargīs I, cit., 25.
74
Cf. Ibidem, 25; Note that there were also two other bishops with the name Gewargis, the bishop of Nisibis and that of Parth dhe Maišān, both of whom were also close
to the catholicos Īšō‘yhab. They did not recognize Gewargis as catholicos, but, after
his election and consecration, he went and visited both of them and was reconciled
with them; for further details see ibidem, 27-39.
75
Cf. Ibidem, 1.
76
This important element in the context of Gewargis was not taken into consideration by P. Catalin-Stefan in his important study on Gewargis’s Christology.
68
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of an ecclesiastical nature in the dioceses there, and some other issues
resulting from Arabic and Islamic rule.
In the year 637, Seleucia-Ctesiphon was conquered by the Arabs
and Muslims. However, for 15 years the ecclesiastical provinces of
Beth Persayē (Fars) and Beth Qatrayē (today’s Qatar and Bahrain)
had not yet been occupied and were isolated from the rest of the
Church of the East. For this reason, as P. Bettiolo noted, the Metropolitan Rew Ardašir of Fars could not participate in the election, in
649, of the successor to Maremmeh, which is why he did not recognize the election of Īšō‘yhab III as catholicos77. The bishops of Beth
Persayē (Fars) and subsequently of, Beth Qaṭrayē joined the Metropolitan Rew Ardašir and shared his opinion, the outcome of which
was a schism within the Church of the East. Even if Īšō‘yhab tried to
solve the problem, it seems that the synod convoked by Gewargis I
also had to solve this problem, not only those of the province of Beth
Qaṭrayē that we mentioned above78.
4.1 The Synod and Its Canons
In order to solve all these problems, Gewargis travelled to the
province of Beth Qatrayē79 and presided over a synod on the island of
Dirin (today’s Bahrain) 80. The synod was held during the month of
May ( )ܐܝܪܚ ܐܝܪin the 57th year of the kingdom of the Arabs (ܕܫܢܬ ܚܡܫܝܢ
̈
ܕܛܝܝܐ
)ܘܫܒܥ ܠܫܠܛܢܐ81, that is to say, in May 676 AD. Seven bishops
participated, among whom Gewargis as president82; they produced
19 Canons, preserved today in the Synodicon Orinetale83, which gives
them true canonical importance and weight84. In his study on Mar
Gewargis, P. Catalin-Stefan has already presented the synod and its
Cf. Bettiolo, Un vescovo in una età di torbidi, cit., 86; For other material on the
conflict, see Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 5-6, 27-39, and the references he provides
on these pages.
78
Cf. Ibidem, 6, 44; van Rompay, Gewragis I, cit., 175.
79
On his travel see Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 40-44.
80
Cf. Ibidem, 44.
81
Cf. Synodicon orientale, cit., 215.
82
Cf. Ibidem, 215; see also Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 44.
83
Cf. Synodicon orientale, cit., 215-226.
84
On the Synodicon and its importance, see L. van Rompay, Synodicon Orientale, in
Gorgians Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Syriac Heritage, ed. by S. Brock, A. Butts, G.
Kiraz, L. van Rompay, Piscataway 2011, 387-389.
77
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Canons85. In our contribution here we should like to re-read Canons
1, 2, 3 and 12, and analyze them in order to demonstrate our hypothesis: that some monks who were following Martyrius’ spirituality
were defunded in the area of Fars and Beth Qatrayē and that these
synod’s Canons, along with the letter to Mina, is also to be considered a polemic against them and their doctrine.
Before we do so, it is important to offer a brief presentation of
the topics with which the Canons deal86. Canon 1 deals with the significance of preaching, on Sundays and particularly on feast days,
stipulating that the content of this preaching should be based on the
orthodox faith so that believers will be able to respond to heretics
on topics concerning orthodoxy; Canon 2 orders that all monasteries
should be built with the knowledge and permission of the area’s bishop; Canon 3 mentions which characteristics and virtues ecclesiastical
leaders should possess, according to which they could be elected to
their positions; Canon 4 orders the bishops and clergy not to deal
with tasks that lay people could take care of, such as economic questions, since this would be a obstacle to their mission of teaching and
preaching; Canon 5 orders lay people not to intervene in bishops’
or the clergy’s tasks, such as ordinations, building monasteries, etc.;
Canon 6 says that problems and issues among Christians of a juridical
nature should be solved in Church; this probably reflects the new situation of Christians living under Islamic rule87; Canons 7 and 8 deal
with the characteristics of those who want to join the priesthood, and
those who have recently joined it, giving them some advice on how
to behave in their new positions; Canon 9 concerns the daughters of
pact (bnat qyamā), giving them some strict rules on behaviour and
appearance; Canon 10 deals with the relationship between bishops
and their clergy; Canon 11 assigns bishops with the responsibility for
orphans and their inheritance until they become adults; Canon 12
regards some ‘false monks’; Canon 13 forbids Christian women to
marry without the consensus of their parents and family and without
the presence of a priest; this Canon is connected to Canon 14, which
forbids Christian women to marry ḥanpē, i.e. pagans, including Mus-

Cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 45-52.
Another brief presentation of the canons is to be found in van Rompay, Gewragis
I, cit., 175.
87
Cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 48-52.
85
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lims88; Canon 15 deals with some liturgical issues; Canon 16 forbids
polygamy; Canon 17 is a ban on drinking wine with Jews in Jewish
locations, particularly after the liturgy; Canon 18 concerns some funeral traditions; finally, Canon 19 underlines the respect that must be
given to bishops, and that Christians who were responsible for collecting the ğizyah poll tax and giving it to their Muslim rulers should
not collect it from their bishops.
It is clear that this synod it is important to provide a clear image
of the relations between Christians and Muslims in the early Islamic
period89. In fact, Canons 13, 14, 16 and 19 reflect some problems
caused by the encounter between Christians and Muslims, such as
marriage to Muslims or paying the taxes of ğizyah and ḫarāğ90.
For us, Canon 12 is also very important and must be read carefully. The title says: «Regarding the disturbance and the trouble of those
who have been given the name and attire of monks but are far from its
virtue»91. It is clear that this Canon is aimed at the presence of some
monks who are considered ‘false’. According to the Canon’s description, these monks do not follow the rules of monastic life; they do not
know the teaching of the Holy Scriptures or the monastic Canons of
the fathers; and, in particular, they neither belong to a monastery, nor
are subject to an abbot; furthermore, they are present among people, at
times in bad localities; bishops, therefore, must expel them from their
dioceses in order to protect the simple people from them; and, consequently, they should be deprived of the name and the attire of monks92.
On the term ḥanpe, its meaning and how it might also be connected to Muslims in
Syriac texts after the Arab conquest, see M.Ph. Penn, Envisioning Islam. Syriac Christians and the Early Muslim World, Philadelphia 2015, 67-69; see also Catalin-Stefan,
Gīwargīs I, cit., 48-52.
89
Unfortunately, this text was not taken in consideration in the study by M.Ph. Penn
mentioned in the previous footnote.
90
On the importance of the canons of the catholicos and their relationship with the
presence of Muslims, see H.G.B. Teule, Giwargis I, in Christian-Muslim Relations: A
Bibliographical History, 1: 600-900, ed. by D. Thomas, B. Roggema, (The History of
Christian-Muslim Relations, 11), Leiden-Boston 2009, 151-153.
̈
̇ ܥܠ ܛܘܪܒܐܠ ܘܐܠ ܡܛܟܣܘܬܐ ܕܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܗܢܘܢ ܠܗܘܢ
91
«ܕܝܚܝܕܝܐ ܟܕ ܡܢ ܚܝܠܗ
ܝܗܒܝܢ ܫܡܐ ܘܐܣܟܡܐ
»ܪܚܝܩܝܢ, Synodicon orientale, cit., 222.
̈ ܝܗܒܝܢ ܐܣܟܡܐ܆ ܘܟܕ ܡܢ ܟܠ ܝܕܥܬܐ
̇ ܗܢܘܢ ܠܗܘܢ
92
«ܕܟܢܒܐ ܓܠܝܙܝܢ܆ ܫܘܒܚܐ ܣܪܝܩܐ ܒܠܚܘܕ ̇ܨܒܝܢ
̈
ܕܢܨܝܕܘܢ ܡܢ ܩܘܛܢܐ ܒܓܪܝܥܘܬܐ ܒܠܚܘܕ ܕܪܫܐ ܘܒܓܠܝܙܘܬܐ ܕܡܢ ܟܠ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܦܐܝܢ ܠܕܘܒܪܗܘܢ܆
̈
̈
̈
̇
ܕܩܢܘܢܐ ܕܪܫ ܕܘܒܪܗܘܢ܆ ܢܕܚܘܡ
ܝܬܒܝܢ ܕܐܠ ܫܘܥܒܕܐ ܕܠܪܫܐ ܘܕܐܠ ܢܛܘܪܬܐ
ܡܫܚܛܬܐ
ܘܒܕܘܟܝܬܐ
̈
ܗܘܘ ܕܝܢ ܡܬܚܡܝܢ ܡܢ ܫܡܐ
̣ .ܠܕܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ ܐܦܝܣܩܘܦܐ ܘܐܠ ܢܫܒܘܩ ܐܢܘܢ ܕܢܬܟܪܟܘܢ ܘܢܛܥܘܢ ܠܦܫܝܛܐ
»ܘܐܣܟܡܐ ܕܕ̈ܪܝܐ܆ ܒܡܠܬܗ ܕܡܪܢ, ibidem, 223.
88
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Who are these monks? First of all, it is clear from their description in the Canon, that these ‘false monks’ belong to the Church of
the East and not to another Christian confession. However, they neither live in a monastery nor have an abbot. In our opinion, these
monks were strangers to the area; they came as refugees, since they
do not have their monasteries there. We do not think that they were a
group of charismatic monks who usually created problems within the
Church of the East, such as the Messalians. We maintain that these
monks were linked to Martyrius’ spirituality and doctrine, which
were considered a ‘heretic’ current within the Church of the East.
In support of this hypothesis, one can notice other details found in
other Canons of the same synod that underline the importance of
Orthodox doctrine.
According to Canon 2, all churches, and monasteries in particular,
must be built according to the knowledge, guidance and permission
of the bishop93. It is possible that this Canon was written against those
‘false monks’, and it forbids them to be organized as a monastic community. The Canon even forbids believers to build churches or monasteries without the permission of bishops. Again we can read behind
such an affirmation a connection to the ‘false monks’. In our opinion,
perhaps some lay followers of these monks tried to build monasteries
and put them at their service. For this reason, therefore, according to
Canon 12, bishops, must protect lay people who are characterized as
‘simple’ and must send these ‘false monks’ away from their dioceses.
One might also see another dimension to Canon 2: a desire to organize
dioceses and specify the role of bishops and clergy, on the one hand,
and that of lay people and believers, on the another. Although such a
reading is also logical, it does not exclude ours.
These monks’ problems also seem to include their doctrine, since,
as we have seen, Canon 12 says that bishops should protect simple
people from them. In relation to this, we should evaluate the content
of Canon 1. According to this Canon, bishops should preach frequently, and their kerygma must contain the orthodox faith (ܬܪܝܨܬܐ
)ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ94. Their kerygma is important since through it believers
̈ ܥܠ ̇ܗܝ ܕܟܠ
̈
We read in the canon’s title the following: « ܡܗܝܡܢܐ ̈ܪܚܡܝ
ܥܕܬܐ ܘܕܝ̈ܪܬܐ ܕܡܢ
̇
̈
̈
ܡܬܒܢܝܢ ܒܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܐܘ ܒܟܘܪܗ܆ ܒܝܕܥܬܐ ܘܒܡܦܣܢܘܬܗ ܕܐܦܝܣܩܘܦܐ ܢܗܘܐ ܒܢܝܢܗܝܢ܆ ܘܐܝܟ
ܐܠܗܐ
̈
»ܕܗܝ ܢܦܩܘܕ ܢܬܛܟܣܢ܀,
ibidem,
217.
̣
̇ ܥܠ
94
We read in the canon’s title the following: « ܕܘܐܠ ܕܡܠܬܐ ܬܪܝܨܬܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܒܟܠ
̈
ܫܡܘܥܐ
ܙܒܢܐ ܕܡܠܦܢܘܬܐ ܢܡܠܠܘܢ ܩܕܡ ܓܘܢ ܡܕܒ̈ܪܢܐ ܕܟܪܣܛܝܢܘܬܐ ܘܚܠܝܡܐܝܬ ܢܐܚܕܘܢ ܬܘܕܝܬܗܘܢ
»ܕܝܘܠܦܢܗܘܢ, ibidem, 216-217.
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can respond to heretics ()ܗ̈ܪܣܝܘܬܐ, if they were asked by them, concerning matters of their Orthodox belief95. Even Canon 3 remarks
that one of the characteristics which ecclesiastic leaders should possess is to be Orthodox in their belief ()ܬܪܝܨܘܬܐ ܕܗܝܡܘܢܘܬܐ96.
Who might these ‘heretics’ in the first Canon be? P. Catalis-Stefan,
who discussed in detail what this concept could mean, arrived at the
conclusion that they did not follow the valid doctrine of the Church97,
without identifying them with one specific group. He also lets the reader think that such a term could refer to Muslims, or to a different, distinct religious group. It is impossible to accept the latter possibility for
the following reasons: 1) the same text used other terms, ṭayyayē and
ḥanpē, for Muslims, which were also used for Muslims in other Syriac sources contemporary to our authors98; 2) M. Penn demonstrated
convincingly that Syriac texts in the early Islamic period, to which our
synod belongs, did not have a clear idea about Islamic doctrine; moreover, in that period Islam was not yet seen as a religion99; 3) if, finally,
it refers to idolatry or paganism100, then the term should be in singular
feminine form, not in the masculine plural as the text has it.
What is more, these heretics could be either one of the other
Christian confessions, Miaphysites or/and Chalcedonians, or a heretic group within the Church of the East. Since the text did not use the
term  ܗܪܛ ̱ܝܩܐbut ܗܪܣܝܘܬܐ, we refuse to accept the second possibility. We believe that the term  ܗܪܣܝܘܬܐrefers here to a heresy within
the same confession. Furthermore, putting Canons 12 and 1 together
results in the following: the ‘false monks’ were dangerous for simple
people because of their doctrine, and for that reason bishops must
We read in this canon the following: «ܕܒܕܓܘܢ ܦܣܩܝܢ ܕܒܟܠ ܡܠܦܢܘܬܐ ܘܬܘܪܓܡܐ
̈
̈
̈
ܘܚܕܒܫܒܐ ܩ̈ܪܝܫܐ܆ ܡܠܬܐ ܦܣܝܩܝܬܐ ܕܥܠ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ
ܥܐܕܐ ܡ̈ܪܚܐ
ܡܠܦܢܐ ܒܝܘܡ
ܕܡܬܡܠܠܝܢ ܡܢ
 ܐܝܟ ܕܢܫܟܚܘܢ ܢܪܥܘܢ ܠܗ̈ܪܣܝܘܛܐ ܐܢ ܓܕܫ ܘܢܫܐܠܘܢ ܐܢܘܢ ܕܐܝܟܢܐ ܡܗܝܡܢܝܢ.ܢܫܡܥܘܢ ܠܥܡܐ
» ܘܡܘܕܝܢ܀, ibidem, 217.
̈
96
We read in the canon’s title the following: « ܥܕܬܢܝܐ܆ ܕܡܢ ܕܘܒ̈ܪܐ
ܥܠ ܓܒܝܬܐ ܕܡܕܒ̈ܪܢܐ
ܘܡܢ ܝܕܥܬܐ ܕܝܘܠܦܢܐ ܘܬܪܝܨܘܬܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܘܣܦܩܘܬܐ ܕܠܬܫܡܫܬܐ ܢܬܓܒܘܢ܆ ܘܠܘ ܡܢ
̣ ܡܝܬ̈ܪܐ
̈
̈
̈ ܘܡܘܗܒܬܐ
ܥܕܝܠܬܐ ܢܩܒܠܘܢ ܬܫܡܫܬܐ ܕܫܠܝܚܘܬܐ܆
ܒܐܦܐ
ܡܬܩܕܡܢܘܬܐ ܕܨܝܕ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܘܡܣܒ
̇ »ܕܟܣܐ, ibidem, 216-217.
̈
ܕܒܢܝܢܫܐ܀
ܒܗ ܦܘܪܩܢܐ
97
Cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 47-48; in these pages he tries to understand who
these heretics could be, also having as a reference the difference between ܗܪܣܝܘܬܐ
and ܗܪܛܝ̱ܩܐ. We think that this term means a heretic within the same confession.
98
Cf. Penn, Envisioning Islam, 56-59, 66-68.
99
Cf. Ibidem, 53-74.
100
It should be mentioned that  ܗܪܣܝܘܬܐcould mean idolatry, or could refer to the
religion of idolaters as ܗܪܣܝܘܛܘܬܐ.
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teach Orthodoxy in their kerygma in order to protect these simple
people from the ‘false monks’ and their doctrine, who belonged to
the same Church and were not of another confession.
If this is so, who might these heretics be? The synod probably
had to deal with the presence of some followers of Martyrius’ spirituality and Christology, who according to us, had chosen this area,
i.e. Beth Persayē and Beth Qaṭrayē, as a place of refuge, since it had
been judged to be schismatic and had been excommunicated together with their enemy, Īšō‘yhab III. A second argument that supports
this hypothesis of ours is the letter that Mar Gewargis I sent to Mina
during 679/80. First of all, this letter, according to the given title in
the Synodicon orientale, contained the orthodox faith of the Church
of the East against those who destroy this orthodoxy101. Secondly,
Mina was a priest and chorbishops102 in the land of Persians (ܒܐܪܥܐ
)ܕܦ̈ܪܣܝܐ, that is in the diocese of Beth Persayē (Fars)103. Writing such a
letter to him against the doctrine of those people, who, as our analysis will demonstrate, were followers of Martyrius104, means that these
followers were defunded also in Beth Persayē and there was a need to
explain the orthodoxy against their dangerous and heretic doctrine.
4.2 The letter of Gewargis I to Mina and its Christology
According to the letter’s introduction, Gewragis had already received two letters from Mina with questions related to doctrinal is«ܕܐܬܟܬܒܬ ܠܘܬ ܡܝܢܐ ܩܫܝܫܐ
ܐܓܪܬܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܕܓܝܘܪܓܝܣ ܩܬܘܠܝܩܐ ܦܛܪܝܪܟܝܣ ܕܡܕܢܚܐ܆
̣
̇ ܘܟܘܪܐܦܝܣܩܘܦܐ ܕܒܐܪܥܐ ܕܦ̈ܪܣܝܐ܆
ܕܒܗ ܡܘܕܥ ܥܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܕܡܫܝܚܐ ܘܐܢܫܘܬܗ܆ ܘܕܠܘ ܐܝܟ ܕܪܢܘ
̈
ܘܗܘܐ ܒܣܪܐ ܒܩܢܘܡܗ܀
ܡܚܒܠܝ ܐܪܬܕܘܟܣܝܐ ܕܥܕܬܐ܆ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܐܫܬܚܠܦ
», Synodicon
̣
orientale, cit., 227.
102
Regarding this ecclesiastical function, see Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 62-64.
103
Cf. Ibidem, 63.
104
P. Catalin-Stefan also reads this letter in connection to some canons of the synod
and their content; however, he arrives at a very different conclusion. According to
him, the heretics mentioned in Canon 1 are related to the ḥanpē in Canon 14, who
are also mentioned in the letter, cf. Synodicon orientale, cit., 237. For this reason,
and with further argumentations, he concludes that the letter was written against
Muslims, separating it from the title given to it later by the editor of the Synodicon, cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 64-68. We have already explained why we do
not agree with identifying these heretics with Muslims. In addition, our analysis will
demonstrate that those heretics were Christians of the Church of the East, precisely,
the followers of Martyrius.
101
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ܫܠܛܢܐ( sues during the 59th-60th years of the kingdom of the Arabs
105
̈
)ܕܛܝܝܐ
, i.e. between 679-680AD106. After receiving the second letter, the catholicos felt the need to send him an answer by letter107.
It also seems that Gewargis had already received some information about the chorbishop through persons from his area, or who
knew him personally108: he was Orthodox, zealous for the right faith
) and had participated inܬܩܢܘܬܟ ܘܥܠ ܪܬܚܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܕܒܟܪܣܛܝܢܘܬܐ(
) the Orthodox faithܡܓ̈ܪܦܢܐ( discussions with those who blaspheme
). In addition, he spoke Persian, and for this reason theܬܪܝܨܬ ܫܘܒܚܐ(
letter was written originally, as Gewargis claims in the epilogue109, in
Persian110.
According to Gewargis’ introduction, Mina had asked to have
some issues regarding the Orthodox faith on God and the Economy
of Salvation explained to him111. It is clear that this request is to be
read in connection to the information on the discussion that Mina
had had with those who blaspheme the Orthodox faith. According
to the epilogue, these people attribute passion to Christ’s divinity,
i.e. they are theopaschites, and reject His humanity taken from us112.
ܩܒܠܬ ̇
̈
ܕܛܝܝܐ܆ ܘܐܝܠܝܢ ܬܘܒ ܕܒܗܕܐ ܫܢܬ ܫܬܝܢ«
ܘܩܪܝܬ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܐܫܬܩܕܝ ܫܢܬ ܚܡܫܝܢ ܘܬܫܥ ܠܫܘܠܛܢܐ
ܘܫܕܪܬ ܠܝ ܚܒܝܒܘܬܟ
»,ܟܬܒܬ
Synodicon orientale, 227.
̣
̣
106
ܫܐܠܬ ܡܢܢ ܕܢܫܟܢ ܠܟ܆«
ܡܝܬܪܐ
ܫܠܚܬ܆ ܛܒܬܐ ܕܡܢ ܟܠ
ܘܡܛܠ ܕܐܦ ܐܢܬ ܡܪܝ ܒܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܟܬܒܬ ܠܢ ܐܦ ̣
̣
ܗܝ ܕܥܠ ̈
ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ ܕܥܠ ܬܪܝܨܘܬ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܕܒܐܠܗܐ ܘܦܐܝܘܬ ܬܫܒܘܚܘܬܐ ܕܫܡܗ܆ ̈
ܐܦܝ ܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ
̈
̈
ܕܒܦܣܝܩܬܐ ܘܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ ܒܥܡܐ
ܒܢܝܢܫܐ ܡܬܬܚܝܒܝܢܢ ܠܡܘܕܝܘ ܐܠܠܗܘܬܗ܆
ܕܝܠܗ ܕܓܡܪ ܚܠܦ ܦܘܪܩܢܐ ܕܝܠܢ
.», Ibidem, 227-228.ܕܡܨܝܐ ܢܟܬܘܒ ܘܢܘܕܥܟ
̈
ܘܫܠܝܚܐ ̈
107
̈
ܙܕܝܩܐ ܕܡܢ ܥܠܡ܆ ܘܒܝܕ ̈
ܕܓܒܘܗܝ ̈
ܩܕܝܫܐ܆ ܐܝܠܝܢ«
ܢܒܝܐ
ܕܗܘ ܒܪܘܚܗ ܩܪܝܫܐ ܒܐܝܕܐ
ܐܝܟܢܐ ̣
̈
̈
ܕܦܪܝܫܬ ܛܝܒܘܬܗ܆ ܘܒܕܪ ܕܪ ܫܕܪ ܐܢܘܢ ܠܡܢܗܪܘ ܠܥܠܡܐ ܘܠܡܗܕܝܘ ܠܒܢܝܢܫܐ ܒܥܡܐ ܕܡܨܝܐ܆ ܘܒܦܣܝܩܬܐ
̣
.», Ibidem, 228.ܟܬܒܝܢ ܐܠܚܘܬܟ
̈
108
̈
ܣܓܝܐܐ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܡܢ ܠܘܬܟܘܢ ܠܘܬܢ ܡܛܝܘ܆ ܥܠ«
ܝܕܘܥܝܟ ܘܡܢ
ܘܫܡܥܬ ̣ܡܢ ܩܕܡ ܗܫܐ ܡܢ
̈
̇
̈
ܬܩܢܘܬܟ ܘܥܠ ܪܬܚܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܕܒܟܪܣܛܝܢܘܬܐ܆ ܘܚܦܝܛܘܬܟ ܕܥܠ ܙܕܩܬܐ ܘܗܘܦܟܐ ܕܩܢܐ ܐܢܬ.
̇
ܕܗܘܬ ܥܠܝܟ܆ ܕܐܠ ̇ܢܟܕܝ
ܘܫܡܥܬ ܕܝܢ ܦܪܘܫܐܝܬ ܡܢ ܐܫܬܩܕܝ ܘܠܟܐ ܐܦ ܥܠ ܫܦܝܪܘܬ ܒܛܝܠܘܬܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ
̣
̈
̈
ܒܫܒܝܐܠ ܡܥܩܡܐ ܘܒܡܠܬܐ
ܠܪܬܚܐ ܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܟ ܠܫܪܪܐ ܕܬܘܕܝܬܗ܆ ܘܐܠ ܫܒܩܟ ܕܒܛܘܥܝܝ ܕܐܠ ܝܕܥܬܐ
̇
ܣܩܘܒܠܝܬܐ ܠܫܪܪܐ ܕܫܘܒܚܗ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܬܪܕܐ ܠܣܘܓܦܢܟ .ܐܐܠ ܗܕܝܟ ܠܫܪܪܐ ܕܬܘܕܝܬܗ ܗܝ ܕܦܐܝܐܝܬ
ܕܡܬܬܚܝܒܐ ܡܢܢ ܕܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ ܢܫܬܒܚ ܥܠ ̈
ܐܦܝ ܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ ܕܡܓ̈ܪܦܢܐ ܬܫܬܘܬܦ ܚܒܝܒܘܬܟ ܘܬܬܚܒܠ܆
ܐܐܠ ܡܪܚܡܢܐܝܬ ܐܢܗܪ ܡܕܥܟ܆ ܕܒܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܬܪܝܨܬ ܫܘܒܚܐ ܬܫܒܚ ܐܠܠܗܐ ܒܪܘܝܐ ܘܡܚܝܢܐ
», Ibidem, 227.ܘܦܪܘܩܐ ܘܡܚܕܬܢܐ ܕܟܠ
ܗܐ ̇
ܓܘܗܕܢܗ ܒܙܥ̈ܪܝܬܐ .ܒܠܫܢܐ ܦܪܣܝܐ ̇
̇
109
ܗܘ ܕܦܫܝܩ ܠܟ ܕܟܕ ܢܬܩܪܐ ܩܕܡܝܟ«
ܟܬܒܬ ܐܠܚܘܬܟ
ܙܒܢܝܢ ̈
», Ibidem,ܬܫܡܥܢܘܗܝ ܥܒܕܢܢ ܒܟܬܒܐ .ܢܬܩܪܐ ܗܟܝܠ ܩܕܡܝܟ ̈
ܣܓܝܐܢ܆ ܥܕܡܐ ܕܬܣܬܟܠ ܘܬܬܒܝܢ
244-245.
110
For more details on Mina’s profile, see the construction of Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs
I, cit., 64-68.
111
See footnote 116 above.
̇
̇
112
ܘܐܘܕܥܬܟ܆ ܕܐܢܬ ܒܝܬܝܪܐ ܬܫܬܪܪ ܘܬܣܬܬܬ ܬܪܥܝܬܟ ܒܫܪܪ ܕܘܕܝܬܐ ܕܟ̈ܪܣܛܝܢܐ܆ ܘܬܪܚܩ«
ܟܬܒܬ
̈
ܕܐܬܢܣܒܬ ܡܢܢ
ܠܓܡܪ ܡܢ ܒܝܫܘܬ ܡܡܠܐܠ ܕܡܓܕܦܢܐ .ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܚܫܐ ܥܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܡܥܠܝܢ܆ ܘܒܐܢܫܘܬܐ
̣
105
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A rapid reading of the latter affirmation leads the reader to identify
these adversaries with Miaphysites. However, we must not forget that
Martyrius was also accused of being, in some way, a follower of Miaphysism113. In fact, the same epilogue may help us to solve this issue.
According to Gewargis’ epilogue, Orthodox Christology affirms
two united, yet not confounded, natures in one Christ, Son of God114.
This affirmation seems to be different from the catholicos’ Christology, which follows, as scholars have shown115, and will be presented further below in this contribution, from Babai’s Christology and
from that of the assembly of 612, i.e. the two hypostases (two-qnomē)
Christology. Moreover, in the same epilogue, the catholicos says that
this Orthodoxy of the Church of the East is common to the churches of Constantinople, Jerusalem, Rome, etc., (that is the Western
̈  )ܬ̈ܪܝܗܘܢwith their properties
Churches) that teach two natures (ܟܝܢܐ
̈
( )ܒܕܝܠܝܬܗܘܢand their operation ( )ܘܒܡܥܒܕܢܘܬܗܘܢin one union (ܒܚܕܐ
 )ܚܕܝܘܬܐof Christ ()ܕܡܫܝܚܐ116. This is yet another proof that the letter was written against Martyrius’ Christology. According to Paolo
Bettiolo, based on A. de Halleux, the story of the delegation of the
Church of the East sent by the Sassanid Queen Boran to the Byzantine Emperor Heraclius in 630 was developed through posterior
̇ »ܟܦܪܝܢ܆ ܘܣܒܪܢ ܡܢ ܦܘܪܩܢܐ,
̇ Synodicon orientale, cit., 244.
ܦܣܩܝܢ܀
113
For this reason, in fact, it could not be acceptable that Mina participated in disputes with Muslims, and that those who blasphemy orthodoxy were Muslims, as P.
Catalin-Stefan, in some way, maintains: Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 67-68. In addition to what the same letter leads us to believe, as we have said, Islamic doctrine
was still not very well-known to Christians; hence, how could the lack of references to
Qūranic verses or to direct Islamic doctrines in the letter be explained.
̇ ܟܝܢܘܗܝ ܕܡܫܝܚܐ܆ ܕܒܚܕ ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܠ ܫܘܚܠܦ
̈
114
̈ ܡܚܘܝܢ ܥܠ
̈
« ܢܛܝܪܝܢ
ܬܪܝܢ
»ܕܟܠܗܝܢ, Synodicon
orientale, cit., 244.
115
L. Abramowski was the first to notice such a thing: cf. L. Abramowski, Babai der
Grosse. Christologische Probleme und ihre Lösungen, in «Orientalia Christiana Periodica», 41(1975), 289-343, here 299; furthermore, in our article regarding Gewargis Christology, we also demonstrated this element of his Christology, cf. Ebeid, La
cristologia del catholicos Mar Georgis I, cit., 205-218; Finally, P. Catalin-Stefan also
revealed the same fact: cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 114-118.
̇ ܕܠܗ ܠܪܗܘܡܐ ܪܒܬܐ ܘܐܝܛܠܝܐ
̇ .ܗܝ ܕܒܟܡܐ ܕܡܨܝܐ ܕܒܝܕܥܬܐ ܐܚܝܕܝܢܢ
116
̇ ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ ܗܟܝܠ
«ܟܠܗ܆
̈
̇
̈
̈
̈
̈
ܘܠܗ ܐܦ ܩܘܣܛܢܛܝܢܦܘܠܝܣ ܘܐܘܪܫܠܡ ܘܟܠܗܝܢ ܡܕܝܢܬܐ ܡܫܡܗܬܐ ܘܥܕܬܐ ܩܬܘܠܝܩܐ ܕܡܕܝܢܬܐ
̇
̈
ܕ̈ܪܗܘܡܝܐ܆ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܐܠ ܐܬܟܬܡ ܡܢ ܣܝܢܐ ܣܪܝܐ ܕܙܪܦܝܢ ܗ̈ܪܛܝܩܐ ܡܢ ܢܒܥܐ ܕܠܒܘܬܗܘܢ ܒܡܐܡܪܐ
̈
̈
̈  ܐܚܝܕܝܢ ܕܝܢ ܫܪܪ ܬܘܕܝܬܐ ܕܬ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ.ܕܣܦܘܬܗܘܢ
ܒܕܝܠܝܬܗܘܢ ܘܒܡܥܒܕܢܘܬܗܘܢ܆ ܒܚܕܐ ܚܕܝܘܬܐ
ܟܝܢܐ
̈
̈ ܕܫܠܝܚܐ
ܩܕܝܫܐ ܘܕܐܠ
 ܘܝܬܝܪ ܕܝܢ ܙܗܝܪܐܝܬ ܘܚܬܝܬܐܝܬ ܘܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ ܘܐܝܟ ܡܫܠܡܢܘܬܐ.ܕܡܫܝܚܐ
̇
̈
̈
ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ ܕܦܢܝܬ ܦܪܣ ܘܕܦܢܝܬ
ܩܬܘܠܝܩܐ ܕܒܦܘܠܘܛܝܐ ܕܗܐ ܕܡܪܢܚܐ܆
ܛܘܪܛܫܐ ܕܠܓܡܪ܆ ܐܚܝܕܐ ܥܕܬܐ
̇
» ܕܚܕ̈ܪܝܗ܀, Synodicon orientale, cit., 244.
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sources in such a way as to explain why Martyrius, who was Orthodox and member of this delegation, became a heretic117. According
to the legend, both Īšō‘yhab III, who was at that time the bishop of
Nineveh, with Martyrius who was the bishop of Beth Garmai, and another bishop, left the delegation, on their way back home, and visited
Antioch, there they stayed in a Miaphysite monastery, where Martyrius alone met the Abbot and was influenced by him118. We know
from the sources that the head of this delegation was the catholicos
Īšō‘yhab II. He made a profession of faith in front of Emperor Heraclius, which was accepted as Orthodox, and thanks to the Orthodoxy
of this profession the Emperor himself participated in the liturgy presided over by the catholicos and received communion from him119. In
later sources, moreover, we find an Arabic text of this profession with
a further development of the legend120.
In our opinion, the epilogue to Gewargis’ letter could be considered the nucleus of this legend, or at least reflects the first steps
in its development. We have the same main elements: the faith of
the Church of the East and that of the Western Churches are equal,
while heretics are those who teach Theopaschitism, i.e. the Miaphysites and those who follow their doctrine, Martyrius included.
Moreover, there is an important element in the description of the
doctrines of the Western Churches that Gewargis gives that sustains our hypothesis that we have just presented. According to his
description, Western Churches teach that the two natures in Christ
̈
have their properties (plural: )ܕܝܠܝܬܗܘܢ
and their operation (sin121
gular:  )ܡܥܒܕܢܘܬܗܘܢ. It is clear, therefore, that such a doctrine
reflects that of Monothelitism and Monoenergism that Emperor
Heraclius supported122.
Cf. Bettiolo, Un vescovo in una età di torbidi, cit., 80-81.
Cf. Ibidem, 80-81.
119
Cf. Baum, Winkler, The Church of the East, cit., 40-41.
120
It was the topic of the paper J. Pasa s.j. gave at the Aram Forty Sixth International
Conference on the Melkite Christianity during the 1st-19th centuries, which was held
at the Oriental Institute of Oxford University on 12th-14th July 2017.
121
It is also how J.-B. Chapot translated it into French, cf. Synodicon orientale, cit., 514.
122
This element was not noted by either L. van Rompay or P. Catalin-Stefan, who
maintained that the catholicos wanted to say that the faith of his church is the faith
of the Catholic Church unsullied by heretical doctrines. This also was the reason why
they did not notice, either, the relationship between the epilogue and the legend we
have talked about, cf. van Rompay, Gewragis I, cit., 175; Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I,
cit., 138.
117
118

762

CrSt 38 (2017)

Christology and Deification in the Church of the East

After this introduction to the letter, we can start to analyse its
Christology in order to demonstrate and prove our hypothesis. We
believe that this letter is of significant importance because it is preserved in the Synodicon orientale123, the canonical collection of the
synods of the Church of the East; this means that it had, and continues to have, significant canonical and doctrinal weight. The letter, in
fact, is one of the first doctrinal documents of the Church of the East
after its ‘nestorianisation’ which occurred in 612 AD. If the acts of
the assembly were not included in the Synodicon124, this letter is to
be found there and follows the Christology of the assembly of 612. It
is divided into four parts, starting with an introduction and ending
with an epilogue: the first part concerns Trinitarian doctrine. The
second is on Christological doctrine, wherein the catholicos begins
by explaining the salvific plan of God starting with creation and continuing through the incarnation and all the salvific events of Christ.
He then explains the union of the two natures and the consequences
of this union, which is clearly a Nestorian and Antiochian Christology, and, therefore, he defends the authority of both Nestorius and
Theodore of Mopsuestia125; the third part reports the New Testament
testimonies, which prove the Nestorian Christology and show its Orthodoxy since it agrees with the apostolic doctrine. The fourth and
last part of letter is a patristic florilegium which had also the aim of
supporting the proof of the Orthodoxy of Nestorian Christology and
its concordance with the patristic tradition.
We are interested in analysing the Christological part of the let126
ter in order to see how the catholicos understood and explained
the doctrine of his church after 612 AD, and the way in which he
developed this Christology and accepted the doctrine of divinization
as a reaction to the Christology of Martyrius and his followers. We
shall achieve this by quoting some parts of the letter, which we have
translated from the original Syriac text into English, then by analysing and commenting on them.
Cf. Synodicon orientale, cit., 215-245; see also regarding the manuscripts that include it and other details in Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 59-60.
124
It is important to note that the acts of the assembly of 612 are placed in the appendix of the edition we have today; therefore, they were not part of the basic Manuscript
of this edition.
̇ ܘܬܕܥ ܐܚܘܬܟ ܕܗܠܝܢ
̈
̈
125
̈ ܫܟܚܬܐ
«ܛܘܒܢܐ܆
ܐܢܝܢ ܕܢܣܛܘܪܝܣ ܘܐܠ ܕܬܐܕܘܪܘܣ
ܕܟܬܒ ܐܢܐ ܠܟ܆ ܠܘ
̇ ...», Synodicon orientale, cit., 235.
̈
ܕܛܠܘܡܐ ܡܬܓܕܦܝܢ ܘܡܓܢ ܡܨܛܚܝܢ
ܗܢܘܢ ܕܡܢ ܣܘܓܐܐ
126
For a complete analysis of the letter, see Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 67-138.
123
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For the catholicos, the salvific action is of God the Word in agreement with the Father. In fact, he defends the doctrine of his Church
soteriologically:
̈ ܕܢܚ ܠܦܘܪܩܢܢ ܦܪܘܩܐ ܕܟܠ ܒܐܚܪܝܬ
... ܙܒܢܐ܆ ܐܝܟ
̣
̇
̇ .ܒܘܕܩܐ ܕܢܒܝܘܬܐ
̈
ܗܘܐ
ܡܩܕܡܘܬ
̣ ܘܡܢ ܣܦܡ
̇
ܕܗܘ
̣  ܗܘ.ܕܢܓܡܘܪ ܦܘܪܩܢܢ܆ ܐܐܠ ܡܠܬܐ ܐܠܗܐ
.ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܐܦ ܒܪܘܝܢ܆ ܘܒܐܝܕܗ ܡܬܓܡܪ ܦܘܪܩܢܢ
ܗܘ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ܒܨܒܝܢܐ
̣ ܛܒ ܓܝܪ ܦܐܝܐܝܬ
̈ ܕܐܒܘܗܝ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܠܦܘܪܩܢܐ ܕܝܠܢ
ܒܢܝܢܫܐ܆ ܘܠܚܘܕܬܐ
ܕܟܠ ܒ̈ܪܝܢ܆ ܘܕܢܦܢܐ ܠܢ ܡܢ ܛܥܝܘܬܐ ܠܝܕܥܬܐ
ܐܬܐ ܨܒܝܢܐܝܬ܆ ܟܕ ܐܠ ܫܢܝ ܡܢ
̣ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆
̇
ܥܘܒܐ ܕܐܒܘܗܝ ܘܒܓܘ ܥܘܒܗ ܕܒܬܘܠܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ
 ̇ܗܘ ܕܡܢ ܙܪܥܗ ܕܕܘܝܕ ܘܕܐܒܪܗܡ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.ܡܪܝܡ
ܝܘܒܠܗ܆ ܐܝܟ ܡܩܕܡܘܬ ܒܘܕܩܐ ܕܢܒܝܘܬܐ܆ ܦܓܪܐ
ܕܐܝܬ ܒܗ ܢܦܫܐ ܝܕܘܥܬܢܝܬܐ ܓܒܠ ܕܡܝܪܐܝܬ ܠܥܠ
ܘܥܡܪ ܒܗ ܘܚܝܕܗ ܥܡܗ ܒܚܕܐ
.ܡܢ ܚܝܐܠ ܕܟܝܢܐ
̣
 ܕܐܦܢ ܦܓܪܐ ܘܢܦܫܐ ܒܪ.ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܒܪܘܬܐ ܕܝܠܗ
ܟܝܢܢ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܒܡܬܪܓܫܢܘܬܗ ܘܒܡܬܝܕܥܢܘܬܗ܆
̇ ܐܐܠ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܠܘܬ ܡܠܬܐ ܐܠܗܐ ܢܣܘܒܗ
ܗܘ
]ܕܚܝܕܗ ܠܗ܆ ܕܒܐܝܕܗ ܢܓܐܠ ܟܣܝܘܬܗ܆ ܘܒܗ [ܢܚܘܐ
ܪܒܘܬ ܚܝܐܠ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܠܦܘܪܩܢܐ ܕܝܠܢ ܘܠܚܘܕܬܐ
ܕܟܠ܆ ܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܘܐܡܪܝܢܢ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ
̈  ܘܐܦܢ.ܒܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܘܒܐܢܫܘܬܗ
ܟܝܢܐ ܬ̈ܪܝܢ܆ ܐܠܗܐ
ܒܟܝܢܐ ܘܒܩܢܘܡܐ ܘܒܪܢܫܐ ܒܟܝܢܐ ܘܒܩܢܘܡܐ܆ ܐܐܠ
 ܗܫܐ ܘܐܦ.ܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ ܘܡܫܒܚܝܢܢ
 ܒܡܐܬܝܬܗ ܕܡܢ ܕܪܝܫ ܘܠܥܠܡm

m

… for our salvation, the Saviour of all, at
the end of time, appeared, according the
predictions of prophesy. And who else
could make our salvation perfected, if not
God the Word, who is also our Creator,
and through whom our salvation is perfected. Therefore, He, The Word God,
with the will of His Father, for our salvation, we the humans, and for the renewal
of all creatures, and to make us pass from
the error to the knowledge of His divinity,
willingly without being taken away from
the bosom of His Father, He came into
the womb of the holy virgin Mary. He
who, according to the prediction of the
prophesy, had to be from the line of David and Abraham, made, with a wondrous
way over the power of nature, a body
with a rational soul, and He inhabited
(in-dwelled) in it and united it to himself
through the unique union of His sonship.
Although the body and the soul are consubstantial to us, due to their feeling and
rationality, however, through the union
with the Word God, who assumed them
and united them to himself so He [can]
manifest His mystery through them and
show through them the greatness of the
power of his divinity for our salvation and
the renovation of everything, we confess
and say that He is, in His divinity and his
humanity, one Son of God. And although
the natures are two, [that is] God according to nature and hypostasis, and human
according to nature and hypostasis,
however, we confess and glorify one Son
of God, now and in His [second] advent,
from the beginning and forever.

Synodicon orientale, cit., 234.

The saviour, according to Gewargis, is God the Word, who made
( )ܓܒܠfor Himself, in the womb of the Virgin, a body with a rational
soul ()ܦܓܪܐ ܕܐܝܬ ܒܗ ܢܦܫܐ ܝܕܘܥܬܢܝܬܐ, and He assumed it ( )ܢܣܒand
inhabited it ()ܥܡܪ ܒܗ.
Here, we can see the Antiochene doctrines of
̣
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inhabitation and assumption127. However, even if he describes the
union as the inhabitation of the Word in the body, he also affirms
that the Word joined to Himself ( )ܚܝܕܗ ܥܡܗthe body and the soul.
For him, thus, ‘inhabitation’ is equal to ‘assumption’, and means ‘union’. The most significant point is his way of linking the one union
with the distinction of the two natures using the Nestorian Christology of his Church: even if the body and soul, which are consubstantial
to us ()ܒܪ ܟܝܢܢ, are united with the Word, the result is two natures
and two hypostases: God in His nature and hypostasis (ܐܠܗܐ ܒܟܝܢܐ
 )ܘܒܩܢܘܡܐand the human in his nature and hypostasis (ܒܪܢܫܐ ܒܟܝܢܐ
)ܘܒܩܢܘܡܐ. Following the thought of Babai the Great, it is clear from
the latter affirmation that, also for the catholicos, the two natures are
concrete, and for this reason they have their hypostases. In addition,
he points out that even if there are two natures-hypostases, there is
one Son of God. In our opinion, he was able to develop this last doctrine due to the kind of union, which is a unique union of the sonship
()ܚܕܐ ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܒܪܘܬܐ, i.e. of the Son of God. We will return to this
kind of union in another passage. What we should like to note now
is the salvific view of the catholicos, which is Theodorian128. God the
Word joined to Himself a perfect man so that He could reveal His
invisible nature through this man, in order for humans to be able
to arrive at the knowledge of His divinity ()ܠܝܕܥܬܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ. In the
following quotations, we shall understand better the meaning of this
kind of knowledge and how the same catholicos clarifies it. In our
passage here, he merely says that God, with His incarnation, had the
intention of saving humanity and renewing all creatures.
In this passage, the catholicos’ wish is to confute the doctrine of
Martyrius, using the same terms, but expressing the opposite Christology. In paragraphs 21 and 22 of Martyrius’ chapter on Orthodox
faith, analyzed above, we noted that for him, too, the Word is the subject of incarnation; He united to Himself ( )ܚܝܕܗ ܠܗthe man, composed
by body and soul, as he affirms in paragraph 23; and He, the Word,
made this nature of our humanity with Himself one hypostasis and
one person. The doctrine of assumption and inhabitation is present in
Martyrius, as well as in the Theodorian doctrine on salvation: the invisible revealed Himself in the visible in order for the invisible to become
perceptible ()ܘܡܫܘܕܥܢܐ, as is affirmed in paragraph 23. Mar Gewargis
127
128

See also Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 119-121.
Cf. McLeod, The Image of God, cit., 169-170.
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I, then, tries to express the two-hypostases Christology through the linguistic codex used by Martyrius and his followers. We shall see, in fact,
that this polemical method is the main mechanism of the catholicos
throughout his letter in order to achieve these two goals: 1) to confute
Martyrius’ doctrine; and 2) to express the opposite Christology.
ܡܫܝܚܐ ܕܝܢ ܡܐ ܕܐܡܪܝܢܢ܆ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܕܐܬܡܫܚ
ܒܐܠܗܘܬܐ܆ ܘܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܕܡܫܚܬ ܐܠܢܫܘܬܐ܆ ܐܝܟ
 ܕܡܛܠ.ܡܩܕܡܘܬ ܒܘܕܩܐ ܕܢܒܝܘܬܗ ܕܛܘܒܢܐ ܕܘܝܕ
ܗܢܐ ܡܫܚܟ ܐܠܗܐ ܐܠܗܟ ܡܫܚܐ ܕܚܕܘܬܐ܆
̇  ܠܘ ܐܝܟ.ܚܒܪܝܟ
̈
ܗܢܘܢ ܕܐܬܡܫܚܘ
ܝܬܝܪ ܡܢ
ܐܬܡܫܚܬ
 ܒܕ ܐܢܫܘܬܗ ܕܡܫܝܚܐ.ܒܡܫܚܐ ܡܒܪܟܐ
̣
.ܒܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ ܘܒܚܝܐܠ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܫܦܝܪ ܟܬܝܒ
ܘܟܕ ܛܒ ܐܦ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܡܫܝܚܐ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ
ܘܡܗܝܡܢܝܢܢ܆ ܐܐܠ ܝܘܟܝ ܐܡܬܝ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܫܡܗܝܢܢ܆
̇ .ܡܫܝܚܐ ܡܢ ܟܠ ܦܪܘܣ ܡܬܚܡܝܢ ܚܢܢ
ܒܗܝ ܕܐܒܐ
 ܘܪܘܚܐ.ܗܘ܆ ܐܐܠ ܐܠ ̣ܗܘܐ ܡܫܝܚܐ
̣ ܐܠܗܐ
.ܗܘܐ ܡܫܝܚܐ
ܐܠ
ܐܐܠ
܆
ܗܘ
ܐܠܗܐ
ܕܩܘܕܫܐ
̣
̣
̇
ܘܝܕܥܝܢܢ܆ ܐܐܠ ܐܦ
ܘܡܫܝܚܐ ܐܦܢ ܒܪܢܫܐ ̇ܚܙܝܢܢ
 ܡܛܠ ܡܠܬܐ.ܐܠܗܐ ܡܗܝܡܢܝܢܢ ܘܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ
ܐܠܗܐ ܕܢܣܒܗ ܠܗ ܘܚܝܕܗ ܥܡܗ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܠ
ܦܘܪܫ܆ ܘܥܒܕܗ ܠܗ ܥܘܡܪܐ ܕܠܥܠܡܝܢn

n

What do we say, then, [about] Christ?
He is a human who was anointed by the
divinity and the divinity which anointed
the humanity according the prediction of
the prophesy of the blessed David: «For
that, o God, you God anointed with oil
of gladness more than your friends». Not
like those who were anointed by the blessed oil, because, according to the pious
Scripture, the humanity of Christ was
anointed by the Holy Spirit and power [of
the Highest]. And although we confess
and believe that Christ is God, however,
each time we nominate Christ God, we
preserve, from every ruse, [the fact] that
the Father is God and did not become
Christ, or that the Holy Spirit is God but
He did not become Christ? And although
we see and know that Christ is human,
however, we confess and believe that He
is also God due to the Word God who
assumed him [the human] and united him
to Himself through an inseparable union,
and made him His habitation forever.

Synodicon orientale, cit., 234-235.

In this passage, the catholicos explains why Christ, who is the subject of the Economy, cannot be identified with God the Word, even if it
is certain that Christ is God ()ܕܐܠܗܐ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܡܫܝܚܐ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܘܡܗܝܡܢܝܢܢ129.
For him, the refutation of the identification is based on two reasons.
First of all, God is also the Father and the Holy Spirit; therefore, if
we simply identify Christ as God, it may be understood that Christ is
also the Father and the Spirit. Secondly, Christ is not only God, He is
also the human who is anointed through the divinity (ܒܪܢܫܐ ܕܐܬܡܫܚ
)ܒܐܠܗܘܬܐ. Christ, in fact, is the union of the two natures-hypostases,
so neither can He only be called God, nor can He only be called man.
L. Abramowski noted that in the Nestorian tradition it was not strange to find such
an affirmation; cf. Abramowski, Martyrius-Sahdona, cit. 22-23.
129
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He is, however, God and man together. Christ is God the Word (ܡܠܬܐ
 )ܐܠܗܐwho assumed ( )ܢܣܒa man ()ܒܪܢܫܐ, and united this human being
to Himself ()ܘܚܝܕܗ ܥܡܗ, and made it His inhabitation ()ܥܘܡܪܐ. The
union, in this passage, is described as inseparable ( ;)ܐܠ ܦܘܪܫthat is, the
inhabitation of the Word in the assumed man is forever.
We can again note how Gewargis and Martyrius, share the same
doctrine, but each one leads it in a different way so it may support
their own Christology. For Martyrius, in opposition to Gewargis’
Christological current, Christ is identified with the Word since human and God are united in the one person and one hypostasis of
the Word. In paragraph 23, he expressed his doctrine with the same
expressions used by the catholicos here. Even if the two natures are
distinct and perfect, Martyrius affirms, since man is the temple of
God, he cannot be manifested separately. Because of the union, in
fact, the inhabitant is one person with the assumed humanity.
There are some points that the above quotation from Gewargis
does not deal with, and they must be explained in order for us to
understand better the difference between him and Martyrius. What
is the relationship between hypostasis and nature, and, on the other
hand, what is their relationship with the one subject of the union,
Christ? The following quotation provides the answer for us:
ܘܐܢ ܕܡܘܬܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܟܝܢܐ ܗ ̣ܝ ܘܩܢܘܡܐ܆ ܓܠܝܐ
 ܬ̈ܪܝܢ.ܕܐܦ ܕܡܘܬܐ ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܝܢܐ ܗ ̣ܝ ܘܩܢܘܡܐ
̈
̈ 0
ܩܢܘܡܝܐ ܒܚܕ ܡܫܝܚܐ܆ ܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ
ܟܝܢܐ

o

If the likeness of God was nature and
hypostasis, it is clear that also the likeness
of human is nature and hypostasis. Two
hypostatized natures in one Christ, one
Son of God.

Synodicon orientale, cit., 240.

In his interpretation of Phil. 2:5-7, Gewargis explains that since
Christ is the likeness of God, this means that the divinity in Him is
nature and hypostasis. We think that here the catholicos is referring
to the Word as a concrete, perfect hypostasis of the divine nature.
Furthermore, Christ is also the likeness of man; this also means that
humanity in Him is nature and hypostasis. As a result, in Christ there
̈
̈ or hypostatic natures. Inare two hypostatized natures (ܩܢܘܡܝܐ
)ܟܝܢܐ,
deed, this expression is a key to understanding the relationship between nature and hypostasis. The general nature becomes concrete
being hypostatized, since nature without hypostasis does not exist.
According to this metaphysical rule, if in Christ there are two natures, these two natures, in order to exist, need to have their own
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hypostases, which means they need to be hypostatized (or hypostatic)130.
These two concrete natures are united and exist in the one
Christ, who is also the one Son of God ()ܒܚܕ ܡܫܝܚܐ܆ ܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ.
It seems that since the union is of the sonship of the Son of God,
and because the act of the incarnation is of the Word and Son of
God, the catholicos identifies Christ with the Son of God, who is
one, and remains one after the incarnation. Making this kind of
identification does not mean that the two natures are not distinct,
or that they become one nature. In fact, in the following text he
explains this condition:

̈
̈ For him it means
See also the comment of P. Catalin-Stefan on the ܩܢܘܡܝܐ
;ܟܝܢܐ
two personalized natures, i.e. the nature obtained its individuation through the hypostasis, cf, Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 120-121. Moreover, we have already explained that Gewargis also uses the concept of ‘hypostatic name’ for the Father, Son and
Holy Spirit; this means that hypostasis for him is the individuality and particularity of
the general nature; hypostatic nature is a distinct individuality of the general nature,
while the hypostatic name is the indication of this distinction, this means that in the
Trinitarian field the hypostatic name for Gewargis is the parṣopā of Babai; see more in
Ebeid, La cristologia del catholicos Mar Georgis I, cit., 217-218.
130
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ܘܠܡܬܪܚܩܘ ܘܠܡܬܢܟܪܝܘ ̇ܙܕܩ ܠܢ ܫܪܝܪܐܝܬ܆ ܡܢ
ܟܠܗܘܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܫܘܚܠܦܐ ܘܚܘܠܦܐ ܘܣܟܐ ܘܪܘܟܒܐ
ܘܚܫܐ ܥܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܡܓܕܦܝܢ܆ ܘܡܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܬܘܒ
ܕܠܡܬܒܪܢܫܢܘܬܗ ܕܡܪܢ܆ ܠܘ ܟܝܢܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ ܘܚܬܝܬܐ
ܕܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܘܕܝܢ܆ ̇ܗܘ ܕܐܝܟ ܪܫܝܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܡܢ
ܟܝܢܢ ܢܣܒܗ ܘܚܝܕܗ ܥܡܗ ܠܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܠ ܫܘܚܠܦ܆
̇ ܘܡܢ ܐܝܠܝܢ ܬܘܒ
ܕܐܬܢܣܒܬ ܡܢܢ
ܕܐܡܪܝܢ ܕܪܫܝܬܐ
̣
ܠܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܥܡ ܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ܆ ܡܛܠ ܪܒܘܬܐ
ܘܐܠ ܡܣܝܟܘܬܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܐ܆ ܒܐܠܗܘܬܐ
̈
ܓܘܕܦܐ
 ܕܡܢ ܒܝܫܘܬ.ܘܐܬܬܛܠܩܬ
ܐܬܒܠܥܬ
̣
̣
 ܘܕܢܒܗܬܘܢ.ܕܕܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ ̇ܙܕܩ ܠܢ ܕܢܪܚܡ ܟܐܢܐܝܬ
̈
̇
 ܐܦ.ܡܓܕܦܢܐ ܡܢ ܢܦܫܗܘܢ ܟܐܢܐ ܗ ̣ܝ
ܘܗܢܘܢ
̇
̈
ܕܫܠܝܚܐ܆ ܗܢܘܢ ܕܠܡܫܝܚܐ ܡܪܢ
ܡܢ ܡܟܣܢܘܬܐ
̇ ܒܡܬܓܠܝܢܘܬܗ ܕܒܦܓܪ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ
ܝܕܥܝܢ
ܘܡܘܕܝܢ ܘܡܗܝܡܢܝܢ܆ ܘܡܠܦܝܢ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܫܪܝܪܐ ̇ܥܡܪ
ܒܗ܆ ̇ܗܘ ܕܚܝܕ ܐܠܢܫܘܬܗ ܥܡ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ
̇  ܘܚܕ ܡܫܝܚܐ ܘܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ.ܕܐܠ ܦܘܪܫ
ܬܡܪܝܢ
̈
 ܘܡܘܠܕܐ ܘܬܪܒܝܬܐ.ܟܝܢܘܗܝ
ܠܗ ܒܬ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ
ܘܐܘܟܐܠ ܘܫܩܝܐ ܘܨܗܝܐ ܘܐܠܘܬܐ ܕܡܢ ܥܡܐܠ
̈
̈
ܘܢܓܕܐ ܘܙܩܝܦܘܬܐ܆
ܘܡܚܘܬܐ
ܕܐܘܪܚܐ܆ ܘܚܫܐ
̈
̈
 ܘܒܙܥܐ.ܕܐܝܕܝܐ ܘܕ̈ܪܓܐܠ ܕܒܨܨܐ
ܘܣܘܒܟܐ
ܘܗܘ ܡܘܬܐ܆ ܥܠ ܡܫܝܚܐ
ܕܕܦܢܐ ܕܒܪܘܡܚܐ܆
̣
̇
ܐܡܪܝܢ ܘܡܠܦܝܢ܆ ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܫܝܚ ܒܐܠܗܐ܆
p
ܘܠܘ ܥܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ

p

And we must really go away and deny all
those who blaspheme on God [attributing
to Him] difference, change, limitation,
composition and passion; and those who
do not confess the real nature of a human
regarding the incarnation of our Lord
who assumed it, as a holy principle of our
nature, [and] united it to Himself through
a union without change; and also those
who say that the principle [of our nature]
which was assumed from us for the union
with the God Word, due to the lordship
and infinity of the divinity, was swallowed
and lost in the divinity. We must, [therefore], rightly go away from the evil of such
blasphemies. And these blasphemous
[ones] should be ashamed of themselves
due to the proof of the disciples who
know, confess and believe that Christ
is real human according to His manifestation in the body, and teach that in
Him inhabited (indwelled) the real God
who united to His humanity His divinity
through an inseparable union, and who
say one Christ and one Son of God in His
two natures, and who say and teach that
the birth, growing, eating, drinking, being
thirsty, being tired because of traveling,
passion, wounds, hurts, crucifixion, being
nailed in the hands and feet, opening the
side by spear, and the death are [attributed] to Christ who is a human anointed
through God, and not [attributed] to the
divinity.

Synodicon orientale, cit., 237-238.

This quotation is clearly polemical against the Miaphysites131. For
the catholicos, as for his Church, the problem of the Christology of
the Miaphysites is its Theopaschism. Opinions such as human nature
being swallowed ()ܐܬܒܠܥܬ
by the divine, indicate how the theologians
̣
of the Church of the East understood the Miaphysite Christology. For
this reason, he describes the union not just as inseparable (ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܠ
)ܦܘܪܫ, but also as a union without change ()ܚܕܝܘܬܐ ܕܐܠ ܫܘܚܠܦ. Neither
Even if P. Catalin-Stefan analyzes the letter as an apology in the face of Islam, an
opinion that we do not share, commenting on this passage he notes that the catholicos
is aiming a polemic at Miaphysites; cf. Catalin-Stefan, Gīwargīs I, cit., 128.
131
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nature is changed, transformed or lost, even if they are united. This
condition is important in order to avoid Theopaschism. Passions and
all other natural human properties, in fact, must be attributed to the
human in Christ, and for this reason there is a need for the distinction.
Furthermore, in this quotation we notice the identification between the Word and the Christ. The catholicos clearly says that the
humanity and the divinity belong to Christ who is the real God inhabiting the man, an expression also used by Martyrius. The divinity,
Gewargis affirms, is of this real God ( )ܕܐܠܗܐ ܫܪܝܪܐwho united His
̇ However,
humanity to His divinity ()ܗܘ ܕܚܝܕ ܐܠܢܫܘܬܗ ܥܡ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ.
attributing the passions to Christ, who is a human being anointed by
God ()ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܫܝܚ ܒܐܠܗܐ, avoids the risk of being taken for a Thepaschite and it is the particular Communicatio Idiomatum of Nestorian
Christology132. Although we see this attention paid to avoiding Theopaschism, the same catholicos was able to develop a true Communicatio Idiomatum, as we shall see below.
ܟܕ ܐܦ ܗܕܐ ܚܬܝܬܐܝܬ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܘܐܡܪܝܢܢ܆ ܕܡܢ
.ܘܐܡܪ
ܣܘܒܪܗ ܕܡܐܠܟܐ ܕܣܒܪ ܠܒܬܘܠܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ
̣
̈ ܫܠܡ ܠܟܝ ܡܠܝܬ ܛܝܒܘܬܐ܆ ܘܕܡܒܪܟܬܐ ܐܢܬܝ
ܒܢܫܐ܆
ܘܕܡܪܢ ܥܡܟܝ܆ ܘܕܬܩܒܠܝܢ ܒܛܢܐ ܘܬܐܠܕܝܢ ܒܪܐ܆ ܡܢ
̇
ܕܐܬܐ ܘܡܓܢ
ܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ ܘܡܢ ܚܝܠܗ ܕܥܠܝܐ
̇
ܗܘ܆ ܘܒܪܗ ܕܥܠܝܐ
̣ ܥܠܝܟܝ܆ ܘܕܗܘ ܕܡܬܝܠܕ ܡܢܟܝ ܩܕܝܫܐ
̇
ܒܥܘܒܗ ܕܒܬܘܠܬܐ
ܕܐܬܓܒܠܬ
 ܐܢܫܘܬܗ.ܡܬܩܪܐ
̣
̇
ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܡܪܝܡ܆ ܡܚܝܕܬ ܐܠܠܗܘܬܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ ܐܠ
ܡܬܦܪܫܢܐܝܬ ܒܚܕ ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܒܪܘܬܐ ܡܢ ܫܘܪܝܐ
 ܟܕ ܥܡܗ ܥܡ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܐܢܫܝܐ.ܕܒܪܝܬܐ ܘܠܥܠܡ
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܡܠܬܐ ܐܠܗܐ܆ ܐܠ ܡܣܝܟܐܝܬ ܘܕܐܠ
̇
ܒܟܠܗ ܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ܆ ܒܝܠܝܕܘܬܐ ܘܒܬܪܒܝܬܐ
ܦܘܪܫ
̇
̈
 ܘܥܡ ܦܓܪܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ.ܘܒܚܫܐ ܘܒܡܘܬܐ
ܒܩܒܪܐ܆ ܘܥܡ ܢܦܫܐ ܒܦܪܕܝܣܐ܆ ܐܠ ܡܣܝܟܐܝܬ ܕܝܢ
̈  ܘܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܒܬ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ.ܒܪܡq
ܟܝܢܐ

q

We also truly confess and say that, according to the announcement of the angel
who announced the Holy Virgin and said
[to her]: «peace to you full of grace, blessed you are among the women, the Lord
is with you, you will conceive in the womb
and will give birth to a son, from the Holy
Spirit and from the power of the highest
that will come above you, and this [one]
who will be born from you is holy, and
will be called the Son of the Highest», his
humanity that was formed in the womb of
the holy virgin Mary, is united inseparably
to the divinity in one person (parṣopā) of
the sonship from the beginning of [its]
creation and forever. The Word God,
therefore, is with the human hypostasis
infinitely and without separation during
all the Economy: in birth, in growing, in
passions and in death. The divinity was
in the tomb with the body, and with the
soul in paradise, not however in a limited
way. We confess one Son of God in two
natures.

Synodicon orientale, cit., 241-242.

On this topic see L. Scipioni, Ricerche sulla cristologia del ‘Libro di Eraclide’ di
Nestorio. La formula teologica e il suo contesto filosofico, Friburgo 1957, 128-130,147148.
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In this passage, the catholicos expresses the Nestorian Christology using the metaphysical term parṣopā. The God Word (ܡܠܬܐ
)ܐܠܗܐ, which is one hypostasis of the holy Trinity, united to Himself a human hypostasis ( )ܩܢܘܡܐ ܐܢܫܝܐin one person of the sonship
()ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܒܪܘܬܐ. In the other quotation above, we noticed that the
union, according to the catholicos, is a union of the sonship (ܚܕܝܘܬܐ
)ܕܒܪܘܬܐ, of the Son of God. Do we have an identification between the
parṣopā and the union? In other words, does the parṣopā indicate and
manifest the union and its one result?
We are of the opinion that here the catholicos is trying to say
the same thing that Babai the Great taught, i.e., the parṣopā is of the
union ()ܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܕܚܕܝܘܬܐ133. Therefore, if we say that the union is of
sonship, then the parṣopā, which is of the union, is also of sonship.
We think that in this way the catholicos created a synthesis between
the doctrine of Babai and that of Theodore of Mopsuestia on the
inhabitation as in the Son (ὡς ἐν υἱῶ)134. It is to be noted, moreover,
that Martyrius also has the same opinion: in paragraph 23, he names
the one person, which indicates the union as he affirms in paragraph
28, ‘the hypostatic person of the sonship’. Again, it is clear how each
one directs the shared doctrine towards his own Christology. If we
take into consideration the concept of the ‘hypostatic name’ (ܫܡܗܐ
)ܩܢܘܡܝܐ, which Gewargis applies in his Trinitarian doctrine135, this
difference will be clarified better. For Gewargis, ‘Son’ is the ‘hypostatic name’ of the Word, i.e. the property of sonship: the parṣopā
for Babai136, and is distinct from the hypostasis itself; for Martyrius,
Cf. Scipioni, Ricerche sulla cristologia, cit., 142-148.
On this doctrine in Theodore of Mopsuestia, see McLeod, The Roles of Christ’s
Humanity, cit., 182-185.
135
̈
«: ܟܪܣܛܝܢܐ ܦܪܝܫܐܝܬ ܐܝܟ ܡܫܠܡܢܘܬܗ ܘܦܘܩܕܢܗ ܕܡܪܢܢܝܫܘܥܡܫܝܚܐ
ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܘܡܫܒܚܝܢ ܚܢܢ
̈
̈
. ܠܗܢܐ ܚܕ ܟܝܢܐ ܣܓܝܕܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܒܬܠܝܬܝܘܬܐ ܕܫܡܗܐ ܘܕܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܐܒܐ ܘܕܒܪܐ ܘܕܪܘܚܐ ܕܩܘܕܫܐ
̈
̈
ܩܢܘܡܝܐ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܆ ܐܐܠ ܠܚܕܐ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ ܡܫܒܚܝܢ ܚܢܢ ܆ ܒܚܕܢܝܘܬ ܟܝܢܐ ܘܒܚܕܢܝܘܬ
ܫܡܗܐ
ܕܐܦܢ ܬܠܬܐ
̈
. ܚܝܐܠ ܘܚܕܢܝܘܬ ܨܒܝܢܐ ܘܚܕܢܝܘܬ ܫܘܠܛܢܐ ܆ ܒܐܠ ܦܪܝܫܘܬܐ ܘܐܠ ܣܕܝܩܘܬܐ ܘܐܠ ܪܚܝܩܘܬܐ ܕܡܢ ܚܕܕܐ
 ܘܬܪܝܗܘܢ ܒܐܒܐ.  ܚܕ ܪܘܚܐ ܢܦܘܩܐ ܕܡܢ ܟܝܢܐ ܕܐܒܐ ܕܐܠ ܦܣܩ. ܚܕ ܐܒܐ ܡܬܘܡܝܐ ܕܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܡܬܘܡܝܐ
 ܘܟܕ ܐܠ ܡܬܪܢܝܐ ܘܡܬܐܡܪܐ ܩܕܝܡܘܬܐ ܘܐܚܪܝܘܬܐ ܬܡܢ. »ܘܥܡ ܐܒܐ ܡܬܘܡܐܝܬ, Synodicon
orientale, cit., 228-229.
136
In the Trinitarian part of his letter, Gewargis does not apply the term parṣopā, but
a hypostatic name, and we identified this term with the concept of person applied in
Babai’s Trinitarian doctrine and his general metaphysical system; see here footnote
142. Furthermore, we shall see that in the Christological field, where it is indirectly
related to Trinitarian doctrine, i.e. regarding the hypostasis of the Word in Christ,
Gewargis applies the term person to the Word, which after the union becomes the
133
134

CrSt 38 (2017)

771

B. Ebeid

instead, ‘Son’ is the hypostasis, the particular property of the Word,
and therefore saying the hypostatic person of the sonship means the
person of the hypostasis, i.e. its manifestation as Son137.
If in Martyrius the person is of the Word and Son of God, in
Gewargis, to whom does the parṣopā belong? Does it belong to the
Word, to the human or to Christ? Is it the common parṣopā? The
catholicos affirms that he confesses one Son of God in two natures
̈ )ܘܚܕ ܒܪܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܘܕܝܢܢ ܒܬ̈ܪܝܗܘܢ. Do we have here an identifi(ܟܝܢܐ
cation of the parṣopā with the Son of God? Or does he mean to say
that the parṣopā belongs to God the Word? If it is the latter, do we
run the risk that the catholicos might be taken to have identified the
hypostasis of the Son of God with the parṣopā? Or does he possibly
differentiate between the titles ‘Son of God’ and ‘God the Word’?
In another passage, which we shall analyse later, the catholicos
affirms that the parṣopā is of God the Word in which He united to
Himself the perfect man (.ܢܣܒ ܠܪܫܝܬܐ ܩܕܝܫܬܐ ܕܟܝܢܢ܆
̣ ̣ܗܘ ܡܠܬܐ ܐܠܗܐ
138
 )ܦܓܪܐ ܡܢܦܫܐ ܘܝܕܘܥܬܢܐ܆ ܘܚܝܕܗ ܠܦܪܨܘܦܗ. Taking into consideration
everything that we have analyzed of the Christology of Mar Gewargis
I, we can reach some considerations. First of all, it is clear that we do
not have any identification between the terms parṣopā and qnomā.
We can say that the parṣopā is of the hypostasis of the Word, that
it is the property of the sonship. In other words, the parṣopā is the
idioma, or the hypostatic name, of being the Word, the Son of God.
This reveals two main things: 1) his understanding of both concepts
is different from that of Maryrius139; and, 2) there is an indirect appliperson of Christ, and of the two hypostases in him, i.e. hypostatic name, the property
of sonship, of both hypostases.
137
According to this explanation, it is clear that for Martyrius hypostasis and person
are not identified; for further details in this regard, read our forthcoming publication
on Martyrius’ Christology.
138
Cf. the penultimate quotation from the letter of the catholicos that we present
below.
139
It is clear that what is hypostasis for Martyrius, is the person (hypostatic name) for
Gewargis. For Martyrius, in fact, nature as abstract reality does not exist, so saying
that in Christ there are two natures means that these natures are concrete; both have
one hypostasis, i.e. one property of sonship, and both have one person, i.e. one manifestation of one concrete singularity (the one hypostasis as one particular property)
and two natural distinct properties. For Gewargis, however, concrete nature means
hypostasis, if the natures in Christ are real, it means that they have their hypostasis
(the group of the natural properties of a singular concrete nature); the person, then,
is the one particular property of sonship of both natures.
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cation140 of the doctrine of Babai the Great regarding the parṣopā in
the Trinitarian field141, something that the synod of 612 did not do142.
Consequently, the union occurred in the parṣopā of the Word and
not in the Word as hypostasis. Moreover, if the person is the property of sonship, it could be said that the union is of the sonship. This
means that the Son of God is one since the parṣopā of the sonship is
also one. The humanity and the divinity are of the Son of God, i.e.
are of the person of the sonship, which belongs to the Word. One is
the parṣopā in which the two natures-hypostases are united. So it is
clear that we also have a kind of distinction between the titles ‘Son
of God’, preserved for the person, and ‘Word’ for the hypostasis. In
such a development, once again the catholicos defends his Christology from that of Martyrius while using the same basis. He, therefore,
emphasizes that the result of the union is one person and one Son of
God, and affirms that this union was inseparable from its creation
and will be so forever. He expresses such an affirmation in a special
way, saying that the divinity was not separated from the humanity,
even in the passion and death and that if death is the separation between the body and the soul, then the divinity was with the body in
the tomb and with the soul in heaven. Although this is an inseparable
union between the two natures, it does not mean, as the catholicos
remarks, that the divinity is limited in the humanity. It is clear that
the non-changing and non-transforming of the natures is an unforgettable condition, and that this doctrine is the basis for accepting
the real Communicatio Idiomatum, as will see below.
Let us now see how Gewargis expresses the divinization of the
human nature of Christ and its soteriological consequences, as a reaction to Martyrius’ Christology and doctrine on deification.

See here footnote 150.
Cf. Scipioni, Ricerche sulla cristologia, cit., 116-119; Abramowski, Babai der Grosse.
Christologische Probleme und ihre Lösungen, cit., 297-314.
142
It is interesting to notice that Mar Gewargis did not apply this term in the exclusive
Trinitarian part of his letter; cf. Ebeid, La cristologia del catholicos Mar Georgis I, cit.,
216-218.
140
141
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̇
ܕܗܘ ܡܪܢ ܥܠ ܛܘܪܐ ܕܬܒܘܪ
̣ ܘܬܬܕܟܪ ܐܚܘܬܟ ܕܗܝ
ܗܘ ܐܠܣܟܡܐ ܕܡܬܒܪܢܫܢܘܬܗ ܚܘܝ܆
̣  ܠܗ.ܐܬܚܙܝ
ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܝܢܐܝܬ ܘܩܢܘܡܐܝܬ ܕܡܘܬܐ ܚܬܝܐܬܐ
̈  ܠܗ ܠܗܢܐ ܩܢܘܡܐ ܕܡܬܚܙܝܢܘܬܗ܆ ܟܕ.ܕܐܢܫܐ
ܙܠܝܩܝ
̈
̈ ܫܘܒܚܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܐܬܥܛܦ܆
ܕܬܠܡܝܕܘܗܝ
ܥܝܢܐ
̈
ܕܢܬܒܩܝܢ ܒܡܦܪܓܘܬ ܢܘܗܪܗ ܐܠ ܐܬܡܨܝ܆ ܗܟܢܐ
̈
ܕܫܡܫܐ ܢܬܚܦܐ ܡܢ ܡܦܪܓܘܬ ܙܠܝܩܐ ܕܐܙܠܓܘ
̈ ܥܠ ܓܘܫܡܗ܆ ܝܬܝܪ ܡܢ ܥܡܛܢܐ
ܕܟܘܟܒܐ܆ ܐܡܬܝ
̈
 ܘܐܠ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ.ܕܙܠܝܩܝ ܫܡܫܐ ܡܬܦܪܣܝܢ ܥܠܝܗܘܢ
ܐܣܬܝܟܬ ܐܘ ܛܠܩܬ ܐܠܢܫܘܬܗ܆
ܐܫܬܚܠܦܬ ܐܘ
̣
̣
.ܐܬܒܠܥܬ ܒܐܠܗܘܬܗ
ܬܘܒ
ܐܢܫܘܬܗ
ܘܐܠ
̣
ܐܐܠ ܡܟܬܪܐ ܢܣܝܒܘܬܐ ܕܐܢܫܘܬܢ ܒܚܕܝܘܬܐ
ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܬܬܓܐܠ ܒܐܢܫܘܬܢ܆
ܘܦܘܪܩܝܢ ܢܬܓܡܪ ܒܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܘܫܝܛܘܬܗ ܕܫܦܠܢ
ܬܬܪܡܪܡ ܠܕܪܓܐ ܪܡܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ܆ ܐܝܟ
ܛܝܒܘܬܗ ܕܡܢ ܥܠܡr

r

Your brotherhood should remember this,
that our Lord himself appeared on the
mount of Tabor, He manifested the form
of His incarnation which is a naturally and
hypostatically true likeness of a human.
This hypostasis, which placed on the
beams of the glory of His divinity, the
eyes of His disciples could not observe
in the splendour of her light. As the sun,
[he] is hidden by the splendour of the
beams which shine on his body more than
the darkness of the [bodies] of the stars
whenever the sun’s beams are spread
on them. And neither was His divinity
changed or limited or disappeared in His
humanity, or His humanity was swallowed
in His divinity, but the assumption of
our humanity remains in the union of
his divinity so that His divinity would
be revealed through our humanity, our
salvation would be perfected through His
divinity, and humility of our scorn rises to
the high status of His divinity, according
to His eternal grace.

Synodicon orientale, cit., 236-237.

From this quotation, it is easy to note that for the catholicos the
human nature of Christ was divinized because of the union with
the Word. In this passage he gives his interpretation of the event
of the transformation on Mount Tabor. The humanity of Christ is
certainly real, according to the nature ( )ܟܝܢܐܝܬand to the hypostasis
()ܩܢܘܡܐܝܬ, meaning it is truly the likeness of man. This humanity is
called ܐܣܟܡܐ, the technical term of the Nestorian Christology to express «the visible appearance under which something or someone is
now recognized»143; the way it was used by the catholicos, however, is
again a polemic against Martyrius’ use of the same technical term and
other expressions: in paragraphs 21-22, Martyrius affirms that the
Word joined the honor of His hypostasis and the glory of His divinity
to the humanity, alluding to its divinization. Then, in paragraph 22,
he says that he was seen in the form ( )ܐܣܟܡܐof humanity. Furthermore, in paragraph 31, Martyrius, commenting on some evangelical
verses, says that the Word pronounced some affirmations regarding
143

Cf. McLeod, The Roles of Christ’s Humanity, cit., 149-150.
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His relationship with the Father, through the human form ()ܐܣܟܡܐ,
which was truly man according to nature, since it was used personally, i.e. by the person of the Word and Son of God144. For Martyrius,
Christ’s humanity was real man since it was used ‘personally’ by the
Word, that is, by His person, and for this reason it was manifested
concretely and really. For the catholicos, however, this humanity was
real because it was human according to nature and had its own hypostasis. Both authors, in fact, aim to underline the same thing, that
is to say, that this humanity was divinized, but each one explains it
according to his system.
To return to Gewargis’ citation, this human hypostasis on the
mountain revealed that it was assuming the beams of the divinity.
The fact that the humanity was shining like the sun means that it
was divinized. To explain this, the catholicos makes the analogy of
the sun: just as the disc of the sun is assuming the light of the beams,
in the same way the humanity of Christ is taking on the light of His
divinity. As the beams give the disc light and make it shine, in the
same way, the divinity made humanity shine. The disciples could not,
therefore, see the invisible divinity, but rather the glorified humanity
of Christ. Furthermore, this divinization does not signify a confusion
of natures, a cancellation of humanity or its transformation.
The consequences of the deification of the human nature of Christ
are also presented by Mar Gewargis I. The aim of the incarnation
is the salvation of human beings. For him, salvation means that our
humble reality and our scorned nature rise ( )ܬܬܪܡܪܡto the high status of the divinity of Christ ()ܠܕܪܓܐ ܪܡܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ. Does this also
mean our divinization?
We believe, as we shall see in the following passages, that the catholicos affirms that this salvific action of God affects us, but under
the same condition, which does not mean that we become gods by
nature, but by grace. Moreover, the divinization of the human nature
of Christ is different from ours, and this, we think, is clear in the
analogy of the sun used by the catholicos: he says that the stars shine
̇ ܟܕ ܓܝܪ
̇ ܐܡܪ ܗܘܐ܆ ܕܐܢܐ ܘܐܒܝ ܚܕ ܚܢܢ܆
«ܘܡܢ ܕܠܝ ̣ܚܙܐ ܚܙܐ ܐܠܒܐ܆ ܘܥܕ ܐܠ ܢܗܘܐ ܐܒܪܗܡ ܐܢܐ
̈ ܐܝܬܝ܆ ܘܫܪܘ ܗܝܟܐܠ ܗܢܐ ܘܠܬܠܬܐ
ܝܘܡܝܢ ܐܢܐ ܡܩܝܡ ܐܢܐ ܠܗ܆ ܘܫܪܟܐ ܕܕܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ܆ ܒܦܪܨܘܦܐ ܟܝܢܝܐ
̣
̇
̇ ܕܐܠܗܐ ܡܠܬܐ ̇ܗܘ ܕܩܪܝܒ ܗܘܐ
 ܘܟܕ ܬܘܒ ܐܡܪ ܗܘܐ ܕܐܒܝ ܪܒ ܗܘ.ܒܢܣܒܐ ܕܪܚܝܩ
̣ ܘܥܡܪ ܡܡܠ܆ ܘܠܘ
̇ ܘܒܥܝܢ ܐܢܬܘܢ ܠܡܩܛܠܢܝ ܠܒܪܢܫܐ ܕܫܪܝܪܬܐ ̇ܡܠܠܬ ܥܡܟܘܢ܆
̇ ܐܝܕܐ
̇ ܡܢܝ܆
ܕܫܡܥܬ ܡܢ ܐܠܗܐ܆ ܘܐܠܗܝ
̇
̇
ܫܒܩܬܢܝ܆ ܘܫܪܟܐ ܕܕܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ܆ ܒܐܣܟܡܐ ܕܗܘ ܕܡܬܚܙܐ ܗܘܐ ܘܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܫܪܝܪܐܝܬ ܒܪܢܫܐ
̣ ܐܠܗܝ ܠܡܢܐ
»ܒܟܝܢܐ ܡܬܚܫܚ ܗܘܐ ܦܪܨܘܦܐܝܬ ܘܠܘ ܒܗܓܓܐ܀, Martyrius (Sahdona), Œuvres spirituelles, II. Livre de la perfection, 2me partie (ch. 1-7), cit., 19.
144
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whenever the sun’s beams are spread over them, but not in the same
way as the light of the disc of the same sun. In this analogy, we see
that the catholicos means to say that the divinization of the humanity
in Christ (the effect of the sun’s beams on the disc of the sun), which
is due to the union, is more perfect, while our divinization depends
on our communion with the glory of God (the effect of the sun’s
beams whenever they are shed over the stars). This means that our
divinization reflects the status of our acceptance of God in our life. In
this sense, our divinization cannot be equal to that of the humanity of
Christ, which is divinized once and forever, from the moment of its
assumption and union with the Word.
Once again, the catholicos uses the same expression as Martyrius
to affirm the same thing for his own Christology. If, for Maryrius,
the union of the humanity in the one person and one hypostasis was
the cause of its elevation, for the catholicos, based on the assembly’s
affirmation of 612 commented on above, the union of the human hypostasis in one person with the divine hypostasis of the Word was the
reason for the elevation of humanity. In both authors the divinization
of our humanity is explained as the ‘elevation to the height and the
status of divinity’. They both also underline the difference between
the divinization of Christ’s humanity and our own.
According to the catholicos, Christ will also reveal the deification
of His humanity during the second advent:
̇ ܐܡܪ ܥܠ ܡܐܬܝܬܗ ܐܚܪܝܬܐ܆ ̇ܗܝ
̇ ܘܟܕ
ܕܗܘܝܐ
ܒܫܘܒܚܐ ܘܗܕܪܐ܆ ܟܕ ܡܒܪܩܐ ܐܢܫܘܬܗ ܒܙܝܩܐ
s
ܡܫܒܚܐ ܕܐܠܗܘܬܗ
s

He is talking about his other advent that
will be in glory and splendour when His
humanity will shine through the glorious
brightness of His divinity

Synodicon orientale, cit., 235.

In fact, the deification of the humanity of Christ is special, which
led the catholicos to describe it in the following way:
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̈
ܠܝܕܥܝ ܫܡܝ
ܐܡܪ܆ ܕܐܕܢܚ ܠܟܘܢ
̣ ܘܢܒܝܐ ܐܚܪܝܐ
 ܟܕ. ܘܐܣܝܘܬܐ ܥܠ ܠܫܢܗ.ܫܡܫܐ ܕܙܕܝܩܘܬܐ
ܡܚܘܐ ܕܐܣܦܝܪ ܓܘܫܡܢܘܬܗ ܡܢ ܟܝܢܢ ܘܡܢ ܒܝܬ
̈
̈
ܒܠܡܦܝܕܐ
ܘܙܠܝܩܝ ܐܠܗܘܬܗ ܡܨܡܚ
.ܕܘܝܕ ܕܢܚܬ
̇ .ܕܗܕܡܘܗܝ
̈
̈
ܗܢܘ ܕܝܢ ܒܐܣܝܘܬܐ ܕܟܠ ܟܐܒܝܢ܆
̈
ܘܚܝܝܬܐ ܕܡܝܬܐ ܘܣܒܝܣܘܬܐ ܕܥܘܕ̈ܪܢܐ ܕܐܣܪܚ
̈ ܒܠܫܢܗ܆
ܠܚܝܐ ܘܠܦܘܪܩܢܐ ܘܠܠܘܒܒܐ ܕܟܠܗܘܢ
t
̈
ܒܢܝܢܫܐ ܘܠܚܘܕܬܐ ܕܟܠ ܒ̈ܪܝܢ

And another prophet said: «will be manifested to you, you who know my name, the
Sun of rightness, and the healing [will be]
on his tongue». So it shows that the disc [of
the sun] is his corporeality [of Christ]u
from our nature, and that He descended
from the seed of David, and that [He]
brightens the beams of His divinity through
the lamps of his [body’s] members, -that
is, thought the healing of all our illness, the
resurrection of dead people, the multitude
of the helps that [He] gave by his tongue-,
for our lives, for our salvation, for the consultation of all humans and for the renewal
of all creatures.

Ibidem, 233.
It is clear from the context of this quotation that the subject is Christ, cf. Ibidem,
232-233.
t
u

Interpreting the prophesy of Malachi 4:2, the catholicos repeats
the analogy of sun, which is used in the same prophecy. We should
like to comment on the way in which Gewargis describes how the
divinity affected the humanity of Christ. He describes human nature
as a lamp that was illuminated by the beams of the divinity, thanks
to which it could shed light. In our opinion, with this image the catholicos tried to interpret the union according to the will, showing
that the divinity was operating through humanity, but as a sole subject. This, moreover, is the reason why he saw an agreement with the
Monothelitism and Monoenergism, commented on by us above. In
this passage, the catholicos also underlines that the divinization of
the human nature of Christ had consequences for our human nature.
Everything was effected for salvation and renewal; in other words,
this is the aim of the Economy.
For Martyrius, the reason for the divinization was the union in the
person and the hypostasis of the Word and Son of God. This union
was the condition for the Communicatio Idiomatum and his doctrine
on deification. We can say that for him, and according to his comprehension of the metaphysical terms, the union was hypostatic and personal, but not natural. The official doctrine of his Church, after 612, accepts neither the hypostatical nor the natural union; the union, instead,
is personal, or rather, lies in the parṣopā of the Son of God. According
to the following quotation, it will be clear that for the catholicos this
kind of union is also the reason for the divinization:
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ܐܢܦܠܘܝܕ ܐܪܪܫܒ ܆̇ܗܪܒܣ ܪܪܫܬ ܢܝܕ ܟܬܘܚܐ
ܐܝܗܠܐ. ܐܬܝܫܪܠ ܒ̣ܣܢ ܐܗܠܐ ܐܬܠܡ ܘ̣ܗܕ
ܐܫܦܢܡ ܐܪܓܦ ܆ܢܢܝܟܕ ܐܬܫܝܕܩ
ܐܘܗܢܕ ܆ܗܦܘܨܪܦܠ ܗܕܝܚܘ ܆ܐܢܬܥܘܕܝܘ
ܐܢܩܪܘܦ ܪܘܡܓܢܘ ܆ܐܫܢܪܒ ܪܡܐܬܢܘ
ܢܝܠܥܢܘ ܆ܐ̈ܝܬܚܬܕܘ ܐ̈ܝܠܥܕ ܐܬܕܘܚܘ ܆ܢܠܝܕ
ܐܓ̈ܪܕܕ ܐܡܪܡܘܪܠ ܢܟܟܘܡܕ ܗܠܦܫ ܢܡ
v
ܗܬܘܗܠܐܕ

v

Your brotherhood, in fact, should
consolidate its hope in the truth of the
divine doctrine, that is: the Word God
assumed the holy principle of our nature,
animate and rational body, and united
it to His person (parṣopā) so that He becomes and is called human, and perfects
our salvation and [perfects] the renewal
of the upper and lower [creatures], and
[that] we rise from the abasement of our
wretchedness to the exaltation of the
statuses of His divinity.

Ibidem, 240.

This union occurred then in the person of the Word, and in this
person was manifested, affirms Gewargis, for which reason it was divinized. Another consequence of this personal union is that the Word
becomes and is called man. It is an acceptance of the real Communicatio Idiomatum. This is a development in the Nestorian Christology and is the result of the doctrine on deification. As we have said,
Nestorian Christology, based on the Antiochene tradition, could not
accept the doctrine on divinization. Gewargis, aiming to criticise
Martyrius’ doctrine, tries to arrive at the same teaching through the
Nestorian system; however, talking about deification means accepting a true Communicatio Idiomatum whose centre is the Word. This
is what made Gewargis, on the one hand, remain faithful to the Nestorian Christology of the two hypostases and, on the other, agree
with the indirect identification between the Word and Christ, accepting the true Communicatio Idiomatum. Despite such an acceptance,
and since the catholicos follows another Christological system, he
could not use the verb ‘to be divinized’ ( )ܐܬܐܠܗas Martyrius does.
However, the union for Gewargis, as for Martyrius, was not only the
reason for the deification of the human nature of Christ, but it was
also the reason for our salvation, for the deification of human beings
and the renewal of all creatures:
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ܗܠܝܢ ܓܝܪ [ܥܒܕ] ܨܝܕ ܟܝܢܢ ܒܛܝܒܘܬܗ܆ ܕܠܢ ܢܥܐܠ
 ܘܕܟܕ ܐܝܬܝܢ ܦܓ̈ܪܢܐ.ܠܫܡ ܒܪܘܬܐ ܕܐܒܘܗܝ
̈
̈
̈ ܘܐܠܗܐ
̈ ܘܡܝܘܬܐ
ܘܗܘ
ܒܢܝ ܐܠܗܐ
̣ .ܢܩܝܡܢ
̇
 ܘܐܓܢ.ܕܢܣܒ ܒܣܪܢ
̣  ܒܗܝ.ܗܘܐ
̣ ܡܠܬܐ ܒܣܪ
 ܕܚܠܦ ܒܣܪܐ ܕܢܣܒ ܡܢܢ܆ ܘܚܝܕܗ ܠܗ ܘܐܓܢ.ܒܢ
ܕܗܘܐ ܒܣܪܐ܆ ܢܬܠ ܠܢ ܡܢ ܘܙܢܐ
̣  ܘܐܬܐܡܪ.ܒܗ
̇ ܕܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ܆ ܛܝܒܘܬܐ ܕܪܗܒܘܢ ܪܘܚܗ܆
ܕܒܗ
̈ ܢܬܩܪܐ ܘܢܬܐܡܪ ܘܢܗܘܐ
 ܘܐܝܟ.ܒܢܝܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ
ܕܐܠ ܚܢܢ ܡܬܦܫܛ ܟܝܢܢ ܘܡܫܬܚܠܦ ܠܟܝܢ ܐܠܗܘܬܐ܆
̈ ܡܛܠ ܕܡܬܐܡܪܝܢܢ
ܒܢܝܐ ܕܐܠܗܐ܆ ܐܦܢ ܒܫܪܪܐ
ܥܬܝܕܝܢܢ ܠܡܬܝܬܪܘ ܒܫܘܒܚܐ ܕܐܠ ܡܬܚܒܠܢܘܬܐ
̈ ܘܕܐܠ ܡܫܬܚܠܦܢܘܬܐ
ܒܚܝܐ ܕܠܥܠܡܝܢ܆ ܐܐܠ ܟܝܢܢ
 ܗܟܢܐ ܘܐܠ ܡܠܬܐ ܐܫܬܚܠܦ.ܒܡܣܝܟܘܬܗ ܡܩܘܐ
̇
ܢܣܒ ܕܝܢ
̣ܡܢ ܟܝܢܗ܆
̣ ̇ .ܕܗܘܐ ܒܣܪܐ
̣ ܒܗܝ ܕܐܬܐܡܪ
̇
ܒܣܪܐ ܡܢܢ ܠܚܕܝܘܬܗ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܫܟܢ ܠܢ ܪܗܒܘܢܐ
 ܕܪܘܚܗ ܘܚܝܕܢ ܒܗz

z

These things, in fact, He [the Word]
made for our nature by His grace so that
we rise to the name of the sonship of His
Father. And even if we are corporeal and
mortal, we will be sons of God and gods.
And «the Word became flesh» assuming
our flesh, and He inhabited us, through
the flesh He assumed from us and united
it to Himself and inhabited it. And it is
said that He became flesh to give us in the
font of baptism the pledge of His Spirit
through whom we are called and we are
said and we become sons of God. And
as our nature does not become simple or
change to the nature of the divinity, since
we are called sons of God, - and even if
we will be ready to gain the glory of incorruptibility and immutability in eternal life,
our nature however, remains within its
limit -, so the Word did not change from
His nature when it is said that He became
flesh. He, in fact, assumed flesh from us
for His union [with it] so He [can] give
us the pledge of His Spirit and unite us to
Himself.

Ibidem, 240.

From the outset, the catholicos affirms that our deification and
salvation is the result of God’s grace. To be divinized means being
raised to the status of sonship of the Father145. Hence, the catholï
cos says explicitly that we can be sons of God and gods (ܒܢܝ ܐܠܗܐ
̈
)ܘܐܠܗܐ, even if, according to our nature, we are corporeal and mortal. How can this be implemented? For Martyrius, the way was the
ascetic and mystic system that permits a union, according to will,
with God, following the model of Christ. The catholicos, who wants
to protect the simple people from Martyrius’ doctrine, explains the
realization of the deification through the sacramental doctrine of
Theodore of Mopsuestia, precisely in regard to Baptism146. With his
explanation, the catholicos reveals the spirituality of his current, a
Also in this we can find a similarity with Martyrius, who affirms that the Word gave
humanity the honour of its hypostasis, which means, the honour of being the Son of
God, and this is the meaning of divinization, to become sons of the Father through
the Son and Word of God.
146
See McLeod, The Roles of Christ’s Humanity, cit., 58-101.
145
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spirituality that could not talk about union with God. He links, therefore, the incarnation with the soteriological aspect of the sacrament
of Baptism ()ܕܡܥܡܘܕܝܬܐ. First of all, he identifies the ‘becoming
flesh’ (ܗܘܐ
̣  )ܒܣܪwith the ‘assumption of flesh’ ()ܢܣܒ ܒܣܪܢ
̣ and with
the ‘inhabitation in flesh’ ()ܐܓܢ ܒܢ. Secondly, Baptism is the result
of the incarnation, of the becoming flesh of God, because, according
to the catholicos, in Baptism we receive the Holy Spirit, which permits us to be sons of God. This is effected when we become united
with the Word through His humanity (ܢܣܒ ܕܝܢ ܒܣܪܐ ܡܢܢ
̣ .ܕܗܘܐ ܒܣܪܐ
̣
̇
̇
)ܠܚܕܝܘܬܗ܆ ܐܝܟ ܕܫܟܢ ܠܢ ܪܗܒܘܢܐ ܕܪܘܚܗ ܘܚܝܕܢ ܒܗ. In this short sentence,
Mar Gewargis I offers a synopsis of the sacramental doctrine of Theodore and its relationship with his soteriological viewpoint. Lastly,
being members of the body of Christ, which is the human nature of
Christ, i.e. the Church, and through the union between man and the
body of Christ, which is effected via the sacraments of Baptism and
the Eucharist, we participate in His humanity, and through His Spirit
we become the adopted children of God.
5. Conclusion
In adopting a Nestorian Christology, the Church of the East tried
to give to itself an identity that was different from the other Christian confessions, such as the Chalcedonians and Miaphysites147. The
assembly of 612, moreover, is to be considered the victory of the
Christological current of the two-qnomē Christology, which also had
a monastic and spiritual dimension. This Christological current coexisted peacefully, up to this date, within the Church of the East, with
another current, the parṣopā-qnomā, which also had a spiritual and
monastic dimension. It must be said that the Christological current
does not necessary mean a school, but a tendency to interpret the
traditional doctrine of the Church of the East. They tried to unite
the Trinitarian doctrine ‘one nature and three hypostases’ and the
Christological one ‘two natures and one person’, unifying the metaphysical terms. It is a passage from the Trinity to Christology, and
vice versa. Both currents developed their Christologies based on their
Cf. G. Reinink, Tradition and the Formation of the ‘Nestorian’ Identity in Sixthto Seventh-Century Iraq, in «Church History and Religious Culture», 89 (2009),
217-250.
147
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own traditions, having mainly an indirect access to sources from other Christian confessions.
The difference between the two currents was the Christological
model they proposed in their monastic life. Christology is the basis of
Christian anthropology and determines the soteriological view. The
centre of the spirituality of the parṣopā-qnomā current is the participation of the human being in the divine glory according to grace:
i.e. the deification of humanity and its mystical union with God. The
Christological model was based on a true Communicatio Idiomatum
between the two natures in Christ. Martyrius, who in his formation
belonged to this current, tried to propose a Christology based on
the oneness of the hypostasis and person of Christ, which is also the
hypostasis and the person of the Word. Consequently, he rejected
the Christology of the assembly of 612 AD and that of the two-qnomē
current. In his Christology, he used the sources of the two-qnomē
current against its Christology. We can maintain that his understanding of the terms hypostasis and person was traditional: ‘person’
means manifestation while ‘hypostasis’ means particular property.
The outcome creates a Christology that applies the term ‘hypostasis’ according to its traditional Trinitarian use and the term ‘person’
in the Trinitarian doctrine according to its traditional Christological
use. His doctrine was adopted by monastic communities that continued to defend it after his exile by Īšō‘yhab III.
The catholicos Gewargis I, the successor and friend of Īšō‘yhab
III, had to deal with this ‘heresy’. Seen in this light, we can comprehend some Canons of the synod he convoked in 676 AD as well as his
letter to Mina. If it seems that it was impossible to affirm a doctrine
of divinization for the Nestorian Christology of 612, Gewargis, however, who was a supporter of such Christology, was able to develop
it in such a way as to arrive to affirm the opposite. This means that
the same Nestorian Christology leaves room for a development of
thought such as the acceptance of a true Communicatio Idiomatum
and the affirmation, under some conditions, that Christ is God.
Soteriology is related to Christology and, therefore, different ways
of expressing Soteriology emerge from the different ways of expressing Christology although the content of the doctrine is of equal value.
This could also be applied to both the Christologies we have analyzed, that of Martyrius and that of Gewargis. In their content they are
similar: for both salvation is God the Word’s action, and its finality is
to help man to become god, participating in the sonship of the Lord.
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Martyrius’ way was mystical, Gewargis’, instead, sacramental. This
does not prevent them from coming together even if neither them
was conscious of this.
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