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Bishara Ebeid

The Christology of the Church of the East

An Analysis of Christological Statements
and Professions of Faith of the Official Synods
of the Church of the East before A.D. 612

Introduction

The assembly of the bishops of the Church of the East in 612, under
the direction of Babai the Great, is considered to have undertaken the
“Nestorianization” of the Church of the East.! Before this date we can note
another approach in official Christological statements from the Church
of the East, in its official synods, and in its thinkers and theologians: of-
ficially this Church used a traditional Antiochene Christology of the one
parsopa (npdowmnov) and two kyane (natures — @Uoeig), while the theologians
of this Church tried to interpret this doctrine through different currents of
thought. These attempts of interpretation are reflected, as we will demon-
strate in this article, in the Christological statements of the Synods of the
Church before 612. Unfortunately there has not been any study on these
professions of faith or statements, except the general presentation in the
article by J. Fiey? and the analysis in the article by S. Brock.? Even Patros
Yukhana Patros did not include all the synods in his presentation of the
Christology of the Church of the East.* Likewise, Bawai Soro, in his book
on the Church of the East, did not refer to the Christological decisions of
the synods of this Church.® This fact has led us to write on this subject and
to make an analysis of these Christological statements. As we will see, an
examination of these synods and of their Christological professions of faith

I By the term “Nestorianism” we mean the Christological expression: two kyané (natures)
and two gnome (hypostases) in one parsopa (person/mpdownov) of Christ, which could be
found in some Greek sources (such as the anonymous author quoted by Leontius of Jerusa-
lem), or in Syriac sources, even before 612 (such as Habib, cited by Philoxenus). See also the
clarification in the course of our introduction and also in note 87. This topic will be discussed
in an article we are preparing and that deals with the Christology of Habib.

2 Cf. Fiey, “Christologie et Mariologie.”

3 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church.”

4 Cf. Patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente.”

5> Cf. Soro, The Church of the East. Apostolic and Orthodox.
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354 BISHARA EBEID

reveals a significant progression of thought expressed in traditional and
archaic language.

A. de Halleux expressed the opinion that two Christological currents
co-existed peacefully together within the Church of the East.® To support
his opinion, however, he did not refer to the synods and their statements.
Other scholars, seeking to demonstrate that the opinion of de Halleux was
not precise, tried to see a western Chalcedonian’ influence in some theolo-
gians of this Church and to note the controversies between its theologians.?
We are convinced that the Christological development over time, by the
theologians of this Church, occurred in various ways; not only was this
interesting evolution indirectly influenced by the Christological currents
of the West, but it was also directly related to the historical context of this
Church.

To prove our hypothesis, we will analyze the Christological statements
of the nine synods held before the year 612, taking into consideration the
historical context outside and inside the Persian Empire. We will call the
two Christological currents, to which de Halleux and other scholars refer:
gnoma-parsopa and two-gnome, but these terms will not appear before our
analysis reaches the point at which it can demonstrate their existence. To
carry out our analysis, we will cite the statements and professions of faith
of the Church of the East found in the Synodicon Orientale,® translating
them into English and taking into consideration the existent translation
by S. Brock.!'? At the end of our analysis we will present our conclusions to
demonstrate our hypothesis on the Christology of these synods, a Christol-
ogy in progress that attempted to resolve the same Christological questions
that theologians and Councils in Byzantium sought to address.

Before we start our analysis it could be helpful to make a clarification of
some technical terms we use. Even if the term gnoma is the Syriac transla-
tion of the Greek vmdotaocig, and even if it is usually translated by scholars
as hypostasis (at least, in a Trinitarian context)'! we will leave it as gnoma.
In the history of Christian dogma, Trinitarian and Christological, the term
undotaoig did not have one significance and unique metaphysical function.
If it was translated into Syriac by gnoma, it does not always mean that the

6 Cf. de Halleux, “La christologie de Martyrius-Sahdona,” 29.

7 By the term west we mean Byzantium, the Byzantine Empire.

8 Cf. Abramowski, “Martyrius-Sahdona.”

9 It should be mentioned that the edition of the Synodicon, made by Chabot, is a very lim-
ited collection and is based on later copies of a 13™ or 14t cen. manuscript, cf. Van Rompay,
“Synodicon Orientale,” 387. This is to be considered as a hindrance to research in this field.

10 See the translation in Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 133-142.
" patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente,” 29-31.
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meaning which the Syrian theologians gave to it was not one and unique,
corresponding to the significances the Greeks gave. We agree, therefore,
with those scholars who hold that gnoma, sometimes, is not absolutely
identical in meaning with the Greek term vndotaoig,'? and for this reason
we will leave it transliterated. The same thing one can notice regarding the
Greek term mpdowmov. It was used in different ways to explain either Trini-
tarian theology or the Christological doctrine. In the Syriac tradition it
was transliterated by parsopa,'* and was used with different meanings and
significances,'* however, only in Christological doctrine. For these reasons
again we kept it as parsopa without translating it by person or npdconwv.'>

We have also chosen to call the Christology of the two kyane (natures)
and two gnome and one parsopa Nestorianism. We do not use this term in
a polemical or offensive way; we prefer this term because the same Church,
adopting this Christology in 612, considered it as Nestorian doctrine, which
also became a synonym for orthodoxy.'® So the traditional and archaic An-
tiochene Christology, which was the doctrine of this Church before 612,
could not be considered as Nestorianism. However, it was accused of being
so either by Monophysites or by Chalcedonians. To distinguish this accusa-
tion from what we call Nestorianism, we chose the term “real Nestorian-
ism.” With this term we mean the doctrine attributed to the Church of the
East (its traditional Christology and the two Christological currents within
it), and some other Greek Antiochene groups: the Christology of division,
teaching two subjects, i.e. two christs and two sons.!” It is clear that such

12 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 131.

13 Cf. Patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente,” 31.

14 The fact that there are two Christological currents with different comprehensions and
uses of the terms gnoma and parsopa confirms that within the Church of the East these terms
were given different metaphysical meanings.

15 This, for sure, does not mean that translating the term gnoma with hypostasis, or
parsopa with person/npéownov (which we personally did), is wrong. The important thing is
to underline the various comprehensions of the terms and the different meanings they hold,
cf. Ebeid, “La cristologia,” 203, note 2. For the different meanings and metaphysical signifi-
cances of these terms see de Halleux, ““Hypostase” et “personne””; Milano, Persona in teologia;
Turcescu, ““Prosopon” and “Hypostasis””; while for the meaning of these terms in the Eastern
Syriac tradition see Patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’'Oriente,” 28-33.

16 Cf. Synodicon orientale, 573-574: “rhana, om e hal hls Kol haeis L
Ahews ;o0 i o (he pae e Kol o d@s ol s e A & Al nuis
oo Ll o caadl) o uidlm noamler wamie alwn hasuen Khohe oo
~\ o~ ok a>aun T."ié\c\ Quin T."i)x\ Maarsl Sl e o m..ic\svm.\ﬁ."

17 On this subject cf. the testimony of Leontius of Byzantium who first was a member
of such groups that were, as he says, diffused among Greeks and Syrians, and later became
their opponent when he was converted to Chalcedonism, cf. Leontius of Byzantium, Contra
Nestorianos et Eutychianos, Liber 111, PG 86, 1357-1396.
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356 BISHARA EBEID

Christology was never existed; in fact, even Nestorius was not a real Nesto-
rian.'®

Finally, we preferred also to use the term Monophysitism for all those
who proclaimed one nature in Christ. This does not mean that we ignore
the proposal of modern scholars to distinguish between moderate and ex-
treme Monophysites calling the former by the term “Miaphysitism/Miaphy-
sites” and the latter “Monophysitism/Monophysites.”!® But since the same
texts that we are examining do not distinguish terminologically between
these two groups, as will be clear from our analysis, we chose to use just the
term Monophysitism for the two groups. To distinguish, however, between
them we used for the extreme Monophysites the term “real Monophysit-
ism,” which was the doctrine of Eutyches and his followers and for that we
used also for them terms like Eutychians or Eutychianism, while for the
moderates we used terms like: Severians, Jacobites, Syrian Monophysites
or moderate Monophysites.?* Having now made these necessary clarifica-
tions we can start our Christological analysis of the Synodicon Orientale.

The Synod of 410

This synod is considered the first official synod of the Church of the East
after its unification under one Catholicos, the bishop of the capital city of
the Sassanid Empire, Seleucia-Ctesiphon.?! In this synod, the Church of the
East officially recognized the Creed of Nicea, quoting the text of the Creed
of the 318 Fathers of Nicea in the acts of this synod and noting the agree-
ment of the bishops of the Church of the East. Since there are two versions
of this Creed — one in the Synodicon Orientale of the same Church and
the other in West Syriac manuscripts that include the acts of the Synod of
410 — and even if, as de Halleux has demonstrated, the form found in the
West Syriac manuscripts is the original text of the creed of the Synod of the
410,22 we will present both texts because we do not know exactly when the
Church of the East changed the original text and adopted the one we have
in the edited Synodicon.

Our interest is to see how this text translates and expresses the belief in
Christ. An analysis of the expressions used could help us to understand the
progress and the development of the dogmatic thought of the Church of the
East and its philosophical terminology.

18 Cf. de Halleux, “Nestorius,” 169-174.

19 Cf. Brock, “Il dibattito,” 76-77.

20 On this see also Luisier, “Il miafisismo.”

21 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 14-15.
22 See the article by de Halleux, “Le symbole.”
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The text according to the west Syriac version:

lus Mmins ;oo

o Lhxr oad

ool K hods’ S eV am
Rl oo Kol

~imaa 2 ~imaa

Fuir Kol o iz Kol
e lo i

a1 fua 1o ,;mahy am
Qoo e (W= o

aoiaa N\oma oishe omnindon
3 &nis Romo i@ yala dua

And in Him, in His Son, the Only-Begotten,
Who was born from Him,

that is, from the substance/essence of His Father.
God from God

Light from Light

True God from true God

[He] was born and not made

Who is the Son of the nature (consubstantial) of
His Father

Who for us, the human beings that were made by
Him, and for our salvation,

descended and put on a body and became a
man...

The text according to the Synodicon Orientale

oy aavs i oo
<ol <is

s o = i

ol ohadu o1 Qam
Rl o Kol

~imay > Kimaa

Fuir Kol o Fhie Kol
1 he o Ay

oy hadu i

~avol o o1 Ja ;edon
~yindoao

aoiaa N\mo mis (A= oo
e\ Ao e > dua

24 pisha

And in one Lord Jesus Christ,

the Son of God,

Who was born from the Father, the Only-Begot-
ten,

that is, from the substance/essence of the Father.
God from God,

and Light from Light

True God from True God

Who was born and not made

The Son of the substance/essence (consubstan-
tial) of the Father,

by whom everything in heaven and on earth was
made

Who for us, the human beings, and for our sal-
vation

descended from heaven and was incarnate and
became a man ...

We can notice in the text of the Synodicon the following: Jesus Christ the
Lord is the Son of God the Only-Begotten; he comes from the substance/

essence (~had.) of the Father,

for that he is consubstantial with the

Father. The text uses the phrase “the Son of the substance/essence of the
Father” to translate the Greek expression 0poo0610¢.25 Even if such a trans-
lation were made, i.e. “the Son of the substance/essence of the Father,”
is literal, we can see a theological meaning behind it: the Father is the
substance/essence of the divinity. This means that the Son gets his essence

23 Idem, 162-163.
24 Synodicon orientale, 22.

25 See also on this use in Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. TI/II,

482, especially note 12 on the same page.
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358 BISHARA EBEID

from God the Father as substance/essence, or in other words, as a cause.2¢
The question that someone might have, looking at both texts together, is
the following: why did the Synodicon’s version use in the expression of the
“consubstantial” the term substance/essence (<fod.r) instead of nature
(=1n)? Do we have an explanation given by the same text (the Synodicon’s
version)?

To have an answer we can read the anathema with which the Creed
concludes:

A1 Lo dua ST S (\_,,d But those who say that there was [a time] when
I T P00 Com  modurd He [the Son of God] did not exist and [that] He
N <\ > oX <am spodard did not exist before He was born, or [that] He

’ ’ [comes] from nothing, or say that He [comes]
from another gnoma or substance/essence, or
think that the Son of God could be changed
or displaced; these the Catholic and Apostolic
Church excommunicates.

> o <o >» o Ram
HMONLY o o hoderd
aars M\ hema <haluhes o
“his i ool Kol <ial

7 xusalro ~aloko

We find in this anathema the appearance of an important term: gnoma
(==aun). As we said above, this term, at least in Trinitarian doctrine, corre-
sponded to the Greek hypostasis. However, we also see that the expression
that the Son is not (generated) “from another gnoma, or from [another]
substance/essence (<hads’)” might suggest that these two terms are syn-
onyms, even though we are in a period after the fifth century. So someone
could say that the development of the Cappadocian Fathers is not taken
into consideration: i.e. the distinction between substance and hypostasis.?
We do not think this is the case, though. The fathers of the Church of the
East already knew about the distinction in the Trinitarian doctrine between
the terms ovoia and Undotaoig. It is not by chance that the text uses the
term substance/essence (~hodu) instead of nature (<a) or substance
(~amar?’) — a transliteration of the Greek ovoia.2 We think that the use of
the term substance/essence (haods) has a technical and philosophical
motivation that reflects the time when the Church of the East changed
the original text. With this term (~¥aodur), the same Church wanted to
explain that the Father as a hypostasis is the cause of the Son. It is very

26 In fact, knowing that the authors of this Church chose to translate this same phrase into
Arabic literally, leads us to maitain that there was a theological dimension and dynamism be-
hind such phrase which is the underlining of the fact that the Father is the cause of the Trinity
and, for this reason, He could be identified with the divine substance itself.

27 Synodicon orientale, 22-23.

28 On this topic see Kariatlis, “St Basil’s Contribution.”

29 On this term see Patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente,” 29.
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interesting to note that in the other synods this Church uses the term “na-
ture” for the divinity of Christ, which is common to the three hypostases
of the Trinity, but, as we have said, the term ~faod.< is the cause of the
Trinity which is the hypostasis of the Father, who includes the divinity as
nature. So if the Son cannot have another cause for his existence, then this
cause could be just a hypostasis, which means a concrete nature or, to use
Aristotelian terminology, a second substance. For this reason, in fact, we
think that the text uses the terms <fa¥d. and ~=aia which according
to our interpretation could be identified, provided that the condition that
~had.r indicates, in our case, just the hypostatized nature of the Father.

The Synod of 486

Unfortunately, there are no extant decrees or decisions of the synods
between 410 and 486, especially those held in 484 and 485 as a reaction to
the Henotikon of the Byzantine Emperor Zeno and his religious policies.
We only know that the Christological statements of those synods were ex-
pressed in Antiochene terms.3° In the year 486, a synod was held under Ca-
tholicos Acacius in the capital Seleucia-Ctesiphon, and it is the first synod,
of which we have the decisions, that deals with Christological doctrine and
problems after the Councils of Ephesus (431) and Chalcedon (451).3! As
Sebastian Brock notes, the Christological statement of this synod is ex-
pressed in Antiochene terms also, but it cannot be considered a Nestorian
doctrine.?> We will analyze the Trinitarian statement and the Christological
one, and we will focus on the terminology and the philosophical way that
the Church of the East chose to express these doctrines, in order to under-
stand more about the relationship between the doctrine of this Church and
Antiochene Christology.

The Trinitarian statement:

lulah ieo éél ~haaon ~amd The belief of all of us should be in the one
o ,;modardy ot anld 11 confession of the one divine nature which ex-
Ihaaia\n 1ol ') i ists in the three perfect gnome of the one true

. .. and eternal Trinity of the Father and of the
Wiola ol Kdumadma  hibie Son and of the Holy Spirit ...
3 <eiaor <woila

This statement is expressed in the first part of the first canon of this

30 ¢f. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 126.

31 Cf. Patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente,” 34-35.
32 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 126.

33 Synodicon orientale, 54.
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360 BISHARA EBEID

synod. The belief of the Church of Christ, according to the cited text, must
be in the one divine nature (<a). The use of the term nature (=) is
clear. As we said, it expresses the common nature of the Trinity.

The second part of this belief speaks of three perfect (~=a\les) gnome
(~>&un). What is the meaning of “perfect gnoma” (=anales ~=aun) in
our context? We think that with this expression the synod meant to say that
the gnoma of each one of the persons of the Trinity is a perfect hypostatized
nature, which means that each person manifests the one divine nature (3
s\ ~ua) perfectly with all its natural properties. For example, if the
divine nature is eternal, the three gnome, being perfect divine nature, are
eternal also. The difference between these three perfect gnome is that one
is the Father, who is not the second — the one called the Son — both of
whom are different from the third, the Holy Spirit. The distinction between
the three perfect gnome is expressed by saying that the one Trinity is of the
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. With this expression the fathers of
the synod explained that the nature (~4.a) is common and that the gnoma
is proper while at the same time perfectly manifesting the common nature.
So we see that the gnoma is in a close relationship with the nature and
at the same time that the gnoma makes the distinction between multiple
instances that belong to the same common nature. In fact, we can see that
with this terminology, the Church of the East tried to express the Cappado-
cian doctrine of the Trinity in her own terms.

The Christological statement:

ohaiomnr (hasua e o1 Kamh Our belief in the economy of Christ, in

hao\ry i v‘ié“" ruiohs | fact, should also be. ip j[he confession of the
two natures of the divinity and of the human-

v gm oped A 1 <hancia ity. And let nobody among us venture to in-
alas o &\ das o’ =\ 1a= troduce a blend or a mixture or a confusion
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RO STENRRRE N (Amn \om.‘ALucu_ AR PN
“homl  Kiu\po ~haom . A
~hoim <l il Khan<o gl
A0\ Tid  avia ~hunw ~aala
o himy | haaua N\ = g
Nl hod\ Moo ihuriakhs
als o i mr (Wo hane
ohan e\ oo Kaluara ey i)
maa oiar hceis hal \Sv.\ ~\a Gt
lysn o\l duioh Loiay

Hpin oo m ~amlys Zoiioia

34 Synodicon orientale, 55.

concerning the differences of these two na-
tures, but [each one] remains and stays [in
its properties]: the divinity in its propert[ies],
and the humanity in its propert[ies]. We join
the exemplars of the natures together in one
lordship and one adoration because of the
perfect and inseparable conjunction of the
divinity with the humanity. And if anyone
thinks or teaches others that passion and
change joined the divinity of our Lord, and
does not keep to the confession of the unity
of the parsopa of our Savior, perfect God and
perfect man, let him be anathema.
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The second part of the first canon contains a Christological statement.
Belief in the Economy of Christ, the Incarnation, consists in the confession
of the two natures (=in ik) — the divinity (~hom\~) and the hu-
manity (<fa=s). These two natures are united perfectly. To express this
dogma, the fathers of this synod spoke of a perfect conjunction (~faasas
~xi ). The meaning of this perfect conjunction is that there is no
separation (~duriakh> ~£\) between the two natures after they are unit-
ed. That does not mean, however, that there is a confusion or a mixture
between the humanity and the divinity because of this perfect conjunction.
We think that the doctrine of the perfect conjunction was the way with
which the fathers of the synod wanted to express the reality of the union,
and not, as some scholars hold, the way with which they wanted to express
the one appearance of the two natures.?®> In our opinion, it is a response to
those who maintained that the union between the natures of Christ was
“according to the will,” which was understood by the fathers of the synod
as not being a real union.?

We must notice, according to our text, that every nature conserves its
properties (aalsas, lit. in what belongs to it). With this, the fathers sought to
protect the divine nature from any idea of introducing a passion into it. It is
a clear anti-Theopaschite character of this Christological statement, as no-
ticed by Brock.?” In the last sentence of the statement its anti-Theopaschite
character is even clearer.

Finally, we can notice that the divinity belongs to the Lord (;m¥om\r\
<J>n). The subject of the divinity and the humanity is, thus, the Lord.
Now, the question is whether we can identify the Lord with the eternal Lo-
gos, the Son of God. For our text, the Lord is Christ as is clear, in fact, right
from the first sentence. Taking into consideration the whole context of this
paragraph we can understand that we are talking about the Economy. So
we have one subject of the union of the two natures, Christ the Lord. This
one subject is called also, in the last sentence, the parsopa (~aa <ia) of
the Savior. This is a very important technical term; it is, as we said above,
the Syriac form of the Greek mpdowmov. This one Savior; this parsopa, is
Christ and Lord. So according to our text, we cannot identify Christ of the
Economy with the Logos. We can say that Christ, this parsopa, is the result
of the union between the two natures.

These two natures are called a perfect God (=aale= ~an\w) and a
perfect Man (=ales wais). It is worth asking if the fathers wanted to
say that the natures are two perfect gnome, taking into consideration what

35 Cf. Macomber, “The Christology of the Synod,” 152-153.
36 Cf. Grillmeier, Gesu il Cristo, Vol. T/II, 880.
37 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 126.
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the first part said about the three perfect gnome of the Trinity. We can be
sure that the synod is referring to the gnoma of the Son as a perfect nature,
even if they do not call it by that term in the Christology. However, do they
mean by “perfect Man” that he is a single person, an individual? That could
be one interpretation. What could help us, in fact, to maintain that this
Christological statement could be interpreted as two-gnome Christology,
i.e. Nestorian doctrine, is the expression “the exemplars of the natures”
(Rainy (o ria). It is the only known synodical text that uses such
an expression. We think that applying this term in Christology the fathers
of the synod tried to underline the very distinction between the natures
and that each one conserved not just the natural properties but also the
individual ones, since the term could be translated as individual represen-
tation. In this case, the two natures manifest their natural and individual
properties through the one parsopa of Christ as one manifestation, without
considering them, however, as separated natures-realities. According to
this interpretation, actually, one could maintain that with the expression
“exemplar” (~anxi2) the fathers of the synod meant gnoma, individual
nature. In any case, we are not sure, since we know that the Church of the
East did not officially use the term gnoma in its Christology, even for the
Logos, before the year 612.3% For that reason, we cannot speak in this case
about a Nestorian doctrine, i.e., two-gnome Christology, but the text by
itself can be understood in that way, namely as Nestorian.

The last issue we will discuss is the use of the term parsopa. As Abramows-
ki noted, this is the first time in the official documents that we posses from
the Church of the East that this term is used to refer to the one subject of
the two united natures.?* Some scholars saw Nestorianism in it.** We think
that there is no Nestorianism at all since, as we noted above, there is no
use of the term gnoma in the Christological statement. What we do have,
though, is a very clear Antiochene influence,*' and especially, as Macomber
noticed, a Theodorian Christological background.*> Antiochene Christol-
ogy uses for the one subject of the Incarnation the term npdcwnov, and this
is the fundamental Antiochene element in the Christology of this synod,
besides the anti-Theopaschite position.** This use of the term npdownov is

38 The same question and answer was given by Macomber, “The Christology of the Syn-
od,” 153.

39 Cf. Abramowski, “Martyrius-Sahdona,” 18.

40 cf. Macomber, “The Christology of the Synod,” 154.

41 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 126.

42 Cf. Macomber, “The Christology of the Synod,” 151-154.

43 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 29-30.
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clear, for example, in the correspondence between Nestorius and Cyril.*
Actually, we see that a very clear influence on the statement of the synod of
486 comes from the Formula of Union (433) between the Antiochians and
the Alexandrians, written by the latter using their Christological terminol-
ogy and thought,* even if this formula does not use the term “conjunction.”
Later on, we will see in the analysis of the Synod of 605 how this technical
term was understood as “union.”

After this analysis, we can really understand the reaction of the Church
of the East to the Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon and the Christologi-
cal discussion taking place in the Byzantine Empire. This reaction can be
understood further by analyzing the other synods, as we will do now.

The Synod of 544

Between the Synod of 486 and that of 544, several historical events took
place that could help us to understand the Christological texts of this peri-
od. First of all, the theological school of Edessa was closed by the emperor
Zeno and transferred to Nisibis. Narsai also moved to Nisibis, where he re-
opened the school with the help of Barsauma, the bishop of the city. Under
new management, so to speak, the school of Nisibis was characterized by
an adherence to Antiochene thought, especially that of Theodore of Mop-
suestia.*® The second event involved another transfer into Persia, this time,
of the works of Nestorius. Here, the Catholicos of the Church of the East,
Aba, played a very significant role. He had the works of Nestorius trans-
lated into Syriac;*” among these was the Bazar of Heracleides which was
probably translated in the year 539/540.% Tt is also important to remember
that Justinian ascended the throne of Constantinople in the year 527. His
reign was full of theological discussions and various religious policies;* as
we will see, this atmosphere in the Byzantine Empire had a certain influ-
ence, though probably an indirect one, on the Church of the East.>

The Synod of 544 did not produce an extant Christological statement.>!
However, we do have a type of Creed of the Fathers of the synod, in which

44 Cf. Scipioni, Nestorio e Il Concilio, 132ss.

45 In that formula we can notice the expressions “perfect God” and “perfect Man,” the dis-
tinction of the natures and the conservation of the properties of each nature which are united
in the one npdownov. See more on this formula in Grillmeier, Gesi il Cristo, Vol. /11, 897ss.

46 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 26-28.

47 Cf. Van Rompay, L., “Aba1,” 1.

48 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 126.

49 See the article by Maraval, “La politica religiosa di Giustiniano.”

50 See the article by Guillaumont, “Justinien et 'Eglise de Perse.”

51 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.
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we can find important Christological material. Moreover, this synod pro-
nounced several anathemas, in which we can find, as we will see, a clear
reflection of the Christological discussions held in Byzantium at the time.

Expressions from the Creed of the synod of 544:
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We believe in one God ... in the singleness of
the nature ...

And in the latter days, he spoke with us by
his Son, whom he appointed as heir of every-
thing, who is Christ our Lord, he who was
born in the flesh from the Holy Virgin Mary
. and he gave to his disciples the mystery
of his body and his blood. And then he fin-
ished his economy with his passion and his
death on the cross. And on the third day he
prevailed over death with the power of his
divinity ...

... and after forty days he ascended to heav-
en while his disciples were looking at him,
those who were told by the Angels: “this Jesus
whom you saw, who ascended to heaven,” to
say that as he ascended in his true body, that
is, in fact, in his perfect humanity...

These things were known exactly by the grace
of the Holy Spirit, which [came] upon the
disciples. They [the disciples] learned from
the Holy Spirit that Christ is not an ordinary
man, nor a God who is naked of the garment
of humanity in which he was manifested, but
Christ is God and Man ...

The part on the Trinity is very simple; the belief is in the one God and

the one nature () of God. There is no mention of the three gnome, and
not even of the names “Father, Son, Holy Spirit.”> But from the beginning
of the Christological part of this Creed, we can notice that this one God,
as a cause of everything, is the Father. In fact we read in the cited text,
precisely in the second sentence, that God spoke with us by his Son (s

52 Synodicon orientale, 541.

53 Idem.

4 Idem, 542

55 Idem.

56 We need to notice that in the rest of the text, in the Christological part, we have a men-
tion of the Trinity as one divinity in three gnome: “... a=»din <d\hs dudura ., idem.
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minn). After that, we have very important information; this Son of God
is Christ our Lord ({i» ~asar» ,modsy), he who also was born in the
flesh (imas A\¥~y <o) from the Virgin. It seems to us that we have an
identification between the Son of God and Christ the Lord, the subject of
the Incarnation.

This one subject gave to his disciples the mystery (=1ir)?” of his body
(miae@) and his blood (ex3). We can say that the body and blood belong
to Christ, but at the same time, having the identification with the Son of
God, we can recognize that the body and blood could be said to be “of the
Son of God.” The same interpretation we can give for the phrase about
the resurrection. The one subject prevailed over death by the power of his
divinity (mhocm\a ;lasas). According to the text, the divinity belongs to
the one subject of the Incarnation, which means to Christ, since the whole
text is talking about the Economy of God (~¥auina=). At the same time
this Christ, according to the identification made at the beginning, is the
Son of God. So the divinity belongs to the gnoma of the Son,® and this is
very logical.

In reference to the ascension, we have another important expression.
The subject of the action is Jesus (aaxs) whom the disciples saw ascend-
ing to heaven. Jesus ascended with his true body (<132 minas), which
means for the Church of the East, as we can notice in the same text cit-
ed ((.n aum), that Jesus ascended with his perfect humanity (<hawards
~¥ul=e~). We need to remember that the Syriac tradition, and specially,
the Church of the East, does not always use the term kyana (<) to talk
about the divine nature and the human nature in Christ; often it simply em-
ploys the terms “divinity” (~fom\«’) and “humanity” (<hax).5? Tak-
ing this into consideration, saying that the true body is perfect humanity
means that the body is a perfect human nature. Can we say that this perfect
human nature is a gnoma? In fact, according to what we noticed in the
synod of 486, it could be a way of interpretation. So, if we take into con-
sideration that the perfect gnoma manifests the common nature, we can
suppose that the real and true body is a gnoma of the common nature of
human beings.®® Thus, when the synod writes that Jesus has a true body,

57 On this term see Brock, “Sant’Efrem,” 94-95.

58 Even if the text above does not mention the gnoma of the Son, we know, as we saw in
the texts of the previous synods, that the Son of God is one gnoma of the Holy Trinity. Also,
the term parsopa, as a technical term for “Christ,” the subject of the Incarnation, would be
used by us even if the texts do not mention it. It was already in use by the fathers of the synod
of 486, who applied it to Christology.

59 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 131.

0 The same understanding/interpretation can also be found in Grillmeier — Hainthaler,
Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/I11, 578.
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it means that he has a perfect human nature; in our opinion and accord-
ing to these interpretations, this means also that the humanity in Christ is
one gnoma. Likewise, calling the subject now with the name Jesus makes
us wonder if they really desired, with this expression, to indicate a single
person, an individual man, and in consequence, gnoma, which could be
understood as a single nature, an individual.

Our image will be clearer when we analyze the last sentence cited above.
It emphasizes the unity of Christ as a single subject of two natures. Christ
is not merely an ordinary man (>ssy ~wain) and at the same time he is
not just a God (< a\~’) who is without the garment of humanity (~x.aa\
~hawis). Does the use of the expression “ordinary man” mean an indi-
vidual man? Someone might think that this expression could be the Syriac
translation of the Greek “Y1Ad¢ dvOpwmog.” This Greek expression was used
to refer to those who believed that Christ had just a human nature.®! It was
attributed to Theodore of Mopsuestia and to Nestorius to accuse them of
being adorers of a human being.%? Leontius of Jerusalem (d. 543), in his
work against the Nestorians (Contra Nestorianos), alleges that the Nesto-
rians, in their works, used the term “YnAé¢ dvOpwmog,” simple man, for the
humanity of Christ to express that this humanity has its own hypostasis.5?
We can suppose that the Syriac expression “~=name ~Zw1in” was used to
express the same idea, that the humanity in Christ was a single and indi-
vidual man.*

We think that this interpretation could be taken into consideration seri-
ously since the second phrase mentions the term “God” (< am\«), and not
“divinity” (hom\re). If “divinity” indicates the divine kyana (nature) so, we
can suppose that the term “God” could be understood as a divine gnoma. So
Christ cannot be just one human gnoma or just one divine gnoma. Christ,
as the Creed affirms, is God and Man (~zsino ~m\). Again the last af-
firmation of the Creed uses the terms “God” and “Man” and not “divinity”
and “humanity.” According to our view, we see a possible Nestorian way of

61 Cf. Cross — Livingston, The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church, 1345.

62 This was, in fact, anathema XII of Constantinople II: “ Ef ti¢ dvtimoigital ©g08wpov tod
aoePodg Tod Moyoveotiag ...w¢ PrAdv dvOpwmov Panticbfjvar ... ,” Denzinger — Hiilnermann,
Enchiridion, 242 (n. 434). See also Fairbairn, Grace and Christology, 180,

63 “ .. Ko mepl TovTov TV otV fudc dmatel, ¢ THY Tpovmdpyovoav Thg dvBpwneiag @icswe
vndotacty £avtod Kal @UoV 6 AGyog THV GoapKoV TPS alvwy, £V DOTEPOLG KALPOLG EXVTEH GApKA
neppadmv adtii tff 1dia rootdoet 00k &vOpdToL YPrAod thv dvBpwreiav ooty évunéotnoev,” PG
86, 1748D. We can also notice that the citations in the Contra Nestorianos probably come from
an existing Nestorian work in Greek, cf. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition,
vol. II/IT, 273-274. See also the comment by Gleed, The Development, 125 (note 431), 132-133.

64 See also the opinion of Patros, “La cristologia della Chiesa d’Oriente,” 36; he thinks that
the synod affirms that the humanity in Christ is an individual man, but without providing any
further explanation.
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interpreting this doctrine even if the Creed does not use the technical and
philosophical terms “kyana,” “gnoma” or “parsopa.” At the same time we
have another problem: on the one hand, the identification between Christ
the parsopa of the Incarnation, or — in other words — the union of God
and Man, and on the other, the Son of God, the gnoma of the Logos. Now,
one can ask if it is about identifying the terms gnoma and parsopa.

Before we try to answer all these very important questions we need to

see and analyze some of the anathemas of this synod:
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And anyone who introduces a quaternity
into the Holy and immutable Trinity is to be
excommunicated.

And anyone who does not confess that the
only-begotten Son of God in the end of time
was manifested in the flesh and [that] he is
Christ our Lord, is to be excommunicated.
And anyone who does not confess the pas-
sion and the death of the humanity of Christ
and the impassibility of his divinity, is to be
excommunicated.

And anyone who concludes a prayer in the
name of the Father and of the Son and of
the Holy Spirit and counts with them some-
thing else, or [who] does not believe that the
name ‘Son’ makes known the divinity and
the humanity of Christ together, or [who]
concludes a prayer with the name of Christ
and does not confess the Trinity, is to be ex-
communicated.

From the first anathema cited, we can understand that the synod can-
not accept the doctrine of quaternity in the Trinity. We need, in fact, to
remember here the Christological discussion in Byzantium after Chalce-
don, starting with the attempt of the emperors to bring about unity, such
as the Henotikon of Zeno.” Also, when trying to explain the doctrine of
Chalcedon, the so-called neo-Chalcedonians affirmed that Christ is one hy-
postasis, so a fourth hypostasis cannot be added to the Trinity, an idea that
is clear in the fifth anathema of the Council of Constantinople II.7! Can we

65 Synodicon orientale, 543.

66 Idem.

7 Idem.

%8 The edition has hauhasha

9 Synodicon orientale, 543.

70 “Mepévnke yap Tprdc 1 Tpidg, kai capkwdévtoc Tod £vog Thg Tpiddog Osod Adyov,” PG 86,
2624BC.

71 Cf. Denzinger — Hiinermann, Enchiridion, 238 (n. 426): “... OUte ydp mpoc8riknv mpocw-
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see the same affirmation in the anathema of this synod of the Church of the
East? Did the Church of the East feel the necessity to deal with this hereti-
cal doctrine?”? This anathema could be understood in this way, namely,
that for the Church of the East, in Christ there are not two gnome: a di-
vine and a human one, so that the Trinity becomes quaternity, if we take
seriously into consideration our doubt about the possible identification of
parsopa and gnoma.

Besides that, we could take into consideration the second anathema cit-
ed above. We have again an identification of the Son of God and Christ. In
fact the text says that the Only-Begotten Son of God (Ra\=r i ~atass)
is Christ our Lord ({3 ~sa¥=). Even if the text above mentions the term
Christ just in the context of the Incarnation (imn= ,l\).m-(), this identifi-
cation is very clear. The one who was manifested in the flesh is the Son of
God, the Lord Christ and not someone else.

This identification does not mean that there is any confusion between
the two natures of Christ. To underline that, the synod mentions another
anathema against the Theopaschite doctrine, which is the third anathema
cited. The passions and the death belong to the human nature of Christ
(saxmy  ;haxa), while his divinity (mhom\) remains impassible.
This position was underlined also by the neo-Chalcedonians. The teaching
that in Christ there is one hypostasis and one person made them underline
that Christ’s sufferings were in his human nature.” Again we see a reaction
of the Church of the East to what was happening in the West. It is clear
that the Church knew about this discussion either directly, since some of
its men were involved in the Christological discussion, such as Narsai’ and
the Catholicos Aba mentioned above,” or indirectly through contact with
people who were coming from the West and bringing with them news of
the Byzantine Empire.

This means that the Church of the East was not silent, as some scholars

1oV, fyouv UNootdoewg nedéato 1) ayla Tpag Kal capkwOEvtog Tod £vog ThG dyiag Tpradog Ogod
Aéyov.”

72 The heresy in this case is the consideration that in Christ there exist two hypostases as
not really united realities: divine and human, so the Trinity becomes quaternity.

73 The goal of the neo-Chalcedonian movement was the adoption of the formula the One
of the Trinity who suffered in the flesh; even if there is a Theopaschite character, the emphasis
that the passions were of the human nature is clear, cf. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in
Christian Tradition, vol. II/II, 318ss. In fact, the third anathema of the fifth Ecumenical Coun-
cil marks this dogma: “... &\’ oy €va kal TOV a0TOV KUpLov UGV 'Incodv Xpiotdv, Tov To0 B0l
ASyov, capkwévta kai EvavBpwnoavta, kai tod avtod t& te Oadpata kal T édn, drep Ekovoiwg
Unépetve oapki ...,” Denzinger — Hiinermann, Enchiridion, 236 (n. 423).

74 Cf, Becker, Fear of God, 71-72.

75 Cf. Bettiolo, “Mar Aba,” 101-103.
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argue;’® rather, it took a clear but indirect stand on the events that were
taking place in the West. This fact is clear also from the last anathema men-
tioned above. In our opinion, it is a response to those who were teaching
two hypostases/gnome in Christ.”” In fact, saying that the prayer should not
be concluded with the name of the holy Trinity and the name of something
else is reminiscent of the accusation of the non-Chalcedonians against the
Nestorians and the Chalcedonians.”

In the end, we can conclude our analysis of this synod by saying that,
even if the Church of the East did not use technical and philosophical ter-
minology to express its doctrine, it does not mean that this doctrine is not
important or cannot be a base for the progress and development of the
Christology of that Church. We can see the stress on the subject of the
Economy, which is Christ. This subject is identified with the eternal Logos
and Son of God. Thus, if we could give an interpretation using the techni-
cal terminology that appeared in the previous synod, we could say that we
are dealing with an identification of the terms parsopa and gnoma.” Also
we can notice that the humanity of Christ, which is perfect and true, is de-
scribed as that of an individual man. So this means that the same doctrine
could be interpreted in a Nestorian way; the Christology of two gnome and
one parsopa. The fact that the Catholicos Aba translated Nestorius into
Syriac means that the Christology of Nestorius was becoming accessible to
the thinkers in the Church of the East, but still needed time to be interpret-
ed.?° In the same period, terms such as gnoma and parsopa continued to
require further explanation to be used correctly. In the end, if we take the
identification of gnoma and parsopa made by our interpretation, we could
arrive at a concept close to the one of hypostatic union, but we still need
more progress in Christological thought, as we will see in the next synods.

The Synod of 554

Under Catholicos Joseph, in the year 554 — just one year after the fifth
Ecumenical Council, Constantinople II — a synod of the bishops of the

76 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 30.

77 About the existence of theologians who were teaching two hypostases in Christ one can
give the example of the anonymous author of the citations in the work of Leontius of Jeru-
salem Contra Nestorianos; for more details see Abramowski, “Ein nestorianischer Traktat.”

78 It was, for example, one of the favorite accusations against Nestorians by Philoxenos of
Mabbug, cf. de Halleux, Philoxéne de Mabbog, 361.

79 We can notice that Christ (parsopa) is one, he is identified with the Son of God (gnoma),
and the Trinity does not become quaternity, so we can hypothesize that the parsopa and
gnoma are identified.

80 Cf. Bettiolo, “Mar Aba,” 108.
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Church of the East was held. In our opinion, this synod, even though, as
Brock noticed,?! it does not use technical or philosophical terminology to
describe its Christological faith, is in one way a reaction to the anathemas
of the Council of Constantinople II. It is also a very clear reaction to the
religious policy of the emperor Justinian.®? To understand the statement of
faith which this synod offers, we need to remember the main points of the
anathemas of Constantinople II against the Nestorians.?? The fundamen-
tal point is the condemnation of the “three chapters,” Theodore of Mop-
suestia, Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa.?* The fourth anathema is
against the unreal (false) union: such union is considered to be “according
to honor” or “according to relation,” etc. The same anathema is against the
doctrine of two persons in Christ, which is a classical accusation against
Nestorius and subsequently against all Nestorians. The fifth anathema, as
we said above, affirms that there is no addition in the Trinity, which re-
mains Trinity: three hypostases/persons. Keeping in mind the content of
the anathemas against the Nestorians and against the doctrines attributed
to them, we will now look at the profession of faith of the synod of 554:
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thodox) confession of two natures in Christ,
which are his divinity and his humanity. And
we conserve the properties of the natures,
from the midst of which (i.e., the midst of
these properties) we remove any disorder,
confusion, change and alteration. We conserve
also the number of the gnome of the Trinity as
threefold. We confess the one true and inef-
fable union in the one and true Son of the one
God, the Father of truth. If anyone thinks or
speaks of two christs or two sons, or because
of some reason or device he arouses quater-
nity, such a person we had excommunicated
and we do excommunicate...

Reading this statement, or this profession of faith, we can notice some

similarity with the definition by Chalcedon.®® However, we do not observe
the use of technical terms for the one subject of the Incarnation, either
gnoma or parsopa. We just have the use of the terms nature (~u.s) and
property (=¥als3) for the Christological part and gnoma in the Trinitarian

81 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.
82 Cf. Guillaumont, “Justinien et I'Eglise de Perse,” 54ss.
83 For more see Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. IUIL, 443-461.

84 See also Syriac dialogue, vol. T, 123-125.
85 Synodicon orientale, 97-98.

86 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.
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section. So is there really a connection with the Chalcedonian definition, or
do have we a traditional statement and profession of faith? To answer this
question, we need to analyze this profession further.

First of all, the synod claims to hold the traditional doctrine on Christ.
This doctrine teaches that in Christ there are two natures (kyane): his divin-
ity and his humanity. We can say that the subject of the doctrine is the Lord
Christ, the result of the Incarnation. Can we call him parsopa, as the synod
of 486 did? We think it is possible to do so because Christ is the subject of
the Economy of God, or in other words, the subject — the result — of the
Incarnation, as we saw above.

In addition, this doctrine, according to the profession of the synod of
554, has consequences. The first is the conservation of the properties of
each nature. Teaching, in fact, that the two natures conserve their proper-
ties means that there are no grounds for thinking that mutations and con-
fusions could happen between these two natures: the divinity and the hu-
manity of Christ. The second consequence is very important as well. With
this doctrine, the three gnome (hypostases) of the Trinity remain three.
Does this mean that they refute the accusation of the addition of another
gnoma to the Trinity? It seems to be so, and it means that, probably, Christ
is one gnoma and not two. This affirmation will be supported by the anath-
ema at the end of the profession, which we will analyze afterwards. Now,
let us see the relationship between the Trinity and the union in Christ.

Saying that in Christ there are two natures united means that it is a real
union. For this reason, the synod affirms that this union is real and inef-
fable, indescribable (<¥hullsdisn Mo <hiviz haeis ~soa). As a
consequence of this union in Christ, the Father has just one Son. Again, we
can see a kind of identification of Christ with the Son of God, the gnoma
of the Logos. This affirmation reminds us of the doctrine of the council of
Constantinople II, especially the fourth anathema, which emphasized the
reality of the union in Christ, as we said above. The synod, it seems to us,
is trying to affirm the same thing here — that the union (<¥ouas) is real
and true. Moreover, we need to notice that the fathers of the synod used
the term “union” and not “conjunction” (<faasay). We will return in the
conclusions to discuss this use of terms.

The profession of faith finishes with one anathema against those who
teach two christs and two sons, because this doctrine means that the three
gnome (hypostases) of God become four, the Trinity becomes quaternity.
Now it is clear that speaking of just one Christ and one Son means one
gnoma. And if Christ is the parsopa of the union, then we have, probably,
an identification of the terms parsopa and gnoma, even without the use of
these terms.
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Can we say now that there is a Chalcedonian or neo-Chalcedonian influ-
ence on the profession of this synod? Such a relationship is possible, but
only indirectly. We need to take into consideration the fact that the pres-
ence of the Nestorians (those who teach two hypostases/gnome in Christ)%?
and the moderate Monophysites (the Severians) who were finding refuge
in the Sassanid Empire, as a result of the religious policy of Justinian, is an
important element in the historical context of this synod.® These newcom-
ers could be an indirect source of the Christological development made in
the West for the Christians of the Church of the East. In our opinion, the
profession is written in an Antiochene language, probably under the influ-
ence of Theodorian Christology. Even if we can notice the emphasis on the
non-confusion and non-division of the two natures in Christ, we cannot
say, as some scholars have maintained, that this synod recalls the four
adverbs of Chalcedon;® it is a clear anti-Theopaschite formulation rooted
in an Antiochene Christology®® which was also adopted by the Church of
the East.”!

So, as a conclusion, we can say that this synod was held to deal with the
presence of the newcomers from Byzantium. The profession of faith adopt-
ed by this synod is against real Nestorianism, but at the same time it is also
against real Monophysitism (Eutychianism). It is clear that the language
of the synod is traditional and Antiochene, but this does not mean that we
cannot make a possible interpretation of it, trying to understand the rea-
sons that pushed the Church of the East to hold this synod and to compose
this profession of faith.*? In other words, the presence of the Monophysites
in the land of the Persian Empire and their accusation against the Church
of the East — that the acceptance of the doctrine of two natures entails

87 As an example we can give Habib the Nestorian against whom Philoxenus of Mabbug
wrote two works, see on this de Halleux, “Le Mamlela de ‘Habib’ contre Aksenaya”; Grillmeier
— Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/III, 545-620. These Nestorians did not teach
two christs or two sons in Christ as two subjects (real-Nestorianism), but they sustained that
in Christ the two really united natures were hypostatized (singular and determinate natures),
which is, according to us, the base of the doctrine of the synod of 612 in which the Church of
the East adopted the two-gnome Christology under the influence of Babai the Great.

88 Cf. Abtina, Taril al-Kanisah,129-132.

89 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 34.

90 Cf. Grillmeier, Gesu il Cristo, Vol. VI, 790ss.

91 Cf. Becker, Fear of God,117ss.

92 We do not believe that the reason for this synod was to deal with the problem of the
Catholicos elected by the Persian authority, cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 34.
Reading the canons of this synod (especially canon XIV), we can notice that there was a fear
from the newcomers and strangers from Byzantium and the new situation in the Persian em-
pire, cf. Synodicon orientale, 103-104.
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an adoption of the real Nestorianism®* — caused this Church to hold this
synod and to deal with this accusation. The doctrine is expressed with tra-
ditional language: two natures in one Christ, but against the two extreme
doctrines: real Monophysitism (one nature) and real Nestorianism (two
christ-subjects). The fifth Ecumenical Council, Constantinople II, had to
deal with the same problem, and we believe it is the reason behind the
indirect similarity between the anathemas of the fifth Ecumenical Council
and the profession of this synod, and thus an indirect relationship with the
theology of Chalcedon and the neo-Chalcedonians.

The Synod of 576

In the year 576 and under Catholicos Ezekiel, a new synod in the Church
of the East was held. As Brock has noticed, we have no formal profession
of faith, unlike with other synods, but we have a type of Creed included in
the canons of the synod, in which we have some important Christological
expressions that we can analyze, even if these expressions do not make
use of the philosophical terms gnoma or parsopa.®* Before we look at these
Christological expressions, it is also important to realize that in the period
of this synod, we have the organization of monasticism in the Church of the
East made by Abraham of Kashkar.” It is very important to mention that
Abraham of Kashkar required his monks to read the translated works of
Nestorius® because this fact sheds light on how the current of two-gnome
Christology started to grow and gain support; moreover, Babai the Great
was a monk in the Monastery of Abraham of Kashkar, and this explains his
two-gnome doctrine.®” Also, the presence of moderate Monophysites in this
period is more noticed in the Persian Empire. These two events could help
us to understand the reason the Church held this synod. One event was
actually a reaction to the other. The Church of the East felt the necessity to

93 If we take, for example, the work of John of Tella “Profession of Faith,” we can find a
clear accusation of real Nestorianism against the members of the Church of the East who were
teaching two natures and one parsopa in Christ, cf. Menze — Aklam, John of Tella’s Profession
of Faith, 87.89: “wih a1 ~hin oid\ ofas wmimn i dus e Jesny G i A
) aniden @l oriasy <ad”; the same accusation was made by Philoxenus against
Habib who affirmed two-gnome in Christ. As we said above, we are preparing an article about
this topic that should be published soon. In fact, this shows the existence of the two Chris-
tological currents within the Church of the East that were, however, accused of being real
Nestorianism by their opponents, a heresy that never existed.

94 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.

95 For the reform of monasticism by Abraham of Kashkar see Chiala, Abramo di Kashkar.

96 Cf. Bettiolo, “Mar Aba,” 108.

97 Cf. Chiala, Abramo di Kashkar, 119ss, for his monastic orders and the importance of
reading Nestorius, see idem, 122.
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protect herself from the presence of the Syrian Monophysites coming from
Byzantium. That was one reason for the monastic re-organization of this
Church. We need to mention, in addition, that the war between Byzantium
and the Persian Empire restarted in this period.®

The Christological expressions of this synod are as follows:

cuoical oo oo Shahhiy <m He humbled himself voluntarily for the salva-

« tion of our nature, which had grown old and
isams o0 <am adhaa JEPEN | ’ '
: worn out through the acts of our sin. He took
b

almen o ol amae & (for himself), inseparably, a perfect Temple
duariahs <\ ohon\s iass) for the inhabitation (dwelling) of his divinity,
év:}m{ o hraio hlods mim < from Mary the Holy Virgin. And the incarnate
oy it oliwos ous o Christ (who is in the flesh) was conceived and

n T’Q CIOMNHE Ly 3 1 born.from her by the power of the Subli@e; he
99 - . (Christ) is known and confessed [to be] in two
i v oine Kol

natures: God and Man, one Son.

In this citation, we can observe the traditional language consistently
used by the Church of the East. The use of the term “Temple” (=\a.m)
to describe the humanity of Christ is one example. Also, the inhabitation
(~s3a=s) of the divinity in the humanity, in the Temple, is another exam-
ple of this traditional language. This is not the only important observation,
however.

First of all, the subject of this passage is the Son of God, Christ the Lord
(> ~asarn mioo C N M30a),19 who humbled himself voluntary for
the salvation of human nature. This subject took human nature, a Temple,
from the Virgin Mary and made it a Temple for the inhabitation of his di-
vinity. So, we can say that the Temple, the human nature, belongs to this
subject “Son of God,” to whom the divinity, as a nature, also belongs. This
is a very important point because we have an identification between the
Son of the Father and the subject of the Incarnation. In other words, we
have an identification of the terms gnoma and parsopa, even if we have no
mention of them. In fact, there is another expression that helps us to make
this interpretation and hypothesis: the “incarnate Christ” (1mn=3 ~sawsn —
literally, “Christ who is in the flesh”), as the subject of the Incarnation. This
means that Christ is identified with the Son, as was mentioned above, and
after the Incarnation he could be called “the incarnate Christ.”

To refer to the humanity of Christ just with the term Temple was
not enough, though. This Temple is described as a perfect one (=la.am
~\>av~). We should remember here what we already noticed about the

98 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 34.
99 Synodicon orientale, 113.
100 7dem.
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gnoma as a perfect nature. So, if the humanity of Christ is perfect, does that
mean that it is a gnoma?

The last sentence of the citation could help us further. The expression
we have is very similar to the Chalcedonian definition.!o! It states that the
“incarnate Christ” must be known “in two natures” (=aia T.'-'\A\::): God
(R;\) and Man (~=in), but at the same time that he is one Son (as
~i2). This expression, which does not use any technical term for the in-
carnate Christ, could be interpreted in two ways. The first interpretation
is as follows: We have two natures that are perfect. This means that there
are two gnome, and for that reason, the two natures are called “God” (i.e.,
one divine hypostasis) and “Man” (i.e., an individual human being) and
not “divinity” and “humanity.” These two natures/qnome are united in the
one parsopa, the one Son. The second interpretation takes into consider-
ation the identification between gnoma and parsopa and says that the two
natures are united in the gnoma-parsopa of the Son. This means that the
human nature, even if it is perfect, does not possess its own gnoma and for
that reason we have not four gnome in the Trinity after the Incarnation,
but only three.

Certainly, these are two ways of interpretation. However, the ambigu-
ity shows that the traditional way to express the faith in the Church of the
East could be a basis of development for two different currents of Christol-
ogy which have the same goal: describing the distinction between the two
natures of Christ and the unity of the subject of the Incarnation, the one
Christ and Son. The next anathema that comes from the same synod could
help to explain this opinion of ours further.

Thus, this [is the] true belief, in three gnome,

~“hibir Chasue Lo <o
~uoila Kiona oy il sdinon
~ibiza ~aanry fua e ~eaaod
\ocnl;l iva loma isam Noeh
wuoima > duol el Kisaa
A OTninm rdvcu.mimn aiva (om0
QABNEZA  @eIna eanid Goa
@suarde @i duol iae \omla
R r{mlv'icm ~air as ain\aaa
s¥umna o A AN la QM
~wail Qrivima ion R AT
Masars lalas  Linvao eiaon
102 hvain hasdulh

of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit, one glorified and true nature. [This be-
lief] alienates, rejects and refutes all the con-
tentious companies of the followers of Mani,
Marcian, Bardaisan and the rest of their fellow
heretics. And in [this belief] are taken away,
expelled and demolished all the sects of the
followers of Arius, Eunomius and Apollinarius
with the rest of the heretics, their adherents,
[who] blaspheme the Father and make the di-
vinity of the Son to suffer and move away the
Holy Spirit, and [in this way] they [introduce]
confusion into the equality of the Holy Trinity.

101 ¢f, Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127. We can notice the expression of Chal-
cedon “év 800 @ioeotv ... yvwpilduevov,” adopted by this synod.

102 Synodicon orientale, 114.
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The anathema begins with an affirmation of the correct and true belief,
which consists in the three gnome of the divine nature: the Father, the Son
and the Holy Spirit. We can read this affirmation as a polemical answer to
the accusation of the addition of a fourth gnoma in the Trinity, similar to
the anathema made by the previous synod.

The second part of this anathema is against those who cause the divinity
of the Son to suffer (i.e., who believe that the divinity of the Son suffered).
It is a clear polemic against the Syrian Monophysites whose presence in the
Sassanid Empire was growing more noticeable. Despite this, the anathema
does not mention the names of any of the great moderate Monophysites,
such as Severus of Antioch; even the name of Eutyches, the real Monophy-
site, is not mentioned, as the synod of 585 will do.

This second part of the anathema is very important. Again, we have the
affirmation that the divinity belongs to the Son. This means that the synod
would choose the second way of interpretation we gave above. The Son as a
gnoma — and we can be sure of this because in the beginning of the anath-
ema it was mentioned as a gnoma — remains after the Incarnation one
Son. For that reason, there is no addition of a fourth gnoma in the Trinity.
This one Son, after the Incarnation, is called, “incarnate Christ,” which is
the parsopa of the union. This leads us to see again an intention to identify
the gnoma with parsopa, even without the use of this terminology. Such an
interpretation could lead us to suppose that the human nature in Christ,
even being perfect (~\>ae=), cannot be a gnoma; at the same time, his hu-
man nature, being perfect, is considered as a Man (~=1io), an individual,
but nevertheless an individual who seems to lack his own gnoma.

As a conclusion, we can notice that with this synod, the Church of the
East sought to answer the accusations made by the Syrian Monophysites
against its traditional Christology. With regard to definitions and expres-
sions, the Church remains traditional, but on the level of thought, we have
a notable progress and development. The distinction between the two na-
tures is necessary to protect the divinity of Christ from any introduction
of passion. For that reason, the same synod remarks that Christ, the one
Son, was crucified in his human nature.'*® These two natures are united in
the one Christ and Son. This belief protects the Trinity from any addition
of a fourth gnoma. We can see that the Church of the East had to respond
to some questions and accusations. To do so, however, it did not choose to
use technical terminology for describing her Christological doctrine. The
use of the traditional expressions led different theologians of this Church
to choose different ways of interpretation, as we pointed out above, and as

103 Cf. idem, 113: “halx mhcusiah=s L\ (1 mohoas Maiahr ohana rt\lvmrﬁo
o hama rss.”
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we will see clearly in the next pages, taking into consideration the move-
ment of the two-gnome Christology, which was already starting to be nota-
bly present in the Great Monastery of Abraham of Kashkar’s community,
and the opposite movement of Henana, the gnoma-parsopa current, about
which we are going to speak in the next synod.

The Synod of 585

The importance of this synod is to be found in its historical context.
We have the beginning of the doctrinal movement of Henana of Adiabene
at the school of Nisibis and his provocative Christology and hermeneuti-
cal doctrine. In fact, in his hermeneutical lessons at the school of Nisibis,
of which he was the director in 571, Henana preferred the works of John
Chrysostom to those of Theodore of Mopsuestia.'® On the other hand, this
theologian was, according to his enemies,'% a supporter of Origen and of
the Chalcedonian Christology.'% These choices of Henana were so provoca-
tive that some of his students, two future Catholicoi of the Church of the
East, Isho’yahb II and Isho’yahb III, left the school of Nisibis with other
students and teachers. In addition, since Henana’s movement had a big
influence on the monasticism of the area,!®” the community of Abraham of
Kashakar started to argue against him and his followers.!®

In Byzantium, we have the attempts of the emperor Maurice to bring
about union with the Church of the East. In fact, Catholicos Isho’yahb I,
under whom this synod was held, went to Constantinople as a head of a
delegation 586/587. We can certainly see behind this event a political will
to confirm the peace after the long period of war between the Persian and
the Byzantine Empires.!? Isho’yahb I also wrote a profession of faith that,
according to some historical sources, was accepted as orthodox by the Pa-
triarchs of Constantinople and Antioch (the Chalcedonian one).!'° Before
we see this interesting profession of faith, we need to see and analyze first
another profession, the one of the synod of 585 and its Christological state-
ment.

104 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 36.

105 Unfortunately the works of Henana were destroyed because of the over against him,
cf. Childers, J. W., “Henana,” 194; for that reason, what we know about his Christology and
his exegesis comes solely from citations in the works of his opponents, cf. Abramowski, “Mar-
tyrius-Sahdona,” 19.

106 Cf. Childers, “Henana,” 194.

107" Cf. Becker, Fear of God, 90.

108 Cf, Chiala, Abramo di Kashkar, 57.

109 cf, Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 36.

10 cf, Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.
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The profession of faith of 585 could be considered as a comment on the
Creed of Nicea. We will not make an analysis of the whole Christological
part; we will just mark those expressions that could show us a progress in
the thought and in the way of expressing the faith in Christ by the Church
of the East.

First of all, we need to consider that the Church of the East could not
remain silent, seeing the notable presence of the Syrian Monophysites in
the Persian Empire. For that reason, we have a condemnation against Eu-
tyches and his followers and their doctrine.''" The fathers of the synod
say that they cannot agree that the humanity of Christ disappeared in his
divinity, because the consequence of this doctrine is to introduce the pas-
sions and suffering into the divinity. Therefore, they mark the distinction
between the two united natures in Christ:

am Ml rdaarsn i e The name ‘Christ’, in fact is an exposition of

; " < o : Moag\re: his divinity, which [comes] from the Father,
AV maamrsa Ny llczn @ r; and [of] his humanity, which [comes] from

the mother...

,matia Motws luy hasals ivoa L o and after, the doctrine [of the fathers] re-
' o\ s ' . ) . garding the unification of the two natures

3‘ mha o ':n ? of Christ, that is, of his immutable and im-
1 ohania (Kium o faluhes mortal divinity and of his humanity that is

113@& ~\a n’:.\llvk\:n not abused or forgotten

We can notice that the name “Christ” in this passage is given to the two
natures, which means that it is a technical term in the context of the Econ-
omy of God, the Incarnation. Actually, we have no identification of the title
“Christ” with the gnoma of the Son, even in other passages of this profes-
sion of faith. We need to note also that in the first phrase cited above, we
have a new way of talking about the double consubstantiality of Christ. His
divinity comes from the Father and his humanity comes from his mother.
The two natures are called in the traditional way: divinity and humanity;
there is no technical term that could help us to interpret the type of these
natures — as perfect natures (gnome) or not. However, from the very fact
that the divinity of Christ comes from the Father, we can be sure that this
divinity is the gnoma of the Son. The problem is that we cannot know what

11 Cf. Synodicon orientale, 134: “=inx omhamd\ &\ elo "o huoa eine @
Wanl Khanums eian aa t""‘Bv“ t.ixv:_ mk\c\.‘;lv 300 rﬁ.ﬁvox @ ~anla
daarmy mhanl fuls o o’ The condemnation of Eutyches in this case is an
affirmation of our opinion that the Syrian Monophysites, who were moderate in their Chris-
tological doctrine, were accused to be the followers of the true Monophysite, Eutyches.

12 1dem, 134.

U3 1dem, 135.
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the type of the human nature in Christ is; is it a single man or a general
nature? To answer this question, we need to look at another citation.

Before that, however, we would like to point out the way in which the
second phrase marks the unity and the distinction of the two natures and
the importance of this phrase. First of all, we have a new term with which
to describe the unity of the natures, the word “unification” (< oiws=). In
our opinion, the fathers of this synod chose this term to mark the reality
of the union. That is, if the two natures are truly united it does not mean
that the humanity could be abused (=) =) or forgotten (ras)\ }=n) or
that the divinity could change (~alssde=) or die (~¥u=). The importance
of this phrase is its simplicity in expressing the conservation of the proper-
ties of each nature without the use of the term “property.” Moreover, this
last affirmation was clearly written against, or as an answer to the Syrian
Monophysites. As we have said, the goal of making this distinction between
the natures of Christ is to make sure that no one could think that the divine
nature of Christ suffered; the same is clear also in the next expression of
the creed of this synod:

Ao go =\ ;hon\l s el L that as the nature of his divinity did not
’ 14y suffer and did not die ...

Even if simplicity is a very notable element in this profession of faith, at
the end of the commentary, where we have a very important and interest-
ing Christological statement that is considered by the fathers of the synod
as a summary of all the commentary on the Creed, we can find the use of a
very important technical term about the Economy: We have the reappear-
ance of the term parsopa (~aa 1), after a long absence since the synod
of 486:

i asma  Jas Ay Khasm o Kam
sy har  haaay haal  uias
maa cia Vadhe PN A TN on
ohanio ohon\s [ina Ky
ciada ohan\ds  Laasm L REYAN
clam] L S:u:c&o .mhans
Jaoca\a ohom\s (-'\2;'30 mharida
ooy eiama mhonlds eiada [k
R sl o\ @ o’ Muusr om

116 asa

This is the belief without corruption, and
this is its sense, put briefly, following the
sequence of its phrases, with which the
parsopa of Christ and the natures of his
divinity and his humanity are fully pro-
claimed, against those who confess his di-
vinity and deny his humanity, and against
those who confess his humanity and deny
his divinity, and against those who deny his
divinity and confess that he is an ordinary
man or who liken him to one of the just.

This statement is formulated as a polemic against all those who do not
confess the two natures of Christ. This polemic is directed, firstly, against

14 Jdem.
15 1dem, 136.
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Eutyches and his followers, the Monophysites who believe only in the one
divine nature and refuse to confess the humanity of Christ. The second
group against whom the polemic is directed are those who confess the hu-
man nature while ignoring the divine, those who consider Christ just as a
simple or ordinary man (=>as® ~=is) or a man who is similar to the
righteous and the just (~Zasm). It seems to us that, in this case, the Church
of the East is again condemning the two heresies, real Monophysitism and
real Nestorianism. It is clear, too, that the Syrian Monophysites at that time
were accusing the Nestorians (the members of the Church of the East) of
considering Christ to be just a simple man (>se ~v1in), as we can see
in the profession of faith of John, the Monophysite bishop of Tella (d. 538)
who used this expression and attributed it to Nestorians.''® Through this
synod again the Church of the East rejected the accusation, made by the
Syrian Monophysites, against it, that taught two subjects in Christ and, as
a consequence, adored the humanity of Christ separately from his divinity,
accusing them of being the followers of Eutyches, i.e., real Monophysites.!'”

We have already encountered the expression “simple man” (~=esis
~>aue) above, and we attempted earlier to explain its sense as a single
man or an individual, trying to use the technical term gnoma also in an-
thropology, with gnoma meaning a concrete and single human nature. We
think that we can see the same phenomenon here also. Saying that Christ
cannot be just a simple and ordinary man, the fathers of the synod meant
a single or an individual man. In fact the continuation of the phrase uses
the word “or” to condemn others who were teaching that Christ was merely
like the righteous ones, which could be a good interpretation of the concept
“Y1Adg avBpwrog,” as one single and individual man. In fact, the refutation
of the belief that Christ cannot be just a simple man is because of the fact
that humanity was united with the divinity. We are sure that the divinity of
Christ is the gnoma of the Son; so, if the humanity cannot be a gnoma, then
we can reach the same result as we did with the last synod. The humanity
in Christ has no gnoma of its own because it is united with the gnoma of the
Son, and the two natures form the one Christ. This possible interpretation
can help us understand the first phrase in which we have the technical term
for the Economy, parsopa (~aa <ia).

The belief, according to the synod, should be in the one parsopa of Christ

116 Cf. Menze — Aklam, John of Tella’s Profession of Faith, 89: “sas am\ EE N SR N
o &u:m;mlr{o_v_u\.n.\.:r(hc\:;.\lv: T\mmwdm&ur{uﬁﬂok\:@
Kounr o 9 ved coml murs 1 ol ve Chanew @l siex - aihs
o\ <om <\a Qe (\:A_S. QP W e’ ouur daior o AN el rlads
S Al el we piosn”

17 Similar accusations could be found in works of theologians of the school of Nisibis,
cf. Becker, Fear of God, 91.
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and in the two natures, his divinity and his humanity. The natures belong
to Christ and the parsopa belongs to Christ too. What does that mean, and
how can we approach these terms? In our opinion, Christ is the subject of
the Incarnation and the Economy of God. He is the one manifestation of
the two united natures. In other words, these united natures are manifested
by the parsopa of Christ.

A gnoma is the manifestation of a perfect nature, and this term was
used by the Church of the East only in its Trinitarian theology. In Christol-
ogy they used the term parsopa to say the same thing: the manifestation of
the nature, but this time the parsopa manifests two natures and not one.
The function of parsopa could be the same as gnoma, so we can identify
them but with the caveat that each term has its field, gnoma for Trinitar-
ian doctrine and parsopa for Christology (the Economy). In fact, the same
synod could help us to understand the identification we have made. In the
next anathema, which is against the Syrian Monophysites who introduce,
according to the synod, passions into the divine nature, we can read the
following:

Ao \C\mk\oﬂ R " ﬂ_&vqm That is, the heretics, in their stubbornness,
mharurdia phao\es , a have dared [to attribute] to the nature and to

- . the gnoma of the divinity and of the essence
<l Al Qi il of the Logos the properties and the passions

@D aarml mHand ual B0 of the human nature of Christ — those things
foma r(k\'u:z\\ <A .ﬁv:z\ NGRS that, sometimes, because of the perfect union

oxonle Mol aarsy ohamee\ that the humanity of Christ had with his di-

o Yuriom ol Lo coM o vinity, are allocated to God by Economy, but
:‘“8 not by nature.
Nordian

It is clear that we have a kind of use of the term gnoma in the field of
Christology, precisely in the divine nature of the Logos in Christ (~as
<M=y ohaduia ohan\wa =aiana). This confirms, in fact, our in-
terpretation that we make in this analysis, namely, being sure that in Chris-
tology the divine nature of Christ, i.e. the Logos, is considered as a gnoma,
even if is not always called so. The Church of the East could accept the
identification between the gnoma of the Logos and Christ, the union of the
two natures, only on the condition that this identification be made accord-
ing to Economy and not according to nature. Similarly, they could even
accept the communicatio idiomatum, but only on the same condition. This
means that because of the perfect union (=i ~¥acsas) between the
two natures, the properties that belong to the human nature could be at-
tributed to the divine nature of Christ, which is the gnoma of the Logos. All
this could happen without any problem if we acknowledge that it regards

118 Synodicon orientale, 136.
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the Economy of God, which means the Incarnation of the Logos. Saying
additionally “not by nature” the fathers of the synod sought to re-emphasize
that the parsopa, which is the manifestation of the two natures of Christ,
could not be identified with the gnoma of the Logos by nature, because this
gnoma is of the divine nature and not of the two natures, or else the result
of the union would be one nature and not two distinct natures.

If we make such an interpretation, we need to explain another problem.
Can we suppose that the humanity has no gnoma of its own, but is not the
divinity the gnoma of the Son? In our opinion, if we take into consideration
what we have noticed in the last synod, we can make another hypothesis.
The gnoma of the Son was united with a human nature without gnoma;
the union took place in the one gnoma of the Son, which henceforth was
a gnoma of two natures; and for that reason it is called parsopa. This can
really help us to understand how some thinkers of the Church of the East
could make an exchange between these two terms. They were not just in-
fluenced by the Chalcedonian and neo-Chalcedonian currents; rather, the
official documents of their Church form the basis that led them to make
use of such terminology and to engage in this progression in thought. In
fact, Henana, whom we mentioned above, was one of these thinkers who
identified the eternal Son and Christ, using a type of identification between
the terms parsopa and gnoma to describe the result of the union,!'? which
we can also see being done by the last synod. He even adopted the con-
cept of the composition (60v0e01¢),!20 which we could see in the function of
the metaphysical term of parsopa according to our interpretation, namely,
parsopa could have the same metaphysical function of the “cOvOetoc vnd-
otaolg’: parsopa could be understood, in fact, as the gnoma of the Logos
with the human nature.

We can find an identification between gnoma and parsopa, also, in the
profession of the Catholicos Isho’yahb Iwhich he made in front of the Byz-
antine Emperor Maurice and which was accepted as orthodox, as we said
above. In this profession, we cannot find any technical term in the Chris-
tological part. In our opinion, we have a traditional language with a clear
progress in thought. It is not, as some scholars might think, a profession
under the influence of Chalcedonians or neo-Chalcedonians;'?! rather, in
our opinion, it is a profession of the faith of the Church of the East that
reflects the theological current and thought within it during that period.

The Catholicos identifies Christ, the subject of the Economy, with the

19 ¢f. Abramowski, “Die Christologie ,” 315ss, see also, Abramowski, “Babai der Grosse,”
233ss, see also Becker, Fear of God, 199-200; Reinink, “The Cause,” 526-527.

120 cf, Abramowski, “Martyrius-Sahdona,” 25.

121 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.
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Son of God, so the gnoma of the Son, under this identification, could be
called Christ. These are some expressions that could demonstrate what we

are talking about:

ol K\ mis Kwars saw
o Nima o imas ~hl>
Ao Knis Foama mry hwa
= ~alsara Qx> AT\
R wl d;m  ~arsn sar. Kol
‘phom\ds als \oml; o0 o
~xoks  xim IC R CEEY e
am 1m oam D oo emLxAn
~iws s o 1n oo o\ &\

Jesus Christ, the Son of God, God the Logos,
Light from Light, according to the divine Econ-
omy, descended and was incarnate and be-
came man, [even if he is] above any alteration
or change. Our Lord [and] God Jesus Christ,
who was born from the Father before all ages
in his divinity, was born in the flesh from the
ever-Virgin Mary in the latter times — one and
the same but not in the same way. The Logos
became flesh in an indivisible union and dwelt
among us.

o <A1 Chaiss Ram
12 5 <o

aar \a duean am 7:;3 ~<arsn
> CINC R ARSI A LR I EE ALY
phan\y hasuwsn s ,;madua
lihs dhands o iasaes e
123 Lynel\

o) lne iKuumo el Kuaars
ohordt xiem o mamae
o lashs o Chum <\
o\ > ~\ ohano i hes

124J<ullvk\:m ~\a ré.vlvé\:m ~\a

It is clear from these citations that Jesus Christ is the Son of God, the
Logos who became incarnate, who descended from heaven without any
change in his divinity and became a man. If we take this identification and
apply it to the profession of the synod we could arrive at the same conclu-
sion. The gnoma of the Son belongs to Christ as Only-Begotten, and the
parsopa belongs to Christ as united (incarnate), so it is clear that the gnoma
and the parsopa could give the same metaphysical meaning. The human
nature, as a consequence, could not have its own gnoma, and because of
that, there is no addition of a fourth gnoma in the Trinity.'?> We could say
that the human nature of Christ exists in the gnoma and the parsopa of
Christ, which is the divine gnoma of the Son. Can we say that, with these
non-philosophical expressions and explanation, especially if we look again

Christ, who, being unembodied, descended
from heaven without any change in his divinity,
was, in the limitlessness of his divinity, also in
heaven. He ascended to heaven in his humanity.

Christ is the Only-Begotten and united: he is
Only-Begotten [in relation] to the Father, and
he is united and unseparated [so that] his di-
vinity does not die or get destroyed or changed,
and his humanity is not stolen away or hidden
or consumed ...

122 Synodicon orientale, 194-195.

123 1dem, 195.

124 Idem.

125 Cf. idem, 491: “@ssidn <A1 =din Mk aashon A1 ua

08/02/2017 12:29:00



384 BISHARA EBEID

at the third citation above, the Catholicos affirms a hypostatic union? Or a
union according to composition?'?¢ Probably yes, but we cannot talk about
a hypostatic union using the term gnoma because we have the condition
that this identification can be made “only by Economy.” So we can say that
the term parsopa could really mean a union according to composition.

In such a profession, with which the Catholicos sought to pave the way
towards an agreement between the two Churches, i.e., the Chalcedonian
and the Church of the East, we do not have the use of any technical terms
for the Economy; however, even if this lack of technical terminology seems
to be a political attempt on the part of the Catholicos, this way to express
Christology is traditional for the Church of the East, as we have seen above.
In conclusion we can say that the Catholicos’s statement confirms the ex-
istence of a Christological current in the Church of the East that identifies
the term gnoma with parsopa. In fact, the official documents allow us to
make this affirmation, even if they do not always use these technical terms;
their metaphysical content is clear. For that reason, we can be sure that
this synod was a victory for the Christological current of Henana and not a
condemnation of it, as some scholars maintain.!?’ In fact, the synod takes a
negative attitude towards those who do not accept the works and the doc-
trine of Theodore of Mopsuestia,'?® but that does not mean that the Christo-
logical position of Henana was condemned. For that reason, we think, the
fathers of the synod did not mention his name,'?® not only because he was
supported by the Metropolitan of Nisibis Simon and other bishops,'* but
also because of the fact that his Christology was in the same current as that
of the Catholicos Isho’yahb I and of the fathers of the synod.

The Synod of 598

A new synod was held in the year 598 under the Catholicos Sabrisho.
This synod does not have a profession of faith or a commentary on the
Creed, as the other synods do. We do, however, have a list of anathemas
that contain Christological doctrine; we will analyze these to understand
the progress of the thought of this Church and the relation of this synod
and its doctrine with those of the other synods. Before doing so, we need to

126 Union according to composition means that the two natures in Christ coexist together
in the one hypostasis of the Logos; see the fourth anathema of the ecumenical council of
Constantinople II, cf. Denzinger — Hiinermann, Enchiridion, 238 (n. 424). See also Grillmeier
— Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 1I/IL, 448.

127 ¢f. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 36.

128 Cf. Synodicon orientale, 136-138. (The second canon of this synod).

129 Cf. Chiala, Abramo di Kashkar, 57

130 Cf. idem.

04 Ebeid.indd 384 @ 08/02/2017 12:29:00



04 Ebeid.indd 385

THE CHRISTOLOGY OF THE CHURCH OF THE EAST 385

remember that this period is marked by the long wars between the Persian
and Byzantine Empires.'3! This could explain the anathematic character of
this synod: the Church of the East was trying to define its identity so that it
could appear different from the other Churches and confessions: the Syrian
Monophysites (Jacobites) in Persia and the Chalcedonians of Byzantium.
With this synod, we have, in fact, the start of a movement that had as its
goal finding a clear definition of the faith. At the same time, we have some
very important progress in how to express Christological doctrine, follow-
ing the current that identifies parsopa and gnoma with each other — the
current we discussed above.

We excommunicate and alienate from our
company anyone who rejects the divine na-
ture and the human nature of our Lord Je-

FERENC Ao b CLRRETC ST S S
~uana ehan ey uan jaiy T’J Ja\

S o mrmsaraimy ohane g Christ; or who introduces blending and
o ool o r<\BVXC\-»C\ A _\O>1 mixture or composition or confusion into
iy haewe W Aw  :~\a\as the union of the Son of God; or who [attri-

hamy  ard r1 S o o\ butes] suffering or death or any of the base

S s Fhawms ~ Ni= S < o
o ohomla ~uanr ual g
aradhsn A3 1iod o il Ko\

things of humanity in any way to the glori-
ous nature of his divinity; or who considers
as ordinary man the dominical Temple of
God the Logos which, in inexplicable mys-
tery and in an incomprehensible union, He

[the Logos] united to himself in the womb
of the holy Virgin, in a union which is ever-
lasting, indissoluble and inseparable.

> a\ oy iahem i hasiusa
hoeins  hwan hlohoy asism
132 Lo o ihesn \x xla\s

The first list of anathemas we cited deals with the union in Christ and its
consequences. Everyone, according to the text, who does not confess both
of the natures of Christ the Lord is excommunicated. It is a clear polemic
against the Syrian Monophysites who were proclaiming the one nature of
Christ. The continuity of the text confirms our opinion. Confessing just
one nature has dangerous consequences: first of all, it means mixture and
confusion (=) \asa <\ 1a=) and composition (raaad) in the union of
the Son of God. It is the first time we have a refutation of the term “compo-
sition” (60v0Oeo1c), which was used both by the Monophysites (Severians)!33
and by the neo-Chalcedonians!'** and was adopted, as we said above, by
the fifth Ecumenical Council. The refutation of this term is due to the fact
that the Church of the East understood it as a composition of a new nature
and not, as it was used by the others (Severians and neo-Chalcedonians),

131 Cf, Abtina, Tarth al-Kanisah, 137-140.

132 Synodicon orientale, 197-198.

133 Cf. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. I/I1, 126-128.
134 Cf. idem, 283.294.336-338.
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as a synonym of the hypostatic union.'* Indeed, in our discussion of the
last synod, we argued that some of the expressions could refer to a type of
“composition.” This anathema could not be contrary to our interpretation,
since the composition to which we referred above does not mean a mixture
of natures; rather, the term “composition” in our explanation above simply
explains the way of existence of the two united natures that are manifested
by one parsopa. That this is the case will be shown by the next interpreta-
tion.

For the Church of the East, the teaching of composition, adopted by
Monophysites and neo-Chalcedonians, means mixture, and such doctrine
cannot preserve the union of the Son of God (Rm\~s i1 hauin). We
should ask now which kind of union the fathers of the synod do affirm. Is
it a hypostatic union?

We need to notice, first of all, that this union is called by the term
“rfNcuam.” Also, this union belongs to the Son of God; in other words, it
is a union of the gnoma of the Son of God. Can we consider this a hypo-
static union? To understand more and to answer this important question,
we need to analyze the rest of the text cited. On the one hand, this union
means that every nature must conserve its properties, and for that reason,
everyone, says the text, who attributes the sufferings and the death to the
divine nature is anathema. On the other hand, the humanity of the Logos of
God, which is called a dominical Temple (%> <n\s i mlaam))
cannot be considered a simple or ordinary man (<=nse ~wiin). Again,
we have the use of the term “simple man.” We need to look for the reason
why the humanity of the subject of the union cannot be considered as a
simple man. The quotation says that this humanity belongs to the Logos of
God. This means two important things: the humanity belongs to the gnoma
of the Logos, and the subject is the same Logos of God who is identified
with Christ, the subject of the Economy. The consequence of this is that,
according to our interpretation, the humanity of Christ does not have its
own gnoma, and for that reason, it cannot be seen as a simple or mere man.
In fact, this analysis confirms our hypothesis, as we said above, about the
use of the term “~=name. wain.” The second reason for the rejection of
considering the humanity of Christ as a simple man is the union by itself.

At the end of the anathemas, we have a kind of explanation of the type
of union that the fathers of the synod affirm. It is an indescribable and in-
explicable union, starting in the womb of the Virgin; moreover, the union
lasts forever and is without separation (i%es A1 xla\1 hasins
~oahw> ~\a). To know that we are going in the right direction in our

135 Cf. idem, 128.249-295. Tt is good to notice, also, that the interpretation that every group
gave to this term is different.
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interpretation, we need to see the expression that the text gives to the hu-
manity of Christ; it is called a dominical temple (i ~=\a.m). The adjec-
tive “dominical” was given also by Leontius of Jerusalem to the humanity
of Christ, calling it “kvpiakdg GvBpwmnog.” For Leontius, this term, as noticed
by Grillmeier, was chosen to refer to Christ as a perfect term to explain
the consequence of the union for the human nature, which was divinized,
since it did not have its own hypostasis.!3¢ Leontius of Jerusalem, in fact, in
the thirteenth chapter of his work Contra Nestorianos, tries to answer the
question asked by an anonymous Greek Nestorian: to explain the composi-
tion between the Logos and the human being taken from us. In answer to
this question, Leontius makes it clear that the humanity in Christ, which
he calls “kvprakdg GvBpwmog,” has no hypostasis of its own because it was
united with the divine nature in the hypostasis of the Logos.!3” Expressions
such as “the Logos united to himself the human nature,” which we find
in our text, can be found in the work of Leontius in a similar polemical
context, just as in our text here.'?® Again, we can notice, in our opinion, a
reciprocal influence between the neo-Chalcedonians and the theologians
of the Church of the East. The influence made by the neo-Chalcedonians
remains indirect,!*® because the thinkers of this Church had made their
own developments in Christology so that they could arrive precisely at such
an affirmation. We say that the influence is indirect, because in this pro-
fession we have no use of the technical terminology that is used by Leon-
tius of Jerusalem, such as “en-hypostaton/etero-hypostaton” etc. This fact
means that the Church of the East was far removed from the progress in
metaphysical thought that was occurring among the Chalcedonian Greeks,
but at the same time, the Church could reach, with simple and traditional
language, the same Christological ideas. So, as a first conclusion, by call-
ing the humanity of Christ “a dominical temple,” the fathers of the synod

136 Cf. idem, 309-311. For the history of this concept in the patristic tradition see Grill-
meier, “O kuplakdg GvOpwrmog.”

137 Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition,vol. II/IL, 309-311.

138 “T$ guvtedfvat TV Oedv Adyov TR £ UMV dvpdTw Ka® DUAC, 1] adTOV UévoV eDPNYETNOEY,
{ 16V @ cuveTédn &vBpwmov, 1 dugotépoug dua, i 008 Eavtdv 008E éxeivov, AN Hudc adTovg ud-
voug, fi @edv kai AUAG, TOV 8¢ €€ NUAV £avt® cuvtedévia &vBpwmov oddap®G, i adtdv te Kal AUAG
dua, | UG te Kal tov € NUAV dvBpwov, Odv 8¢ 00de SAwg,” PG 86, 1465C.

139 We do not have any information about an extant Syriac translation of the work Contra
Nestorianos of Leontius of Jerusalem, cf. CPG 6813; for that reason, we cannot affirm that
his work was known in Persia, even if it could have arrived and been known in Greek. Nev-
ertheless, the fact that Leontius made a very interesting metaphysical progress of thought
and use of terminology, which are not used by the fathers of this synod, leads us to maintain
that solely the general opinion of this neo-Chalcedonian thinker was known by the thinkers
of the Church of the East, especially if, as we said, his work was composed in a polemical
atmosphere.
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probably wanted to say, taking also into consideration everything we have
noticed above on the whole passage, that this humanity does not have its
own gnoma.'4°

After all this analysis, can we affirm and say that they are talking here
about a hypostatic union? In our opinion and the interpretation we have
made, saying that this union belongs to the Son of God, that the humanity
cannot be a gnoma, and that the Logos united the humanity to himself,
all leads us to maintain that such union could indeed be interpreted as
hypostatic. Actually, only in this way could the Church of the East affirm
that there is no fourth gnoma added in the Trinity, as the second group of
anathemas mentions:

hainaoi lass T’A ard ‘oo ‘_‘_A_mym We also reject anyone who introduces a

s .  heaio houdaln Ao quaternity into the Holy Trinity; or who
¢ > a e - calls the one Christ, Son of God, two sons

e sl <is s oih o qio or two christs; or who does not say that it
am1 i s > o ~Ro\<1 ®is was God the Logos himself who perfected
Joiaay el mimy | ;o\ W= the passion of our salvation in the body of
ohala o=ea ;o 1 ;hamey ~izas his humanity, being in it and with it and by

L\ : 1o\ oy it, in the womb and on the cross and for-
’ @ @ 2 20 smadrd ever, without separation, while the glorious

wo ahaher & i durdwiads &\ e of his divinity did not participate in
1 ohon\y aoany s e o any of [these] passions.

Again, we have a connection between the addition of a fourth gnoma to
the Trinity and the accusation of the teaching of two christs or two sons.
Moreover, this connection affirms our hypothesis about the understanding
of the type of human nature in Christ. It could not be considered as another
son or as another christ because that would imply another gnoma, i.e., two
separate subjects. We need to notice that in this anathema, we have a clear
identification between Christ and the Son of God: one is Christ and one is
the Son of God (R;\=a mis ~aars ). This reinforces our opinion
about the identification of the terms parsopa and gnoma when we see that
their meanings and their metaphysical use are identical.

The second part of this anathema is also very important. It is a clear
acceptance of the Theopaschite formula which was adopted by the council
of Constantinople IT'#? after being long in use and elaboration by the neo-
Chalcedonian thinkers.'*? In fact, the synod here anathematizes those who

140 Being the author against whom Leontius wrote his work a Greek Nestorian, shows, in
fact, the indirect link between the theologians of the Church of the East, the neo-Chalcedo-
nians and the Greek Nestorians.

141 Synodicon orientale, 198.

142 gee the fourth anathema of this Council.

143 Cf. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. TI/II, 317ss.
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do not accept that the Logos of God perfected and realized the passions
by the body of his humanity. The Theopaschite formula in Latin, “unus de
Trinitate passus est carne,” sounds strikingly similar to the synod’s Syri-
ac formula, “the Logos, God himself, perfected the passion of our salva-
tion in the body of his humanity” (<= mizny = <ol <hlsn ama
ohanl izas asiaay). In our opinion, this is a clear influence that
the Church of the East received through its contacts with Byzantium and
with its theology after the fifth ecumenical council. The one of the Trinity
is the Logos, and he suffered in his body; in this way, the Church of the
East gave its interpretation and elaboration of the Theopaschite formula.

Again, also, in this Theopaschite formula, we see how the humanity
belongs to the Logos of God; that is, it belongs to the gnoma of the Son.
This human nature, as the text says, never left the divine nature of the Son
of God from the moment of the conception and will stay with him forever.
This does not mean that there is a confusion or blending between the na-
tures. Rather, the divinity cannot receive and participate in the passions
that belong exclusively to the humanity of Christ. We can say in a few
words that we have considerable progress in the Christology of the gnoma-
parsopa current, or the Christological movement of Henana: One subject,
Logos and Christ in whom there are two united natures that are at the same
time distinct.

After this analysis, we can conclude by saying that this synod, in fact,
tried to define its doctrine against the Severian Monophysites. There is
no need to discuss their doctrine and Christology; it is simply regarded
as heterodox. This is clear from the rest of the acts and decisions of this
synod.'** If we observe a similarity with the Christology of Chalcedon and
of Constantinople II, it does not mean that the Church of the East adopted
that Christology. Instead, we can be sure that this synod is even against
the Chalcedonians, who are anathematized because they refute the teach-
ing of Theodore of Mopsuestia,'* condemned by Constantinople I1.14 For
us, the condemnation of those who reject the teachings of Theodore of
Mopsuestia could not be seen as an indirect condemnation of all the teach-

144 cf. Synodicon orientale, 198: ‘@mly Khualra Khibie fhacuo oo <)
oo <\o oo wimy <o é AAZ’\KJ < im T.mlao Q» T\..iyv.u:\ (\A
M\ as @la = ol @it Koo Fuijo i chbis Khasum o
haa Chbie Kim Chacuml mplvo L<oiod loawn o L\ iaa”

145 Cf., idem: “mharsalema  ,;daraa it b (omlal e wmisma @uadie
hdsalesn alasl awmde  <iarasm woioah hod, Fuss <alsn eohdsalsia
am1 hdshso Khbiz haals laoal @ouso Lrala 0 s @l uiaaio akis
axleo mhaials amuna ehidoss arin ladsos maoi Khie als (omlane L waoa),
é..n i i Khaes by i amaaahids Khldwo Khibie Koo,

146 Cf. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. TUIT, 411ss.
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ing of Henana and his movement, as some scholars suggest;'%’ rather, it
could be a condemnation of the position of Henana regarding Theodore of
Mopsuestia, even if the synod did not mention his name openly. Henana,
in fact, did not consider Theodore the doctor (=1al=) of the Church, even
if he did not refute his works.'* In any case, we cannot see that the synod
condemned the Christological doctrine of Henana and his movement; on
the contrary, the synod adopted this current of Christology, as we demon-
strated in our analysis above.!#

It is clear also that the doctrine of this synod is against the Nestorian-
ism, i.e., the two-gnome Christology. We are not sure, however, if this two-
gnome Christology was considered as real Nestorianism, that is, the teach-
ing of the two christs and two sons.'® We can safely say that if the Church
of the East had continued her adoption of this Christological current, that
is the gnoma-parsopa Christology, and had developed it more it could even
have accepted the communicatio idiomatum. However, as historical events
tell us, the victory of this Christological current did not remain for long,
and the work of the enemies of Henana and of his followers started to get
stronger, as we will see reflected in the next and last synod of our analysis.

147 Cf. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 37. In note 145 above, we can notice in
the cited text the word “~\daowe,” which could refer to the school of Nisibis, even if it is in
the plural. Nevertheless, we see in this condemnation a position against the hermeneutical
teaching of Henana and not against his Christological way of thinking.

148 Cf. Becker, Fear of God, 90, 199-200.

149 Some scholars consider also that the indirect condemnation of Henana’s movement
in these synods was because of his exegetical position regarding Theodore of Mopsuestia, cf.
idem, 199. We think, however, that this synod of 598, that we are analyzing here, condemned
just the exegetical position of Henana, the director of the school of Nisibis, and not his Chris-
tological thought, trying by this to calm the situation at the school of Nisibis. In fact, we know
that as a reaction to such an exegetical position some teachers and students left the school,
cf. Voobus, A., History, 308-312. Then, however, some opponents of Henana, especially Babai
the Great, started to write against his Christological thought, linking it with his exegetical
and spiritual theology. So, after a time of indirect condemnation of his exegetical thought,
in the synod hold during the year 605 and the one of 612 we have an indirect condemnation
of Henana’s Christology too. This is our hypothesis to be considered as a revaluation of the
opinions of L. Abramowski and A. Becker; for their opinions see Becker, Fear of God, 199-202.

150 11y fact, this period should be considered as a period of tensions between these different
Christological currents within the Church of the East. As A. Becker demonstrated, in this time
there appeared also works of individual theologians, members of the same Church of the East,
who were accusing each other of wrong doctrines, cf. iden, 91-92. For the case of Henana we
know that he was accused to be Monophysite, Chalcedonian, or Originist, cf. Childers, “Hena-
na,” 194; we do not know however, if the two-gnome Christological current was accused, by
the gnoma-parsopa current, to teach two christs and two sons.
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The Synod of 605

The historical context of this synod is particular. The wars between the
Persian Empire and Byzantium were still ongoing. The Church of the East
continued to try to define its doctrine in the face of other confessions and
especially, this time, in the face of the Christology of the Chalcedonians.
For that reason, as Brock has noticed, we have the most powerful state-
ment against all those who refute the teaching of the great Theodore of
Mopsuestia.!>! Some scholars see in such a position a condemnation of
Henana and his movement;'>? in our opinion, however, this time it could
be not just against his hermeneutical doctrine, but also indirectly against
the Christological gnoma-parsopa current.'> As we will see, starting from
this synod, the two-gnome Christological movement became stronger and
more notable, a fact which is reflected in the Christological expressions of
this synod. Also, we need to observe that in this period, Babai the Great
started his activity in the two-gnome Christological movement, adopting
the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia and of Nestorius and giving it
an interesting interpretation and making at the same time a notable prog-
ress in thought.!’>* We should remember also that Babai started his action
from the Great Monastery of the community of Abraham of Kashkar, the
center of the two-gnome Christological movement;!5> this means that we
have a controversy between two monastic communities, the one which
was influenced by Henana'>¢ and the other, the community of Abraham of
Kashkar.'> In this context, Catholicos Gregory I held a synod in which we
find the next Christological statement:

151 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127. See the position of the Church in
Synodicon orientale, 210-211.

152 ¢f. Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 37.

153 In fact as G. Reinink noticed, Babai developed the two-gnome Christology as a reaction
to the doctrine of Henana, cf. Reinink, “The Cause,” 525. So, taking into consideration that the
Christological current of Babai was very strong at the time of this synod, which is reflected
through its Christological statement as we are going to see, we can consider the decisions and
the Christology of this synod as an indirect condemnation of the Christology of Henana and
also of his exegetical tradition.

154 Cf. iden; On the thought of Babai and its relation to the Christology of Nestorius see
Scipioni, Ricerche.

155 See the note 97, above, see also Baum — Winkler, The Church of the East, 36, 38.

156 Cf. idem, 35-36.

157 Henana accepted Alexandrian ways of exegesis, i.e. more spiritual and less historical
and literal, and this influenced the spirituality of some monastic communities of the Church
of the East, cf. Becker, Fear of God, 90; The reaction against this spiritual doctrine could be
reflected in the canons of the community of Abraham of Kashkar and the conditions of its
establishment, cf. Chiala, Abramo di Kashkar, 49-96. Babali, in fact, being a member of this
community and its future guide, cf. idem, 119-136, linked this spiritual doctrine with the
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PLEOT  Kaarss aynim £io ae ... --- one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, through
~Zzina fen) ol A2 oo whom everything came into being, perfect

\ o ] \ " God and perfect Man, perfect God in the na-
I <o ture of his divinity, and perfect Man in the
~uss sl oino  ohom\es nature of his humanity, two [natures] of di-
~hom\a Qi (.'-ik\ .mihaxay vinity and humanity, the divinity conserved
alas  han\ '{;"‘xv“ ‘hawrea in its propertlies] and the humanity in its

. rt[ies], and they are united in a true
hciss (liama alan hanca PTOPC ’ .
o = ° 2 ® Uunion of the one parsopa of the Son, Christ.

asars iol aagia ~hiie And the divinity perfected the humanity in the
res Khanedl haml Nim\ 0 passion, as it is written, while passion, change,
~alvara s am oukhaa wer and alteration of any kind did not enter into
L als & @ o> s " axa the divinity.

138 ham\w

The first thing we can notice in this Christological profession is the
identification of the one Son of God with Jesus Christ, the subject of the
Economy. This identification has become traditional, and it is not a new
element. Another element, which is more important, is the way of speak-
ing about the two natures of the one subject, Son and Christ: perfect God
(=anlen ) and perfect man (=a=alesn  ~wais). We note the ap-
pearance of the adjective perfect “~=\le~,” which is an important key
for understanding the dogmatic statements of this Church, as we said. By
“perfect God,” the fathers of the synod meant the gnoma of the Son, as we
already explained regarding this connection between the perfect nature as
a single nature (gnoma) of a common nature and the common nature by
itself. If the perfect God is the gnoma of the Son, does saying “perfect man”
mean that the human nature of Christ is a gnoma (a single and individual
nature)? Again we still have no application of the technical term gnoma
in the context of Christology, but such a hypothesis could probably be the
best interpretation of this expression, as was the case with the synod of
486, where we had the appearance of the same expressions. The rest of the
Christological profession helps us to confirm our opinion. “Perfect God”
means perfect in the divine nature (mhom\s Ruas sl Canl\w),
and “perfect man” means perfect in the human nature (~aale>n ~xris
ohaws ~uas). In our opinion, with this explanation, the fathers of the
synod tried to give a definition to the term gnoma, as a perfect nature. This
definition is similar to one that Leontius of Jerusalem had given earlier.!>°

Christology of Henana, and after a long controversy, he won, making the two-gome Christol-
ogy as the official Christology of the Church of the East in 612, cf. Reinink, “The Cause,” 525.
158 Synodicon orientale, 210.
159 Cf. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/IL, 280-282. This, in
fact, confirms our opinion about the different metaphysical meanings that were given to the
Greek hypostasis, which was translated into Syriac by the term gnoma.
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Even if our text here does not mention the term gnoma, we can interpret
the words “perfect God” or “perfect man” as a gnoma, which is perfect in
the common nature to which it belongs. To understand this explanation
better we should take into consideration that the fathers of the synod by
perfect probably meant a concrete nature that exists by itself (subsistent).
So the perfect God as gnoma is a subsistent divine nature which belongs to
the common nature of divinity, and the perfect man is a subsistent human
nature which belongs to the common human nature.

These two natures conserve their properties (clsas, lit. in what belongs
to it) even if they are united. The reason for that is the type of the union.
The union is a real union (<12 hauas) of the parsopa of the one Son
and Christ (say> 421 ~aaoia aw). This union is denoted by the
term “dcLas” and not “~faawny” (conjunction) as was done in the synod
of 486, so even if we have similar Christological expressions, and even if in
both synods the union is described as real and true and perfect, this time
we have the use of the term “~fcuas” (union) — a term that other synods
after 486 also employed. Does this mean that the fathers of this synod,
and maybe those of the synod of 486, understood the term “~faa.ay” as
“union” and not as “conjunction,” according to its Theodorian Greek back-
ground, “ouvdgeia”’? We can answer this question affirmatively, confirm-
ing our opinion in opposition to that of Macomber. In fact, the synod of
585, too, had used the adjective “perfect” to describe the union “~¥ausis
~xi ) and that would confirm our hypothesis.

We can notice also that the properties are more related to the common
natures than to the concrete ones, and precisely because the natures con-
serve their properties the union is real. This is a refutation of the accusa-
tion made by Chalcedonians and Monophysites against the real Nestorian-
ism and against the Nestorians, including the Church of the East and its
traditional official Christology at that time (two natures, one parsopa) and
the two Christological currents within it (gnoma-parsopa and two-gnome):
that the lasts (so called Nestorians) teach that the union in Christ was not
real.!’®® This accusation, in fact, was the result of the interpretation made by
the Chalcedonians and Monophysites to the union according the pleasure
or the will, i.e. the doctrine of Theodore of Mopsuestia and other Antio-
chians. Again, the Church of the East rejects the real Nestorianism, and
rejects the accusation of being considered real Nestorian, i.e. teaching two,
not really united, subjects (natures) in Christ. However, we do not have a
definition of this real union that the synod proclaims. Both Chalcedonians

160 See the IV anathema of the council of Constantinople II; the same accusation we can
find in the Profession of faith of John of Tella, and in the Contra Nestorianos of Leontius of
Jerusalem.
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and non-Chalcedonians talk about a real union, marked the hypostatic type
of union, and some thinkers even went so far as to talk about a “natural”
or “substantial” union, to emphasize the reality of the union of the two
natures, as Leontius of Byzantium did.'®' For the Church of the East, how-
ever, saying that this union was “of the one parsopa” of the Son and Christ
was enough to show that the union is real. It could be the way they chose to
express the Theodorian doctrine of the prosopic union.'¢? It is clear, in ad-
dition, from the text that the result of the union is one, and for that reason
they used the technical term parsopa, which, as we have said earlier, was
used exclusively in the context of the divine Economy to refer to the one
subject. The question now could be the following: what is the relationship
between this one parsopa and the united perfect natures? Moreover, since
the synod states that this parsopa is of the one Son and Christ, who is iden-
tified with the Logos of God, the gnoma of the Son, is there any connection
between parsopa and gnoma? Are they synonyms, or does every term have
its own metaphysical function?

In our opinion, we have in this passage a new approach to the Chris-
tology of the Church of the East. We cannot use the same interpretation
that we used with the other Christological statements for one reason: In
this profession of faith, we have a clear definition of the human nature of
Christ as being perfect man, which means a concrete and subsistent nature,
namely a single gnoma, even if the fathers did not use the term gnoma in
the Christology. Moreover, it is clear that there is a difference between the
terms gnoma and parsopa. In fact, we have the same analysis as with the
synod of 486, in which we encountered the adjective “perfect” and the tech-
nical term parsopa.

This synod does not explain all this metaphysical background of our
analysis-interpretation, but taking into consideration that the movement
of Babai the Great was started before this synod, and that we already had
thinkers who were starting to use the translated works of Nestorius, we
can affirm that probably with this synod, we have the beginning of the
influence of this second current of Christology on the official doctrine of
the Church of the East. That does not mean that one current took the place
of the other. The victory of this current will occur in the next synod of this
Church in 612, in the assembly of the bishops under Babai the Great him-
self. Our synod here still identifies Christ and the eternal Logos, and it did
not employ the term gnoma in a Christological context. Babai and his fol-
lowers could find in this synod and the one in 486, and in their professions
of faith, a good background and preparation for expressing the two-gnome

161 ¢f. Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. TI/II, 205-212.
162 On this doctrine see McLeod, The Roles, 163-175.
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Christology. It is clear, in fact, that there is a desire not simply to refute
the other Christological current, but rather to be different from the other
Christian confessions — especially, in this period, from the Chalcedonians
and from neo-Chalcedonian Christology. In our opinion, the Church of the
East tried with this synod to define its traditional doctrine in the face of the
other confessions, using the Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia. This
time, even the Christology of Henana is refuted, because it could be identi-
fied with the Chalcedonians.!®3 In addition, although we have an identifica-
tion of the Logos with Christ, the two-gnome Christological current won
the victory in this synod. Yet we cannot consider this synod, just as we
did regarding the one in 486, to have adopted “Nestorianism,” namely the
teaching of two natures and two gnome in one parsopa, which was to hap-
pen only in the year 612. These two synods, then, could be considered as a
preparation for the final victory of the two-gnome current, which makes a
distinction between Christ and the Logos and uses the term gnoma in the
Christological context.

Conclusions

After our analysis of the official synods of the Church of the East, we can
arrive at some conclusions that regard the Christology of this Church and
the discussion between scholars about it. First of all, it is clear that the ter-
minology chosen by this Church in its official synods is distinctive in two
categories, Trinitarian theology and Christology (i.e., the divine Economy
in Christ’s Incarnation). Each field has its own metaphysical terminology:
gnoma for Trinitarian theology and parsopa for Christology, while the term
nature (kyana) is used in both fields.'®* For this reason, we have tried to
approach the Christological professions and statements of those synods,
applying this terminology, even if sometimes the term parsopa does not ap-
pear in reference to the divine Economy. We have also noticed that gnoma
is a perfect nature. Even if this definition was used exclusively in the con-
text of Trinitarian doctrine, we have tried to apply it in the context of Chris-
tological doctrine where we noted the appearance of the expressions “per-
fect humanity,” “perfect divinity,” “perfect God,” or “perfect Man.” This
application helped us to observe how the two-gnome Christological current
or the gnoma-parsopa current could base their doctrines on the first synods
of the Church of the East, i.e., the traditional Antiochene Christology of two
natures and one npdownov (parsopa).'s>

163 For more see Syriac dialogue, vol. 11, 125-129.
164 Cf, Abramowski, “Martyrius-Sahdona,” 18. See also Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in
Christian Tradition, vol. II/III, 615-620.

165 See also the opinion, without lots of details or even detailed analysis, of G. Reinink who
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The following summary in tabular form will help us to make a final re-
flection on all our analysis:

Synod | Subject of the Description Other information
Incarnation
486 Christ Perfect Conjunction of Conjunction without
parsopa two natures, with their confusion or separation
exemplars: Perfect God,
perfect Man.
544 Son God and Man; Not ordinary man,
Christ Divinity and humanity Not God without
together humanity,
Perfect humanity
554 Christ Ineffable union of No quaternity,
Son of God divinity and humanity No two christs or sons
without confusion or
change; conservation of
properties.
576 Christ Two natures: God and Perfect temple of the
Son Logos Man; dwelling
Incarnate Christ
585 Christ Unification of two Not ordinary man,
parsopa natures: divinity and Identification with the
humanity; the gnoma of Logos by Economy,
the Logos in Christ, Defense of Theodore of
Perfect union between Mopsuestia
divinity and humanity
598 Christ Inseparable union of Dominical temple,
divine nature and human Not mere man,
nature without confusion | No quaternity, no two
or composition christs or sons,
Acceptance of
Theopaschite formula
605 Christ Son True union of perfect God Conservation of
parsopa in his divinity and perfect properties
man in his humanity

We do not believe, after all this analysis we have made, that the Church
of the East, in composing these professions of faith, was directly influenced

confirms the existence of two different interpretations of the same traditional Christology, cf.
Reinink, “The Cause,” 525-526; We, actually, call these two different interpretations as two

different Christological currents within the Church of the East.
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by the Christological currents in the West, in Byzantium. Indirect influ-
ence and a feeling of having to react to the events that were happening on
the other side of Christendom — events that were in direct relation to the
essence and the presence of the Church of the East in the Persian Empire
— would be a better way to describe the reasons for these synods and their
Christologies.

First of all, with the synod of 486, we have the only clear surviving Chris-
tological reaction to the synods of Ephesus and Chalcedon and the Heno-
tikon of Zeno. In this synod, Christ as the one subject of the Economy is
also called by the term parsopa. This technical and metaphysical term for
the Economy, which is a fundamental element of Antiochene Christologi-
cal thought, is the result of the perfect conjunction of the two natures. As
we noted, the term “perfect conjunction” is understood, probably, as a real
union without separation. The two united natures are described as exem-
plars, probably to underline the very distinction between them through the
individual properties. They are also called “perfect God” and “perfect man.”
This last expression is very important. The “perfect God” is the gnoma of
the Logos, even if the synod did not use this term in the context of the di-
vine Economy. The question, then, deals with the type of the “perfect man”
in Christ: is it another gnoma, which means a singular and individual man?
If so, do we have the addition of a fourth gnoma in the Trinity, which would
mean a change into quaternity? What is the connection between the gnoma
and parsopa? What is their metaphysical function? These, we think, are the
important questions to which the synod of 486 did not reply.

The synods of 544, 554 and 576 tried to give answers to the above ques-
tions. In these three synods, we have an identification between the Logos,
the Son of God, and the Christ. In addition, the synods of 544 and 554
emphasized that the Trinity cannot become a quaternity and that there are
no two christs or two sons. If we take into consideration these two affirma-
tions, we could suppose, with some certainty, that the human nature of
Christ cannot be a gnoma, which means a single man. The expression “or-
dinary man” (= ~wrin) here provides good support for our hypoth-
esis. However, at the same time, this humanity is a perfect nature, and it is
called “man”; how can we explain this? The synod of 576 took another step
to resolve this problem. We have the expression “the incarnate Christ/Christ
in the flesh,” (\@nn3 ~saw=); in our opinion, this expression could be a
key to understanding the connection between the gnoma and the parsopa.
Qnoma could manifest a single perfect nature, so Christ before his Incar-
nation could be called a gnoma, while after the Incarnation, we have the
parsopa which manifests two natures. The term “incarnate Christ,” accord-
ing to our interpretation, could also express the evolution of the Church of
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the East as regards the Christological idea of the composition “cOv0eoic.”
The incarnate Christ could be a synonym of Christus compositus, “Xp1otog
oUVvOeT0G.” 1% With this interpretation, we could resolve the problem regard-
ing the perfect human nature that is not a single gnoma. Certainly, we do
not have a clear doctrine of a hypostatic union, but if the hypostatic union
means a real and true union, then the synods always emphasized this fact.
The union is real, without confusion or separation.

In our opinion, these three synods could be a clear reflection of the
gnoma-parsopa Christological current, which certainly co-existed peace-
fully with the other Christological current until the controversy with Hena-
na, as de Halleux maintained,'¢” without giving a good explanation.!®® The
fact that in the year 562/563 we have an official text of a delegation of
the Church of the East to Byzantium in which we have a clear two-gnome
Christology'®® confirms our opinion on the peaceful co-existence of the two
currents. The two-gnome current was the other solution that some think-
ers of the Church of the East tried to give to the open questions posed by
the synod of 486. This current, as is clear from the official documents we
have analyzed, was not yet very influential. Both currents were using Chris-
tological thought found in some thinkers of the Church of the East, and
maybe an indirect influence from thinkers from the West, especially Chal-
cedonians and neo-Chalcedonians. The two-gnomeé current was doubtless
using the Syriac translations of Nestorius, while the gnoma-parsopa cur-
rent employed other works. The common tradition of these two currents
could be the works of Theodore of Mopsuestia.

Only with the stance taken by Henana against the tradition of Theodore
of Mopsuestia do we have the start of competition between the two Chris-
tological currents. This conflict was fuelled by the fact that it was a conflict
between different monastic movements in the Church of the East.

The synod of 585 could be a good reflection of this atmosphere. In this
synod, we have the appearance of the technical term parsopa in the context
of Christology; this parsopa is the unification and perfect union of the two
natures. The human nature could not be ordinary man, but at the same
time, and only in reference to the divine Economy, the parsopa could be
identified with the Logos. In other words, the human passion could be at-

166 On this term see Grillmeier — Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. TI/II, 126-
128.294-295.

167 Cf. de Halleux, “La christologie de Martyrius-Sahdona,” 29.

168 This prompted Ambramowski to raise a rhetorical question about this opinion of de
Halleux, cf. Abramowski, “Martyrius-Sahdona,” 17.

169 Cf. Guillaumont, A., “Justinien et I'Eglise de Perse,” 62-66, see also Abramowski, “Mar-
tyrius-Sahdona,” 17-18.
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tributed to the Logos, which means one type of communicatio idiomatum.
In our opinion, all this leads us to maintain that here the parsopa could
have the function of the composition. If this interpretation is correct, then
this synod, even if it condemned indirectly the position of Henana against
that of Theodore of Mopsuestia, supported a Christology that is still in the
parsopa-qnoma current, the current to which Henana belonged as well. We
should also notice that in the Christological doctrine of this synod there
is a kind of use of the term gnoma for the divine nature of Christ. It is
clear, then, that this synod reflects the start of the tensions between the two
Christological currents.

We could describe the synod of 598, in which we have some very im-
portant elements, as being in the same tradition as the Synod of 585, with
its acceptance of the Theopaschite formula “God the Logos himself per-
fected the passion of our salvation in the body of his humanity” (3> ams
mhanl Fiz@s asiaar ~esl misy <ml\). Moreover, the humanity
of Christ is called a “dominical temple” (~uin ~\a.m), which could be
understood to indicate that this humanity did not have its own gnoma. The
problem with this synod is the refutation of the “composition” in Christ.
This refutation does not mean that the idea of composition in general,
which we found, according to our interpretation, in the doctrine of the
synods of 576 and 585, is refuted, but rather that the idea that this composi-
tion means a confusion between the natures is rejected. It is clear that the
official way of thinking of the Church of the East is still in agreement with
the parsopa-gnoma current.

The last synod analyzed, the one in the year 605, could be considered
as the start of the influence of the two-gnome current in the official docu-
ments of the Church of the East. Christ as the parsopa of the Economy,
even if he is identified with the Son, is perfect man in his humanity and
perfect God in his divinity. We saw in these expressions a definition of the
metaphysical function of gnoma, which is different from that of parsopa.

The victory of the two-gnome current came about in the synod of 612
under the direction of Babai the Great. It would not be an outright vic-
tory for his Christological thought, however, because the synod did not
use the term parsopa in its Trinitarian theology, as he did.'”® Nevertheless,
from this synod onwards, the term gnoma started to have a new metaphysi-
cal significance and was applied in the field of Christology. This victory
was not accepted by the other current, which continued to exist and to
express its Christology. The conflict between the Catholicoi Isho’yahb II
and Isho’yahb III, who were members of the community of Abraham of

170 On this subject see, Abramowski, “Babai der Grosse,” 297ss.
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Kashkar on the one hand, and Martyrius-Sahdona, who belonged to an-
other monastic community influenced by Henana, on the other, could be a
good example of this atmosphere.!”!
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SUMMARY

The Church of the East, even if it was outside the Byzantine Empire and did not take part
in the Christological discussions and controversies there, could not be silent. Our analysis of
the Christological statements and professions of faith shows the reaction of this Church to
the Christological controversies. These statements demonstrate this Church’s own progress in
Christological thought, its way of responding to the most important Christological questions,
in two different Christological currents: the gnoma-parsopa current and the two-gnome cur-
rent. This analysis could help scholars understand better the development of the Christology
of this Church before the assembly of bishops in 612 and her “Nestorianization,” namely, the
doctrine of two kyané (natures) and two gnome (hypostases) in the one parsopa (persona) of
Christ. This analysis could also assist scholars who study the Christology of the Church of the
East after the year 612, since the controversy between the two different Christological cur-
rents did not stop with the victory of the two-gnome movement in 612.
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