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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.1 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 
parúopâ (πρόσωπον) and two kyanê (natures – φύσεις), 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. Fiey2 and the analysis in the article by S. Brock.3 Even Patros 
Yukhana Patros did not include all the synods in his presentation of the 
Christology of the Church of the East.4 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.5 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 

1 By the term “Nestorianism” we mean the Christological expression: two kyanê (natures) 
and two qnomê (hypostases) in one parúopâ (person/πρόσωπον) 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 Üabib, 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 Üabib.

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.6 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 Chalcedonian7 influence in some theolo-
gians of this Church and to note the controversies between its theologians.8 
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: 
qnomâ-parúopâ and two-qnomê, 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,9 translating 
them into English and taking into consideration the existent translation 
by S. Brock.10 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 qnomâ is the Syriac transla-
tion of the Greek ὑπόστασις, and even if it is usually translated by scholars 
as hypostasis (at least, in a Trinitarian context)11 we will leave it as qnomâ. 
In the history of Christian dogma, Trinitarian and Christological, the term 
ὑπόστασις did not have one significance and unique metaphysical function. 
If it was translated into Syriac by qnomâ, 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 13th or 14th 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.
11 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 qnomâ, sometimes, is not absolutely 
identical in meaning with the Greek term ὑπόστασις,12 and for this reason 
we will leave it transliterated. The same thing one can notice regarding the 
Greek term πρόσωπον. It was used in different ways to explain either Trini-
tarian theology or the Christological doctrine. In the Syriac tradition it 
was transliterated by parúopâ,13 and was used with different meanings and 
significances,14 however, only in Christological doctrine. For these reasons 
again we kept it as parúopâ without translating it by person or πρόσοπων.15

We have also chosen to call the Christology of the two kyanê (natures) 
and two qnomê and one parúopâ 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.16 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.17 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 qnomâ and parúopâ 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 qnomâ with hypostasis, or 
parúopâ with person/πρόσωπον (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: “ܐÿÙæܒÍÒ çâܐ ܕûܓñ ܬÍß ܐÿàâ ܐÌßܬܐ ܕܐÍØÊÐܐܢ ܒ 
 äØûâ ܐܬĆß ÊàØܐ ÿâܐçæØ÷ß ܕåܐûâ ܬܪçØ̈ ܒçâ çÙ̈æ ܐÌßܐ ܐܒܐ... ÿñ ÚåÍñܓĆãܐ ܕáî ܗ̇ܝ ܕܐÿüܐỵ̈ß܆
ܘĆâÊîܐ ܕØăØܐ.  ܐܘ  ܐܨÍÙàÒ܆  ÍÓéåܪæØ̈ܐ  ܐÍãàü܆  ÙâÊ̈øܐ  ܕæ̈òàâܐ  ܕܗÍæãØܬܐ  ÿüܐÿèܐ   çâܕ 
”.ÍÓéæßܪêØ ܐÿØ ܐþå ܕܐûâ̇ ܕÐÙýâܐ ܬܖçÙæÙ̈Ü çØ̈ ܘܬܪçÙâÍæø çØ̈ ܐÿØܘܗܝ܆ ܐܘ Ćßܐ

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 III, 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.18

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.”19 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.20 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.21 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:23

ܘܒÌ ܒܒûܗ ØÊÙÐØܐ
Ìæâ ÊàØܗ̇ܘ ܕܐܬ

ܗÍå ܕçâ çØ ܐÿØܘܬܐ ܕܐܒÍܗܝ
ܐÌßܐ ܕçâ ܐÌßܐ
Íåܗܪܐ ܕÍå çâܗܪܐ

ܐÌßܐ ûØûüܐ ܕçâ ܐÌßܐ ûØûüܐ
Êܒîܐ ܐܬĆßܘ ÊàØܐܬ

ܗ̇ܘ ܕܐØܐܘܗܝ ܒæÙÜ ûܐ ܕܐܒÍܗܝ
 çÙßܐ ܗýæÙ̈æܢ ܒÿàÓâܗ̇ܘ ܕ

 çæøܪÍñ áÓâܘ çØûܗܝ ܐܬܒÊØ̈ܕܒܐ
ÿÐå ܘßܒñ þܓûܐ ܘܗܘܐ ܒýåûܐ...23

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 Orientale24

ܘܒØûâ ÊÐܐ ÍýØܥ ÐÙýâܐ 
ܒûܐ ܕܐÌßܐ

ܕܐܬçâ ÊàØ ܐܒܐ ØÊÙÐØܐ 
ܗÍå ܕçâ çØ ܐÿØܘܬܗ ܕܐܒܐ 

ܐÌßܐ ܕçâ ܐÌßܐ 
ܘÍåܗܪܐ ܕÍå çâܗܪܐ 

ܐÌßܐ ûØûüܐ ܕçâ ܐÌßܐ ûØûüܐ 
 Êܒîܐ ܐܬĆßܘ ÊàØܕܐܬ
ܒû ܐÿØܘܬܐ ܕܐܒܐ

ܕܒܐÊØܗ Êâ áÜܡ ܗ̣ܘܐ ܕܒÙãýܐ 
ܘܒܐܪîܐ

 çæøܪÍñ áÓâܐ ܘýæÙ̈æܢ ܒÿàÓâܗ̇ܘ ܕ
 äýܐ ܘܐܬܓÙãü çâ ÿÐ̣å

24.. þåûܘܐܬܒ

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 (ܘܬܐÿØܐ) 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 ὁμοούσιος.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. II/II, 

482, especially note 12 on the same page.

04 Ebeid.indd   35704 Ebeid.indd   357 08/02/2017   12:28:5808/02/2017   12:28:58



358 BISHARA EBEID

from God the Father as substance/essence, or in other words, as a cause.26 
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 (ܘܬܐÿØܐ) instead of nature 
 Do we have an explanation given by the same text (the Synodicon’s ?(æÙÜܐ)
version)? 

To have an answer we can read the anathema with which the Creed 
concludes:27

ĆßܐçàØ ܕçØ ܕܐçØûâ̇: ܕܐÿØ ܐÿâܝ ܕĆßܐ 
Ćßܐ   ÊàØÿåܕ ܘÊøܡ  ܗܘ̣ܐ:  ܐÿØܘܗܝ 
Êâܡ  Ćßܐ   çậ ܐܘ  ܗܘ̣ܐ:  ܐÿØܘܗܝ 
 çậ ܐܘ  ĆâÍæøܐ   çậ ܐܘ  ܗܘ̣ܐ: 
ܕܐÿØܘܗܝ:   çØûâܐ ܐûÏܬܐ  ܐÿØܘܬܐ 
 çÙܒý̇Ï ܘÿýâܓæÙæܐ  æòàÏÿýâܐ  ܐܘ 
ßܒûܐ ܕܐÌßܐ: ĆâûÐâ çÙßÌßܐ Êîܬܐ 

ÿøܘùÙßܐ ܘÿÙÐÙàüܐ.27

But those who say that there was [a time] when 
He [the Son of God] did not exist and [that] He 
did not exist before He was born, or [that] He 
[comes] from nothing, or say that He [comes] 
from another qnomâ or substance/essence, or 
think that the Son of God could be changed 
or displaced; these the Catholic and Apostolic 
Church excommunicates.

We find in this anathema the appearance of an important term: qnomâ 
-As we said above, this term, at least in Trinitarian doctrine, corre .(ĆâÍæøܐ)
sponded to the Greek hypostasis. However, we also see that the expression 
that the Son is not (generated) “from another qnomâ, or from [another] 
substance/essence (ܘܬܐÿØܐ)” 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.28 
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 οὐσία and ὑπόστασις. It is not by chance that the text uses the 
term substance/essence (ܘܬܐÿØܐ) instead of nature (ܐæÙÜ) or substance 
 a transliteration of the Greek οὐσία.29 We think that the use of — (ܐܘÙèܐ)
the term substance/essence (ܘܬܐÿØܐ) has a technical and philosophical 
motivation that reflects the time when the Church of the East changed 
the original text. With this term (ܘܬܐÿØܐ), 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 ܘܬܐÿØܐ 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 ܘܬܐÿØܐ and ܐĆâÍæø which according 
to our interpretation could be identified, provided that the condition that 
.indicates, in our case, just the hypostatized nature of the Father ܐÿØܘܬܐ

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.30 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).31 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.32 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:33

ܬܗܘܐ ܗÍæãØܬܐ ܕçàÜ ܒÊÐܐ ܬܘܕÿØܐ 
ܕæÙÜ ÊÏܐ ܐØÌßܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܐÿØܘܗܝ ܒÿßÿܐ 
ܬÍØÿÙßܬܐ  ܕÊÏܐ  æã̈àýâܐ  ĆâÍ̈æøܐ 
ܘܕܒûܐ  ܕܐܒܐ  ܘÿâܘÿÙâܐ  ûØûüܬܐ 

ܘܕܪܘÏܐ ܕÍøܕüܐ ...33

The belief of all of us should be in the one 
confession of the one divine nature which ex-
ists in the three perfect qnomê of the one true 
and eternal Trinity of the Father and of the 
Son and of the Holy Spirit … 

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

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

The second part of this belief speaks of three perfect (ܐæã̈àýâ) qnomê 
 in (ĆâÍæøܐ æãàýâܐ) ”What is the meaning of “perfect qnomâ .(ĆâÍ̈æøܐ)
our context? We think that with this expression the synod meant to say that 
the qnomâ of each one of the persons of the Trinity is a perfect hypostatized 
nature, which means that each person manifests the one divine nature (ÊÏ 
 æÙÜ) perfectly with all its natural properties. For example, if theܐ ܐØÌßܐ
divine nature is eternal, the three qnomê, being perfect divine nature, are 
eternal also. The difference between these three perfect qnomê 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 qnomê 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 (ܐæÙÜ) is common and that the qnomâ 
is proper while at the same time perfectly manifesting the common nature. 
So we see that the qnomâ is in a close relationship with the nature and 
at the same time that the qnomâ 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:34

ܬܗܘܐ ܕçØ ܐܦ ܗÍæãØܬܢ ܕܒÊãܒÍåûܬܗ 
ܕÐÙýâܐ ܒÿܘܕÿØܐ ܕܬܪæÙ̈Ü çØܐ ܕܐÌßܘܬܐ 
ûãåܚ   çæâ  þåܐ Ćßܐ   ÊÜ ܘܕܐÍýåܬܐ. 
ܒßÍܒĆàܐ  ܐܘ  æÓßÍÏܐ  ܐܘ  ܕÍâܙܓܐ 
ÌÙòàÏ̈Íü áî áïâܘܢ ܕܗçÙß ܬܪæÙ̈Ü çØܐ. 
ܐÌßܘܬܐ  ܘûÙÓåܐ  ØÍùâܐ   ÊÜ ܐĆßܐ 
ܒÌ̇àØÊ ܘܐÍýåܬܐ ܒÊÐß :ÌàØÊܐ ûâܘܬܐ 
üăñܓÌÙæܘܢ   çæÙýæÝâ èܓÊܬܐ  ܘÊÐßܐ 
ܘĆßܐ  ܓûÙãܬܐ  ÍòÙùåܬܐ   áÓâ ܕæÙ̈Üܐ 
Íßܬ  ĆßܐÌßܘܬܐ  ܕܗܘܬ̣  ÿÙæüûñÿâܐ: 
 óàâ ܐ ܐܘîܪÿâ þåܬܐ. ܘܐܢ ܐÍýåܐ
ĆßܐåăÏܐ: ܕýÏܐ ܘòàÏÍüܐ Ćß óùåܐÌßܘܬܗ 
 Ìñܨܘûñܬܐ ܕÍØÊÏ ܬÍß ûÓ̇å ܐĆßܢ: ܘûâܕ
æãàýâܐ  ĆßܐÌßܐ  ܬܘܕÿØܐ   çøܘûñܕ

ܘܕܒýåûܐ æãàýâܐ: ܗåܐ Ìåܘܐ ûÏܡ34

Our belief in the economy of Christ, in 
fact, should also be in the confession of the 
two natures of the divinity and of the human-
ity. And let nobody among us venture to in-
troduce a blend or a mixture or a confusion 
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 parsopâ of our Savior, perfect God and 
perfect man, let him be anathema.

34 Synodicon orientale, 55.
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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 (ܐæÙ̈Ü  çØܬܪ) — the divinity (ܘܬܐÌßܐ) and the hu-
manity (ܬܐÍýåܐ). These two natures are united perfectly. To express this 
dogma, the fathers of this synod spoke of a perfect conjunction (ܬܐÍòÙùå 
 The meaning of this perfect conjunction is that there is no .(ܓûÙãܬܐ
separation (ܐÿÙæüûñÿâ ܐĆß) 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.35 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.36 

We must notice, according to our text, that every nature conserves its 
properties (Ì̇àØÊܒ, 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.37 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 (ܘܬܗÌßܐĆß 
 .The subject of the divinity and the humanity is, thus, the Lord .(ܕûâܢ
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 parúopâ (ܐñܨܘûñ) of 
the Savior. This is a very important technical term; it is, as we said above, 
the Syriac form of the Greek πρόσωπον. This one Savior; this parúopâ, 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 parúopâ, is the result 
of the union between the two natures. 

These two natures are called a perfect God (ܐæãàýâ  and a (ܐÌßܐ 
perfect Man (ܐæãàýâ ܐýåûܒ). It is worth asking if the fathers wanted to 
say that the natures are two perfect qnomê, taking into consideration what 

35 Cf. Macomber, “The Christology of the Synod,” 152-153.
36 Cf. Grillmeier, Gesù il Cristo, Vol. I/II, 880.
37 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 126.
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the first part said about the three perfect qnomê of the Trinity. We can be 
sure that the synod is referring to the qnomâ 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-qnomê Christology, 
i.e. Nestorian doctrine, is the expression “the exemplars of the natures” 
ܕæÙ̈Üܐ)  üăñ). It is the only known synodical text that uses suchܓÌÙæܘܢ 
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 parúopâ 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” (ܐæܓüûñ) the fathers of the synod meant qnomâ, individual 
nature. In any case, we are not sure, since we know that the Church of the 
East did not officially use the term qnomâ in its Christology, even for the 
Logos, before the year 612.38 For that reason, we cannot speak in this case 
about a Nestorian doctrine, i.e., two-qnomê 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 parúopâ. 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.39 Some scholars saw Nestorianism in it.40 We think 
that there is no Nestorianism at all since, as we noted above, there is no 
use of the term qnomâ in the Christological statement. What we do have, 
though, is a very clear Antiochene influence,41 and especially, as Macomber 
noticed, a Theodorian Christological background.42 Antiochene Christol-
ogy uses for the one subject of the Incarnation the term πρόσωπον, and this 
is the fundamental Antiochene element in the Christology of this synod, 
besides the anti-Theopaschite position.43 This use of the term πρόσωπον 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.44 
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,45 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.46 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;47 among these was the Bazar of Heracleides which was 
probably translated in the year 539/540.48 It 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;49 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.50

The Synod of 544 did not produce an extant Christological statement.51 
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 πρόσωπον. See more on this formula in Grillmeier, Gesù il Cristo, Vol. I/II, 897ss.

46 Cf. Baum – Winkler, The Church of the East, 26-28.
47 Cf. Van Rompay, L., “Aba I,” 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 l’Église 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 544:52535455

çæÙæãØÌâ ܒÊÐ ܐÌßܐ... ܒÍÙåÊÐܬ æÙÜܐ ...52 We believe in one God … in the singleness of 
the nature …

 Ìßܗ ܕûܒܒ çãî áạ̀â ܐØăÏܐ ܐÿâÍ̈Ùܘܒ
ûØ̇ äẹ̀ܬܗ ܕÊâ áÜܡ: ܕܐÿØܘܗܝ ÐÙýâܐ 
ûâܢ. ܗåܐ ܕܐÊßÿØ ܒܒçậ ûé ܒÿܘÿßܐ 
ÿýØÊøܐ äØûâ ... ܘܐäàü ܐܪܙܐ ܕñܓûܗ 
 Ì̇âÿÏ  çØÊØܘܗ ÊÙãßÿØܘ̈ܗܝ܇   Ìâܘܕ
ܕܒòÙøÎܐ.  ܘÍâܬܗ   ÌýÐܒ ÊãßܒÍåûܬܗ 
 ÌàÙÐܬܐ ܒÍãß ÌæéÏ ܐÿßܐ ܕܬĆâÍÙßܘ

ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ...53

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 …

... ܘçậ ܒÿܪ ܐܪܒÙãýß úàè çæâÍ̈Ø çÙïܐ: 
ܘܗÍå̇ܢ  ܬÊ̈Ùãßܘܗܝ   Ìܒ ܗܘܘ̣   çØûÙÏ̇  ÊÜ
ĆàâܐÜ̈ܐ:   çậ Ìßܘܢ  ܗܘ̣ܐ   ûâܕܐܬܐ
ܕܗåܐ ÍýØܥ ܕÿØÎÏܘÌÙåܝ ܕÙãýß úạ̀èܐ. 
ܕåܐûâܘܢ ܕܐÞØ ܕúạ̀è ܒòܓûܗ ûØûüܐ: 

ܗÍ̇å ܕçØ ܒܐÍýåܬܐ ÿÙàãýâܐ ...54 

… 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…

ܒÍãܗܒÿܐ   ÿØܐÿØÿÏ ܐܬÊØܥ   çÙßܗ
 ÍòàØܕ ܬÊÙ̈ãßܐ.   áîܕ ܕÍøܕüܐ  ܕܪܘÏܐ 
ܗܘ̣ܘ çâ Ìæâ ܪܘÏܐ ܕÍøܕüܐ: ܕÐÙýâܐ 
Íß ܒýåûܐ ܗܘ̣ ĆãÙÐüܐ. ܘܐĆàñܐ ܐÌßܐ 
 Ìܕܒ ܕܐÍýåܬܐ  ßܒüÍܐ   çậ  ÚàÒûîܕ
ܐܬܓÚà. ܐĆßܐ ܐÿØܘܗܝ ÐÙýâܐ ܐÌßܐ 

ܘܒýåûܐ ...55 

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 (ܐæÙÜ) of God. There is no mention of the three qnomê, and 
not even of the names “Father, Son, Holy Spirit.”56 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 (çãî 

52 Synodicon orientale, 541.
53 Idem.
54 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 qnomê: “... çÙâÍ̈æø ܐÿßÿܒ Ì̇ØÿØܘܐ ...,” idem.
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 After that, we have very important information; this Son of God .(ܒܒûܗ
is Christ our Lord (ܢûâ ܐÐÙýâ ܘܗܝÿØܕܐ), he who also was born in the 
flesh (ûéܒܒ ÊßÿØܐ ܕܐåܗ) 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 (ܐܪܙܐ)57 of his body 
 We can say that the body and blood belong .(ܕÌâ) and his blood (ñܓûܗ)
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 (ܘܬܗÌßܕܐ ÌàÙÐܒ). 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 (ܬܐÍåûܒÊâ). 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 qnomâ of the Son,58 and this is 
very logical.

In reference to the ascension, we have another important expression. 
The subject of the action is Jesus (ܥÍýØ) whom the disciples saw ascend-
ing to heaven. Jesus ascended with his true body (ܐûØûü ܗûܓòܒ), which 
means for the Church of the East, as we can notice in the same text cit-
ed (çØܕ  Í̇åܗ), that Jesus ascended with his perfect humanity (ܬܐÍýåܒܐ 
 ,ÿÙàãýâ). We need to remember that the Syriac tradition, and speciallyܐ
the Church of the East, does not always use the term kyanâ (ܐæÙÜ) to talk 
about the divine nature and the human nature in Christ; often it simply em-
ploys the terms “divinity” (ܘܬܐÌßܐ) and “humanity” (ܬܐÍýåܐ).59 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 qnomâ? 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 qnomâ manifests the common nature, we can 
suppose that the real and true body is a qnomâ of the common nature of 
human beings.60 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 qnomâ of the Son, we know, as we saw in 

the texts of the previous synods, that the Son of God is one qnomâ of the Holy Trinity. Also, 
the term parsopâ, 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.
60 The same understanding/interpretation can also be found in Grillmeier – Hainthaler, 

Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/III, 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 qnomâ. 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, qnomâ, 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 (ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ) and at the same time he is 
not just a God (ܐÌßܐ) who is without the garment of humanity (ܐüÍܒß 
-Does the use of the expression “ordinary man” mean an indi .(ܕܐÍýåܬܐ
vidual man? Someone might think that this expression could be the Syriac 
translation of the Greek “ψιλός ἄνθρωπος.” This Greek expression was used 
to refer to those who believed that Christ had just a human nature.61 It was 
attributed to Theodore of Mopsuestia and to Nestorius to accuse them of 
being adorers of a human being.62 Leontius of Jerusalem (d. 543), in his 
work against the Nestorians (Contra Nestorianos), alleges that the Nesto-
rians, in their works, used the term “ψιλός ἄνθρωπος,” simple man, for the 
humanity of Christ to express that this humanity has its own hypostasis.63 
We can suppose that the Syriac expression “ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ” was used to 
express the same idea, that the humanity in Christ was a single and indi-
vidual man.64

We think that this interpretation could be taken into consideration seri-
ously since the second phrase mentions the term “God” (ܐÌßܐ), and not 
“divinity” (ܘܬܐÌßܐ). If “divinity” indicates the divine kyanâ (nature) so, we 
can suppose that the term “God” could be understood as a divine qnomâ. So 
Christ cannot be just one human qnomâ or just one divine qnomâ. Christ, 
as the Creed affirms, is God and Man (ܐýåûܐ ܘܒÌßܐ). 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: “ Εἴ τις ἀντιποιεῖται Θεοδώρου τοῦ 

ἀσεβοῦς τοῦ Μοψουεστίας …ὡς ψιλὸν ἄνθρωπον βαπτισθῆναι … ,” Denzinger – Hünermann, 
Enchiridion, 242 (n. 434). See also Fairbairn, Grace and Christology, 180,

63 “… Καὶ περὶ τούτου τὴν πίστιν ἡμᾶς ἀπατεῖ, ὡς τὴν προϋπάρχουσαν τῆς ἀνθρωπείας φύσεως 
ὑπόστασιν ἑαυτοῦ καὶ φύσιν ὁ Λόγος τήν ἅσαρκον πρό αἰώνων, ἐν ὑστέροις καιροῖς ἐαυτῷ σάρκα 
περιβαλὼν αὐτῇ τῇ ἰδία ὑποστάσει οὐκ ἀνθρώπου ψιλοῦ τὴν ἀνθρωπείαν φύσιν ἐνυπέστησεν,” 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/II, 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 “kyanâ,” “qnomâ” or “parúopâ.” At the same time we 
have another problem: on the one hand, the identification between Christ 
the parúopâ of the Incarnation, or — in other words — the union of God 
and Man, and on the other, the Son of God, the qnomâ of the Logos. Now, 
one can ask if it is about identifying the terms qnomâ and parúopâ. 

Before we try to answer all these very important questions we need to 
see and analyze some of the anathemas of this synod:6566676869

ܬÍØÿÙßܬܐ   áî ܪܒÍÙïÙܬܐ   áï̇âܕ  áÜܘ
ÿýØÊøܐ ܘĆßܐ ÿÙæòàÏÿýâܐ: Ìåܘܐ ûÏܡ.65

And anyone who introduces a quaternity 
into the Holy and immutable Trinity is to be 
excommunicated.

 ûéܒܒ Úàܬܐ ܐܬܓûÐßܕܐ ܕÍâ ܐĆßܕ áÜܘ
ÐÙýâܐ   ÍØ̣ܕܗܘ ܕܐÌßܐ  ܒûܐ  ØÊÙÐØܐ 

ûâܢ: Ìåܘܐ ûÏܡ.66

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. 

ܘáÜ ܕĆßܐ Íâܕܐ ܒýÐܐ ܘÍâܬܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ 
ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ:  ÍüÍýÏܬܐ  ܘܒĆàܐ  ܕÐÙýâܐ 

Ìåܘܐ ûÏܡ.67

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. 

ܐܘ áÜ ܕÿÏ̇ܡ ܨÍßܬܐ ܒäý ܐܒܐ ܘܒûܐ 
Êâܡ  Ìãîܘܢ  ܘæâ̇ܐ  ܕÍøܕüܐ  ܘܪܘÏܐ 
ܐçØûÏ: ܐܘ Ćßܐ çãØÌâ ܕܒÌâÍýܐ ܕܒûܐ 
 ÊÐÜܐ ܐÐÙýâܬܗ ܕÍýåܘܬܗ ܘܐÌßܐ áî
 Ìãýܒ ܨÍßܬܐ  ܕÿÏ̇ܡ   áÜ ܐܘ  Íâܕܥ: 
ܕÐÙýâܐ: ܘÍß ܐÞØ ܕܬÍØÿÙßܬܐÍâ̇ 68ܕܐ: 

Ìåܘܐ ûÏܡ.69

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.70 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.71 Can we 

65 Synodicon orientale, 543.
66 Idem.
67 Idem.
68 The edition has ܬܐÍØÿÙØܕܬ
69 Synodicon orientale, 543.
70 “Μεμένηκε γὰρ Τριὰς ἡ Τριάς, καὶ σαρκωθέντος τοῦ ἑνὸς τῆς Τριάδος Θεοῦ Λόγου,” PG 86, 

2624BC.
71 Cf. Denzinger – Hünermann, Enchiridion, 238 (n. 426): “… Οὔτε γὰρ προσθήκην προσώ-
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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?72 This anathema could be understood in this way, namely, 
that for the Church of the East, in Christ there are not two qnomê: 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 
parúopâ and qnomâ. 

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 (ܐÌßܐ ܕܐûܐ ܒØÊÙÐØ) 
is Christ our Lord (ܢûâ ܐÐÙýâ). Even if the text above mentions the term 
Christ just in the context of the Incarnation (ûéܒܒ Úàܐܬܓ), 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 
ܕÐÙýâܐ)  .remains impassible (ܐÌßܘܬܗ) while his divinity ,(ܐÍýåܬܗ 
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.73 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 Narsai74 and 
the Catholicos Aba mentioned above,75 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 

που, ἤγουν ὑποστάσεως ἐπεδέξατο ἡ ἁγία τριὰς καί σαρκωθέντος τοῦ ἑνός τῆς ἁγίας τριάδος Θεοῦ 
λόγου.” 

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: “… ἀλλʼ οὺχ ἕνα καὶ τὸν αὐτόν κύριον ἠμῶν Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν, τὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ 
λόγον, σαρκωθέντα καὶ ἐνανθρωπήσαντα, καὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ τά τε θαύματα καὶ τὰ πάθη, ἅπερ ἑκουσίως 
ὑπέμεινε σαρκί …,” Denzinger – Hünermann, Enchiridion, 236 (n. 423).

74 Cf. Becker, Fear of God, 71-72.
75 Cf. Bettiolo, “Mar Aba,” 101-103.
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argue;76 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/qnomê in Christ.77 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.78

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 parúopâ and qnomâ.79 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 qnomê and 
one parúopâ. 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.80 In the same period, terms such as qnomâ and parúopâ continued to 
require further explanation to be used correctly. In the end, if we take the 
identification of qnomâ and parúopâ 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, Philoxène de Mabbog, 361.

79 We can notice that Christ (parúopâ) is one, he is identified with the Son of God (qnomâ), 
and the Trinity does not become quaternity, so we can hypothesize that the parúopâ and 
qnomâ 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,81 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.82 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.83 The fundamen-
tal point is the condemnation of the “three chapters,” Theodore of Mop-
suestia, Theodoret of Cyrus and Ibas of Edessa.84 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 554:85

Êø çậ ÊÜܡ Êâ áÜܡ çæÏ çØûÓå̇ ܬܘܕÿØܐ 
ܒÐÙýãܐ:   çÙæ̈ÙÜ  çØܕܬܪ ܬܪØ÷ܬܐ 
 çæØûÓ̇åܬܗ. ܘÍýåܘܬܗ ܘܐÌßܐ Ì̇ØÿØܕܐ
 çâ  çæÙùàÓâ  çØ̈Ìܕܒ ܕæÙ̈Üܐ  ܕÿÙ̈àØܐ 
ÿî÷âܐ ܒßÍܒĆàܐ ܘܕܘܘܕܐ ܘÍüܓÙæܐ 
ܘòàÏÍüܐ. ܘçæØûÓå̇ ܐܦ æÙæâܐ ܕĆâÍæø̈ܐ 
ܕܬÍØÿÙßܬܐ ܬÿÙßܐÿØ. ܘܒÊÐܐ ÍØÊÏܬܐ 
 ÊÐܒ çæØܕÍâ ܐÿÙæààâÿâ ܐĆßܬܐ ܘûØûü
ܒûܐ ûØûüܐ ܕÊÏ ܐÌßܐ ܐܒܐ ܕûüܪܐ. 
ܘáÝß ܕÿâܪîܐ ܘܐûâ̇ ܬܪÐÙ̈ýâ çØܐ ܐܘ 
 ÊÐܘܒ ç̈ààî çâ ܐÊÐܐ: ܐܘ ܒÙæ̈ܒ çØܬܪ
åÌßܐ  ܪܒÍÙïÙܬܐ:   ûÙïâ  çÙè̈ܪÍñ  çậ

 85... çæÙâûÐâܘ çæâûÏܐ

Before anything else we conserve the right (or-
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 qnomê 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.86 However, we do not observe 
the use of technical terms for the one subject of the Incarnation, either 
qnomâ or parúopâ. We just have the use of the terms nature (ܐæÙÜ) and 
property (ܐÿÙàØܕ) for the Christological part and qnomâ in the Trinitarian 

81 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127.
82 Cf. Guillaumont, “Justinien et l’Église de Perse,” 54ss.
83 For more see Grillmeier – Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/II, 443-461.
84 See also Syriac dialogue, vol. I, 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 (kyanê): 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 parúopâ, 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 qnomê (hypostases) of the Trinity remain three. 
Does this mean that they refute the accusation of the addition of another 
qnomâ to the Trinity? It seems to be so, and it means that, probably, Christ 
is one qnomâ 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 (ܐÿÙæààâÿâ ܘܠ  ûØûüܬܐ  ÍØÊÏܬܐ   As a .(ܘܒÊÐܐ 
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 qnomâ 
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 (ܬܐÍØÊÏ) is real 
and true. Moreover, we need to notice that the fathers of the synod used 
the term “union” and not “conjunction” (ܬܐÍòÙùå). 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 
qnomê (hypostases) of God become four, the Trinity becomes quaternity. 
Now it is clear that speaking of just one Christ and one Son means one 
qnomâ. And if Christ is the parúopâ of the union, then we have, probably, 
an identification of the terms parúopâ and qnomâ, 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/qnomê in Christ)87 
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.88 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;89 it is a clear anti-Theopaschite formulation rooted 
in an Antiochene Christology90 which was also adopted by the Church of 
the East.91

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.92 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 Üabib the Nestorian against whom Philoxenus of Mabbug 
wrote two works, see on this de Halleux, “Le Mamlelâ de ‘Üabíb’ contre Aksenâyâ”; 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-qnomê Christology under the influence of Babai the Great.

88 Cf. Abûna, Târíæ al-Kanísah,129-132.
89 Cf. Baum – Winkler, The Church of the East, 34.
90 Cf. Grillmeier, Gesù il Cristo, Vol. I/II, 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 Nestorianism93 — 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 qnomâ or parúopâ.94 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.95 It is very important to mention that 
Abraham of Kashkar required his monks to read the translated works of 
Nestorius96 because this fact sheds light on how the current of two-qnomê 
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-qnomê doctrine.97 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 parúopâ in Christ, cf. Menze – Aklam, John of Tella’s Profession 
of Faith, 87.89: “çØ̈ܐ܇ ܕܐܦ ܬܪæÙ̈Ü çØ̈ܪÿß ܒܐÿ̈ïܒ çÙãÙ̇èܐ ܕĆàø̈ ÿæ̈ܒ çÙܓàòâ̇ܕ çÙàØܐ çÙî̇ÊØ ܐĆß 
çØÌß çæîܪÿâܕ çÙàØܐ çØܙûÝâ̇ ܐÙæ̈ܒ”; the same accusation was made by Philoxenus against 
Üabib who affirmed two-qnomê 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 Chialà, Abramo di Kashkar.
96 Cf. Bettiolo, “Mar Aba,” 108.
97 Cf. Chialà, 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.98

The Christological expressions of this synod are as follows:99

 ÌæøܪÍòß  ÌæÙܒ÷ܒ ܕܐܬܬÿÏܝ  ܗåܐ 
ܒåăîÍéܐ   Úàܘܒ ܗܘ̣ܐ  ܕÿîܩ   :çæÙÜܕ
Ùàãýâܐ  ܗĆàÝØܐ   Ìß  Ãéạ̊ܘ ܕÿÙÓÏܐ. 
 :ÿØܐæüûñÿâ ܐĆß ܘܬܗÌßܐ ܕܐØܪÍãïß
 çÓܐ. ܘܐܬܒÿýØÊø ܐÿßܘÿܒ äØûâ çâ
ÐÙýâܐ  ܕÙàîܐ:   ÌàÙÐܒ  Ì̇æâ  ÊàØܘܐܬ
ܕܒܒûé ܕÊØÿâܥ ܘÿâܬܘܕܐ ܒÿܪæÙ̈Ü çØ̈ܐ 

ܐÌßܐ ܘܒýåûܐ: ÊÏ ܒûܐ.99

He humbled himself voluntarily for the salva-
tion of our nature, which had grown old and 
worn out through the acts of our sin. He took 
(for himself), inseparably, a perfect Temple 
for the inhabitation (dwelling) of his divinity, 
from Mary the Holy Virgin. And the incarnate 
Christ (who is in the flesh) was conceived and 
born from her by the power of the Sublime; he 
(Christ) is known and confessed [to be] in two 
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” (ܐĆàÝØܗ) 
to describe the humanity of Christ is one example. Also, the inhabitation 
-of the divinity in the humanity, in the Temple, is another exam (ÍãîܪØܐ)
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 
 who humbled himself voluntary for 100,(ܘçãî áàâ ܒܒûܗ ÐÙýâܐ ûâܢ)
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 qnomâ and parúopâ, 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” (ûéܐ ܕܒܒÐÙýâ – 
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 (ܐĆàÝØܗ 
 Ùàãýâ). We should remember here what we already noticed about theܐ

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

The last sentence of the citation could help us further. The expression 
we have is very similar to the Chalcedonian definition.101 It states that the 
“incarnate Christ” must be known “in two natures” (ܐæÙ̈Ü  çØ̈ܪÿܒ): God 
 but at the same time that he is one Son (ÊÏ ,(ܒýåûܐ) and Man (ܐÌßܐ)
-This expression, which does not use any technical term for the in .(ܒûܐ
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 qnomê, 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/qnomê are united in the 
one parúopâ, the one Son. The second interpretation takes into consider-
ation the identification between qnomâ and parúopâ and says that the two 
natures are united in the qnomâ-parúopâ of the Son. This means that the 
human nature, even if it is perfect, does not possess its own qnomâ and for 
that reason we have not four qnomê 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.102

ûØûüܬܐ ܗÍæãØܬܐ   áÙÜܗ  ܗܕܐ 
 ܕܒĆâÍ̈æùܐ ܬÿßܐ: ܕܐܒܐ ܘܕܒûܐ ܘܕܪܘÏܐ
ܘûØûüܐ. üܒÐÙܐ  æÙÜܐ   ÊÏ  ܕÍøܕüܐ: 
 ܕܗ̣ܝ ØûÝæâܐ ܘÙàéâܐ ܘØÊüܐ ÌàÝßܘܢ
 ăÏÍñܐ ýØ̈ÿÜܐ ܕܒĆâ ÿÙܐÚå ܘÍÙøûâܢ
 ܘܒûܕØ÷ܢ ܘÜûüܐ ܕܗܪÒÍÙè̈ـܐ ÏܒÌØăܘܢ.
çÙòÏÿéâܘ  çÙÏܕÿâܘ  çÙùÏܪÿâ  Ì̇ܘܒ 
êÙãåܣ ܘܐܘÍØܐܪ ÿÙܐ ܕܒăÐü ܘܢÌàÜ 
Úæ̈ܐ ܒùÙÒ̈ܐ ܕܗܪÜûü äî êØûæÙßÍñܘܐ 
Ú̈ýÐâܘ ܐܒܐ:   áî  Ú̈ñÊܓâ  ܓܒÌܘܢ: 
ûßܘÏܐ  çÙîÎ̈îÎâܘ ܕܒûܐ   ĆßܐÌßܘܬܗ 
ܒÍØÍýܬ ܒßÍܒĆàܐ  ܘîܒÊ̈ܝ   ܕÍøܕüܐ: 

ܬÍØÿÙßܬܐ ÿýØÊøܐ.102

Thus, this [is the] true belief, in three qnomê, 
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 Cf. Brock, “The Christology of the Church,” 127. We can notice the expression of Chal-
cedon “ἐν δύο φύσεσιν … γνωριζόμενον,” 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 qnomê 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 qnomâ 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 
qnomâ — and we can be sure of this because in the beginning of the anath-
ema it was mentioned as a qnomâ — remains after the Incarnation one 
Son. For that reason, there is no addition of a fourth qnomâ in the Trinity. 
This one Son, after the Incarnation, is called, “incarnate Christ,” which is 
the parúopâ of the union. This leads us to see again an intention to identify 
the qnomâ with parúopâ, even without the use of this terminology. Such an 
interpretation could lead us to suppose that the human nature in Christ, 
even being perfect (ܐÙàãýâ), cannot be a qnomâ; at the same time, his hu-
man nature, being perfect, is considered as a Man (ܐýåûܒ), an individual, 
but nevertheless an individual who seems to lack his own qnomâ.

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.103 These two natures are united in 
the one Christ and Son. This belief protects the Trinity from any addition 
of a fourth qnomâ. 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: “ܬÍßܬܗ ܕÍæܒûøÿã܆ ܒçéæܗ ܕܓÿܒÍÏ ỵ̈îûñܬܗ ܐܬÍýåܐ ܕܐĆàÓèܘܒܐ 
”.ýÏܐ ܘÍâܬܐ ܕܙòÙøܐ
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we will see clearly in the next pages, taking into consideration the move-
ment of the two-qnomê 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 Üenana, the qnomâ-parúopâ 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 Üenana 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, Üenana preferred the works of John 
Chrysostom to those of Theodore of Mopsuestia.104 On the other hand, this 
theologian was, according to his enemies,105 a supporter of Origen and of 
the Chalcedonian Christology.106 These choices of Üenana 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 Üenana’s movement had a big 
influence on the monasticism of the area,107 the community of Abraham of 
Kashakar started to argue against him and his followers.108

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.109 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).110 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 Üenana were destroyed because of the over against him, 

cf. Childers, J. W., “Üenana,” 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, “Üenana,” 194.
107  Cf. Becker, Fear of God, 90.
108 Cf. Chialà, Abramo di Kashkar, 57.
109 Cf. Baum – Winkler, The Church of the East, 36.
110 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.111 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:112113

ܗܘ̣  Íâܕæîܐ  ܕÐÙýâܐ:   ûÙܓ Ćãüܐ 
 çâܕ ܘܐÍýåܬܗ  ܐܒܐ   çâܕ ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ 

ܐĆâܐ ...112

The name ‘Christ’, in fact is an exposition of 
his divinity, which [comes] from the Father, 
and [of] his humanity, which [comes] from 
the mother…

... ܘܒÿܪ Íæòàâܬܐ ܕÊÙÐâ áîܘܬ ÍæÙ̈Üܗܝ 
ܕĆßܐ  ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ   çØܕ  Í̇åܗ ܕÐÙýâܐ: 
òàÏÿýâܐ ܘĆßܐ ÿÙâܐ: ܘܕܐÍýåܬܗ ܕĆßܐ 

ĆãàÒÿâܐ ܘĆßܐ ÙïÒÿâܐ113

… and after, the doctrine [of the fathers] re-
garding the unification of the two natures 
of Christ, that is, of his immutable and im-
mortal divinity and of his humanity that is 
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 qnomâ 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 (qnomê) 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 qnomâ of the Son. The problem is that we cannot know what 

111 Cf. Synodicon orientale, 134: “ܐûܬܗ ܕܒÍýåܐĆß Ì̇ß çÙã̇àÒܐ ܘÝÙÒܐܘ ÿÙܕܒ çØûܨܒ çñܐ 
 ܕܐÌßܐ ... ܐçñ ܐܘÝÙÒܐ ܘܒÍÙïÒ Ú̈æܬܗ çØûÓ̇ü ܘçÙãàÒ̇܆ çØûòÜ ÊÜ ܒÙéæܒÍܬܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܢ
ܕÐÙýâܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ  æÙÓîܐ   çØûâ̇ܐ  The condemnation of Eutyches in this case is an ”.ܐܘ 
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. 

112 Idem, 134.
113 Idem, 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” (ܘܬܐÊÙÐâ). 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 (ܐĆãàÒÿâ) or forgotten (ܐÙïÒÿâ) or 
that the divinity could change (ܐòàÏÿýâ) or die (ܐÿÙâ). 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:114

 Íßܘ þ̣Ï ܐĆß ܘܬܗÌßܐ ܕܐæÙÜܕ ÞØܕܐ ...
114... ÿỤ̀â

… that as the nature of his divinity did not 
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 parúopâ (ܐñܨܘûñ), after a long absence since the synod 
of 486:115

 Ì̇æÙîܪ Íå̇ܘܗ .ạ́ܒÏ ܐĆßܬܐ ܕÍæãØܗܕܐ ܗ̣ܝ ܗ
 Ì̇Ùã̈ܓÿñܕ ÍòÙùåܬܐ  Íòßܬ  ܒÿØăÝܐ 
 Ìñܨܘûñ ܐܬûÜܙ   ÿØܐÙàãýâ  Ì̇ܕܒ
ܘܕܐÍýåܬܗ  ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ  ܘæÙ̈Üܐ  ܕÐÙýâܐ 
 çØûòÜ̇ܘܬܗ ܘÌßܒܐ çØܕÍâܢ ܕÍå̇ܗ áܒøÍß
 çØܕÍâܢ  [ܕÍå̇ܗ  áܒøÍßܘ ܒܐÍýåܬܗ. 
 áܒøÍßܘ ܒܐÌßܘܬܗ.   çØûòÜ̇ܘ ܒܐÍýåܬܗ 
ܗÍå̇ܢ] ܕçØûòÜ̇ ܒܐÌßܘܬܗ ܘÍâܕçØ ܕܒýåûܐ 
 çậ  ÊÐß  Ìß  çÙâÊâ ܐܘ  ĆãÙÐüܐ:  ܗܘ̣ 

ܙܕùØ̈ܐ116 

This is the belief without corruption, and 
this is its sense, put briefly, following the 
sequence of its phrases, with which the 
parúopâ 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 

114 Idem.
115 Idem, 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 (ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ) or a man who is similar to the 
righteous and the just (ܐùØ̈ܙܕ). 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 (ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ), 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.116 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.117

We have already encountered the expression “simple man” (ܐýåûܒ 
 ĆãÙÐü) above, and we attempted earlier to explain its sense as a singleܐ
man or an individual, trying to use the technical term qnomâ also in an-
thropology, with qnomâ 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 
“ψιλός ἄνθρωπος,” 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 qnomâ of the Son; so, if the humanity cannot be a qnomâ, then 
we can reach the same result as we did with the last synod. The humanity 
in Christ has no qnomâ of its own because it is united with the qnomâ 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, parúopâ (ܐñܨܘûñ).

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

116 Cf. Menze – Aklam, John of Tella’s Profession of Faith, 89: “ÊàØ̣ܘ̇ ܕܐܬÌß çÙܒý̇Ïܕ áî ... 
çâܐ. ܘÙæ̈ܒ ÿạ̃Ùéß ܐỊ́ü ܕÍÐàܬܐ ܒÍܒÙàÓ܇ ܕܒçæâ ÊÏ ÞØܐ ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåܐ ûܐ ܒÿßܘÿܒ çâ 
 ܒÿܪçÜ܆ ûùâܒè Ìß çÙܓÊܬܐ ܐÞØ ܕĆßܐÌßܐ܆ Ìß ÃỤ̀ýÏ ÊÜܘܢ ܐÞØ ܒû ܐýåܐ ĆãÙÐüܐ̇.
 Ì̈ØܘܕØܐ ܕçØ܆ áî ܕܐçØûâ̇ ܕܒýåûܐ ĆãÙÐüܐ ܐçæâ ÊÏ ÞØ ܨßܒçæ̣Ï çæ ܘĆßܐ ܗܘܐ ܐÌßܐ
”.ܕâܒþåû ܐÞØ ܕÍâܕØܐ Êîܬܐ ...

117  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 parúopâ 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 parúopâ of Christ.

A qnomâ 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 parúopâ to say the same thing: the manifestation of 
the nature, but this time the parúopâ manifests two natures and not one. 
The function of parúopâ could be the same as qnomâ, so we can identify 
them but with the caveat that each term has its field, qnomâ for Trinitar-
ian doctrine and parúopâ 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:118

ܒæÙÝܐ  ܒÍàÓïܬܗܘܢ:   ÿÙÜ ܗܪùÙÒ̈ܐ 
ܘܕܐÿØܘܬܗ  ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ  ܘܒĆâÍæùܐ 
ܕÿÙàØ̈ܐ  Ćßÿãßܐ   ÍÏûâܐ ܕÿàâܐ 
 çÙå̇ܐ. ܗÐÙýâܬܗ ܕÍýåܐ ܕܐæÙÜܐ ܕýÏ̈ܘ
ܕܒÊܘܟ ÍØÊÏ áÓâܬܐ ܓûÙãܬܐ ܕܗܘܬ̣ 
ܐÌßܘܬܗ  Íßܬ  ܕÐÙýâܐ  ĆßܐÍýåܬܗ 
 Íßܘ ÿØܐåûܒÊâ ܐÌßܐ áî çãÙ̈èܬÿâ

118ÿØܐæÙÜ

That is, the heretics, in their stubbornness, 
have dared [to attribute] to the nature and to 
the qnomâ of the divinity and of the essence 
of the Logos the properties and the passions 
of the human nature of Christ — those things 
that, sometimes, because of the perfect union 
that the humanity of Christ had with his di-
vinity, are allocated to God by Economy, but 
not by nature.

It is clear that we have a kind of use of the term qnomâ in the field of 
Christology, precisely in the divine nature of the Logos in Christ (ܐæÙÝܒ 
-This confirms, in fact, our in .(ܘܒĆâÍæùܐ ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ ܘܕܐÿØܘܬܗ ܕÿàâܐ
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 qnomâ, 
even if is not always called so. The Church of the East could accept the 
identification between the qnomâ 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 (ܬܐûÙãܬܐ ܓÍØÊÏ) 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 qnomâ 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 parúopâ, which is the manifestation of the two natures of Christ, 
could not be identified with the qnomâ of the Logos by nature, because this 
qnomâ 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 qnomâ of its own, but is not the 
divinity the qnomâ 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 qnomâ of the Son was united with a human nature without qnomâ; 
the union took place in the one qnomâ of the Son, which henceforth was 
a qnomâ of two natures; and for that reason it is called parúopâ. 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, Üenana, whom we mentioned above, was one of these thinkers who 
identified the eternal Son and Christ, using a type of identification between 
the terms parúopâ and qnomâ to describe the result of the union,119 which 
we can also see being done by the last synod. He even adopted the con-
cept of the composition (σύνθεσις),120 which we could see in the function of 
the metaphysical term of parúopâ according to our interpretation, namely, 
parúopâ could have the same metaphysical function of the “σύνθετος ὑπό-
στασις”: parúopâ could be understood, in fact, as the qnomâ of the Logos 
with the human nature. 

We can find an identification between qnomâ and parúopâ, also, in the 
profession of the Catholicos Isho’yahb I which 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;121 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 

119 Cf. 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 qnomâ of the Son, under this identification, could be 
called Christ. These are some expressions that could demonstrate what we 
are talking about:122123124

ÍýØܥ ÐÙýâܐ ܒûܗ ܕܐÌßܐ. ܐÌßܐ 
 ÿÐ̣å Íåܗܪܐ.   çâܕ Íåܗܪܐ  ÿàâܐ 
 .ÿØܐåûܒÊâ :ܐýåûܘܗܘ̣ܐ ܒ äýܘܐܬܓ
ûâܢ  ܘòàÏÍüܐ.  ÍüܓÙæܐ   çâ  áïß
 çâ ÊÙàØܐ. ܗܘ̇ ܕÐÙýâ ܥÍýØ ܐÌßܐ
ܐܒܐ Êøܡ ÌàÜܘܢ ã̈àîܐ ܒܐÌßܘܬܗ: 
ܒÿܘÿßܐ   äØûâ  çâ  ûéܒܒ  ÊàØܐܬ
ܕçÙãàïß ܒÎܒæ̈ܐ ܐØăÏܐ. ܗܘ̣ ÊÜ ܗܘ̣. 
ܐĆßܐ Íß ܒÊÜ ̣Ì̇ ܒÿàâ .Ì̇ܐ ܒûéܐ 
ÿéâܕøܐ  ܕĆßܐ  ܒÍØÊÐܬܐ  ܗܘ̣ܐ 

122.çܒ çܘܐܓ

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.

 ÚåÍü ܕĆßܐ   ÿÐ̣åܕ ܗܘ̇   äß ÐÙýâܐ 
 :äýܓâ ܐĆß ÊÜ ܐÙãü çâ ܘܬܗÌßܒܐ
ܘܐÿØܘܗܝ ܒĆàܐ ÍÝÙéâܬܐ ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ 
ܐܦ ܒÙãýܐ: ܗܘ̣ ܒܐÍýåܬܗ Ćàîÿâܐ 

Ùãýßܐ.123

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.

ÐÙýâܐ ØÊÐØܐ ܘÊÙÐâܐ: ÊÙÐØܝ Ćßܐܒܐ 
ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ  ûòâܫ:  ܘĆßܐ   ÊÙÐâܘ
ܘĆßܐ  ÏÿâܒĆàܐ  ܘĆßܐ  ÿÙâܐ  Ćßܐ 
ÿýâܓÙæܐ: ܘܐÍýåܬܗ Ćßܐ ÿâܓæܒܐ 

ܘĆßܐ ÙýÒÿâܐ ܘĆßܐ ùàÒÿâܐ.124

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 …

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 qnomâ of the Son belongs to Christ as Only-Begotten, and the 
parúopâ belongs to Christ as united (incarnate), so it is clear that the qnomâ 
and the parúopâ could give the same metaphysical meaning. The human 
nature, as a consequence, could not have its own qnomâ, and because of 
that, there is no addition of a fourth qnomâ in the Trinity.125 We could say 
that the human nature of Christ exists in the qnomâ and the parúopâ of 
Christ, which is the divine qnomâ of the Son. Can we say that, with these 
non-philosophical expressions and explanation, especially if we look again 

122 Synodicon orientale, 194-195.
123 Idem, 195.
124 Idem.
125 Cf. idem, 491: “çÙïܪܒÿâ ܐĆßܐ ܕĆâÍ̈æø ÿß܆ ܬóòîÿâ ܐĆßܐ ܕæÙÜ ÊÏ.”
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at the third citation above, the Catholicos affirms a hypostatic union? Or a 
union according to composition?126 Probably yes, but we cannot talk about 
a hypostatic union using the term qnomâ because we have the condition 
that this identification can be made “only by Economy.” So we can say that 
the term parúopâ 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 qnomâ with parúopâ. 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 Üenana and not a 
condemnation of it, as some scholars maintain.127 In fact, the synod takes a 
negative attitude towards those who do not accept the works and the doc-
trine of Theodore of Mopsuestia,128 but that does not mean that the Christo-
logical position of Üenana was condemned. For that reason, we think, the 
fathers of the synod did not mention his name,129 not only because he was 
supported by the Metropolitan of Nisibis Simon and other bishops,130 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 – Hünermann, Enchiridion, 238 (n. 424). See also Grillmeier 
– Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/II, 448.

127 Cf. Baum – Winkler, The Church of the East, 36. 
128 Cf. Synodicon orientale, 136-138. (The second canon of this synod).
129 Cf. Chialà, Abramo di Kashkar, 57
130 Cf. idem.
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remember that this period is marked by the long wars between the Persian 
and Byzantine Empires.131 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 parúopâ and qnomâ with each other — the 
current we discussed above.132

 :çæØûÝæâ çæÓßÍÏ ÌàÜ çâܘ çæÙâûÐâ ÊÜ
çâ̇ áÝß ܕûòÜ̇ ܒæÙÝܐ ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ ܘܒæÙÝܐ 
 çâ̇ ܐܘ  ܕÐÙýãîÍýÙåûâܐ.  ܕܐÍýåܬܗ 
ܐܘ  ܪܘÜܒܐ  ܐܘ  ܘæÓßÍÏܐ  ܕÍâܙܓܐ 
ܕܒûܐ  ÍØÊÏܬܐ   áî  áïâ ܒßÍܒĆàܐ: 
ܕÍâܬܐ  ܐܘ  ܕýÏܐ   çâ̇ ܐܘ  ܕܐÌßܐ: 
 çâ ÊÐܬܐ ܒÍýåܐ ܕܐÿÝ̈â çâ ܐÊÏ ܐܘ
 çâ̇ ܘܬܗ. ܐܘÌßܐ ܕܐÐÙܒü ܐæÙÝß :çÙ̈åܙ
ܕܒýåûܐ ĆãÙÐüܐ Ùåûâ ÌàÝØÌß Ìß ÃýÏ̇ܐ 
 úýñÿâ ܐĆßܐ: ܗ̇ܘ ܕܒܐܪܙܐ ܕÿàâ ܐÌßܕܐ
 çâ Ìß ܗÊÙÏ :ܐÜܕܪÿâ ܐĆßܬܐ ܕÍØÊÐܘܒ
ܒÍØÊÐܬܐ  ÿýØÊøܐ  ܕܒÿܘÿßܐ  ûâܒïܐ 

ܕäàïß ܕĆßܐ ÿýâܪØܐ ܘĆßܐ ÿéâܕøܐ.132

We excommunicate and alienate from our 
company anyone who rejects the divine na-
ture and the human nature of our Lord Je-
sus Christ; or who introduces blending and 
mixture or composition or confusion into 
the union of the Son of God; or who [attri-
butes] suffering or death or any of the base 
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.

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 (ܐæÓßÍÏܙܓܐ ܘÍâܕ) and composition (ܒܐÜܪܘ) in the union of 
the Son of God. It is the first time we have a refutation of the term “compo-
sition” (σύνθεσις), which was used both by the Monophysites (Severians)133 
and by the neo-Chalcedonians134 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. Abûna, Târíæ al-Kanísah, 137-140.
132 Synodicon orientale, 197-198.
133 Cf. Grillmeier – Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/II, 126-128.
134 Cf. idem, 283.294.336-338.
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as a synonym of the hypostatic union.135 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 parúopâ. 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 (ܐÌßܐ ܕܐûܬܐ ܕܒÍØÊÏ). 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 
 ÍØÊÏ.” Also, this union belongs to the Son of God; in other words, itܬܐ“
is a union of the qnomâ 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 (ܐÿàâ ܐÌßܐ ܕܐÙåûâ ÌàÝØÌß) 
cannot be considered a simple or ordinary man (ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ). 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 qnomâ 
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 qnomâ, 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 “ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ.” 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 (ܐØܪÿýâ ܐĆßܕ äàïßܬܐ ܕÍØÊÐܒ 
 To know that we are going in the right direction in our .(ܘĆßܐ ÿéâܕøܐ

135 Cf. idem, 128.249-295. It 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 (ܐÙåûâ ܐĆàÝØܗ). The adjec-
tive “dominical” was given also by Leontius of Jerusalem to the humanity 
of Christ, calling it “κυριακός ἄνθρωπος.” 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.136 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 “κυριακός ἄνθρωπος,” has no hypostasis of its own because it was 
united with the divine nature in the hypostasis of the Logos.137 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.138 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,139 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, “Ὁ κυριακός ἅνθρωπος.”

137 Grillmeier – Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition,vol. II/II, 309-311.
138 “Τὸ συντεθῆναι τὸν Θεὸν Λόγον τῷ ἑξ ἡμῶν ἀνρώπῳ καθ’ ὑμᾶς, ἥ αὐτὸν μόνον εὐρηγέτησεν, 

ἤ τόν ᾦ συνετέθη ἅνθρωπον, ἤ ἀμφοτέρους ἅμα, ἤ οὐδ’ ἑαυτὸν οὐδὲ ἐκεῖνον, ἀλλ’ ἡμᾶς αὐτοὺς μό-
νους, ἤ Θεόν καὶ ἡμᾶς, τὸν δὲ ἑξ ἡμῶν ἑαυτῷ συντεθέντα ἅνθρωπον οὐδαμῶς, ἤ αὐτόν τε καὶ ἠμᾶς 
ἄμα, ἤ ἠμᾶς τε καὶ τὸν ἑξ ἡμῶν ἅνθρωπον, Θεόν δὲ οὐδὲ ὅλως,” 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 qnomâ.140 

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 qnomâ, 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 qnomâ added in the Trinity, as the second group of 
anathemas mentions:141

ܘçæÙàéâ ܬܘܒ: ܐܦ çã̇ß ܕáïâ ܪܒÍÙïÙܬܐ 
 çØܕܬܪ  çâ̇ ܐܘ  ÿýØÊøܐ.  ܬÍØÿÙßܬܐ   áî
ܒçÙæ̈ ܐܘ ܬܪûø̇ çÙÐÙýâ çØܐ ÐÙýâ ÊÐßܐ 
ܕܗܘ̣   ûâ̇ܐ ܕĆßܐ   çâ̇ ܐܘ  ܕܐÌßܐ.  ܒûܗ 
 çæøܪÍñܕ ýÐßܐ  ܓûãܗ  ܐÌßܐ  ÿàâܐ 
ܒòܓûܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ. ÊÜ ܒÌ ܘÌãî ܘÍßܬܗ 
 :äàïßܐ ܘýÐܒܐ ܘܒÙß÷ܐ ܘܒèûÝܘܗܝ ܒÿØܐ
 ÊÐܘܬܦ ܒÿüܐ ܐĆß ÊÜ :ÿØܐæüûñÿâ ܐĆß

ýÏ̈ çâܐ æÙÜܐ üܒÐÙܐ ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ.141

We also reject anyone who introduces a 
quaternity into the Holy Trinity; or who 
calls the one Christ, Son of God, two sons 
or two christs; or who does not say that it 
was God the Logos himself who perfected 
the passion of our salvation in the body of 
his humanity, being in it and with it and by 
it, in the womb and on the cross and for-
ever, without separation, while the glorious 
nature of his divinity did not participate in 
any of [these] passions.

 
Again, we have a connection between the addition of a fourth qnomâ 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 qnomâ, 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 (ܐÌßܗ ܕܐûܐ ܒÐÙýâ ÊÐß). This reinforces our opinion 
about the identification of the terms parúopâ and qnomâ 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 II142 after being long in use and elaboration by the neo-
Chalcedonian thinkers.143 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 See the fourth anathema of this Council. 
143 Cf. Grillmeier – Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/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” (ܐýÐß ܓûãܗ  ܐÌßܐ  ÿàâܐ   ܕܗܘ̣ 
 In our opinion, this is a clear influence that .(ܕÍñܪçæø ܒòܓûܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ
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 qnomâ 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 qnomâ-
parúopâ current, or the Christological movement of Üenana: 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.144 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,145 condemned by Constantinople II.146 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: “çæÙãàü̇ ܘÿÙÐÙàüܐ  ûØûüܬܐ  ܗÍæãØܬܐ   áÙÜܗ  Ìßܕܐ 
áܒùâ ܐĆßܩ ܘÊè̇ܚ ܘûãâܕ þåܐÿØܘܐܢ ܐ .çß áïܐ ܕܐܬܓÿÙîăâ çØÌàÜܘ çæÏ çæØûÓ̇åܘ çàÜ 
 ĆãÙéßܐ ܗåܐ ܕܗÍæãØܬܐ ûØûüܬܐ܆ ØûÜÍåܐ ܘÊØûÒܐ ܘܕùÙÏܐ îܒÌß çæØÊ̇܆ æÓßÍÏ ÌàÜ çâܐ
”.ܕæÙÓèăÜܐ܆ ĆâÊîܐ ܕùâܒá ܬܘܪܨܐ܆ ܘÍæãØÌß äàü̇ܬܐ ܗܕܐ ûØûüܬܐ ܕÊîܬܐ

145 Cf., idem: “ܬܗÍæã̈àýâܘ Í̈ùüÍñܗܝ   çØܪÿèܕ  çÙàØܐ ÌàÝßܘܢ  ܐܦ   çæÙâûÐâܘ  çæÙùÏ̇ܘܕ 
Í̈æãàýâܬܐ  Íàïãß  çÙéâ̇ܘܗ æùýòâܐ.  ܬܐܕܘܪܘܣ  ÍÒܒåÿܐ  ܒûÙÐܐ  ܕæòàâܐ   ܘÍ̈æòàâܬܗ 
 Ê̈Ïܬܬܐ ܘÿØăÜÍåܐ ܕçÙ̈àâ ܒØÊܐ ܘܓÍܕñܐ܆ ܘøÍß çÙãÙø̇ܒÍæòàâ áܬܐ ûØûüܬܐ ܘÿØÿÏܬܐ ܕܗܘ̇
Íãàüܬܗ ܘܐÍæòàâ ÍãÙøܗ ܘÿ̈ܒùïܐ ܕܪܕܘ ܒĆßÍ̈Ýèܕܐ Ì̇Ùæܐ ܪ̈ܒăØûü ܐæ̈òàâ ܘܢÌàÜܐ܆ ܘܕæܒÍÒ 
çàØܐ ܕÿÙÐåÊâ ܐ ܗܕܐÿÙæòܒ ạ́ܒÏ ܐĆßܐ ܕÙéÜܬܐ ܕܐܪܬܕܘÿØÿÏܬܐ ܘûØûü ܬܐÍæãØܗ.” 

146 Cf. Grillmeier – Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/II, 411ss.
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ing of Üenana and his movement, as some scholars suggest;147 rather, it 
could be a condemnation of the position of Üenana regarding Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, even if the synod did not mention his name openly. Üenana, 
in fact, did not consider Theodore the doctor (ܐæòàâ) of the Church, even 
if he did not refute his works.148 In any case, we cannot see that the synod 
condemned the Christological doctrine of Üenana and his movement; on 
the contrary, the synod adopted this current of Christology, as we demon-
strated in our analysis above.149

It is clear also that the doctrine of this synod is against the Nestorian-
ism, i.e., the two-qnomê Christology. We are not sure, however, if this two-
qnomê Christology was considered as real Nestorianism, that is, the teach-
ing of the two christs and two sons.150 We can safely say that if the Church 
of the East had continued her adoption of this Christological current, that 
is the qnomâ-parúopâ 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 Üenana 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 “ܐĆßÍ̈Ýèܐ,” 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 Üenana 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 Üenana’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 Üenana, 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. Vööbus, A., History, 308-312. Then, however, some opponents of Üenana, 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 Üenana’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 In 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. idem, 91-92. For the case of Henana we 
know that he was accused to be Monophysite, Chalcedonian, or Originist, cf. Childers, “Üena-
na,” 194; we do not know however, if the two-qnomê Christological current was accused, by 
the qnomâ-parúopâ 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.151 Some scholars see in such a position a condemnation of 
Üenana and his movement;152 in our opinion, however, this time it could 
be not just against his hermeneutical doctrine, but also indirectly against 
the Christological qnomâ-parúopâ current.153 As we will see, starting from 
this synod, the two-qnomê 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-qnomê 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.154 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-qnomê Christological movement;155 this means that we 
have a controversy between two monastic communities, the one which 
was influenced by Üenana156 and the other, the community of Abraham of 
Kashkar.157 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 Cf. Baum – Winkler, The Church of the East, 37.
153 In fact as G. Reinink noticed, Babai developed the two-qnomê Christology as a reaction 

to the doctrine of Üenana, 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 Üenana and 
also of his exegetical tradition. 

154 Cf. idem; 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 Üenana 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. Chialà, Abramo di Kashkar, 49-96. Babai, 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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ܕܒܐÊØܗ  ÐÙýãîÍýÙåûâܐ:  ܒûܐ   ÊÏ  ...
ܘܒýåûܐ  æãàýâܐ  ܐÌßܐ   .áÜ ܗܘ̣ܐ 
ܒæÙÝܐ  æãàýâܐ  ܐÌßܐ  æãàýâܐ: 
ܒæÙÝܐ  æãàýâܐ  ܘܒýåûܐ  ܕܐÌßܘܬܗ: 
ܕܐÌßܘܬܐ   çÙæ̈ÙÜ  çØ̈ܬܪ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ. 
 Ì̇àØÊܒ ܐÌßܘܬܐ  ܕûÙÓåܐ  ܘܐÍýåܬܐ: 
ܘܐÍýåܬܐ ܒÌ̇àØÊ. ܘÊÙ̈Ðâܢ ܒÍØÊÐܬܐ 
ÐÙýâܐ.  ܕܒûܐ  ûñܨܘñܐ   ÊÏܕ ûØûüܬܐ 
ܘܓûãܬ̣ ܐÌßܘܬܐ ĆßܐÍýåܬܐ ܒýÐܐ: 
ܘòàÏÍüܐ  ýÏܐ   ÊÜ  .ÃØÿÜܕ  ÞØܐ
 áî Íàî ܐĆß çÙ̈åܙ çâ ÊÐܐ ܒÙæܓÍüܘ

ܐÌßܘܬܐ.158

… one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, through 
whom everything came into being, perfect 
God and perfect Man, perfect God in the na-
ture of his divinity, and perfect Man in the 
nature of his humanity, two [natures] of di-
vinity and humanity, the divinity conserved 
in its propert[ies] and the humanity in its 
propert[ies], and they are united in a true 
union of the one parsopâ of the Son, Christ. 
And the divinity perfected the humanity in the 
passion, as it is written, while passion, change, 
and alteration of any kind did not enter into 
the divinity.

158

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 
æãàýâܐ) æãàýâܐ) and perfect man (ܐÌßܐ  -We note the ap .(ܒýåûܐ 
pearance of the adjective perfect “ܐæãàýâ,” 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 qnomâ of the Son, as we 
already explained regarding this connection between the perfect nature as 
a single nature (qnomâ) of a common nature and the common nature by 
itself. If the perfect God is the qnomâ of the Son, does saying “perfect man” 
mean that the human nature of Christ is a qnomâ (a single and individual 
nature)? Again we still have no application of the technical term qnomâ 
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 (ܘܬܗÌßܐ ܕܐæÙÝܐ ܒæãàýâ ܐÌßܐ), 
and “perfect man” means perfect in the human nature (ܐæãàýâ  ܒýåûܐ 
 In our opinion, with this explanation, the fathers of the .(ܒæÙÝܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ
synod tried to give a definition to the term qnomâ, as a perfect nature. This 
definition is similar to one that Leontius of Jerusalem had given earlier.159 

Christology of Üenana, and after a long controversy, he won, making the two-qomê 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/II, 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 qnomâ.
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Even if our text here does not mention the term qnomâ, we can interpret 
the words “perfect God” or “perfect man” as a qnomâ, 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 qnomâ 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 (Ì̇àØÊܒ, 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 (ܬܐûØûü ܬܐÍØÊÏ) of the parúopâ of the one Son 
and Christ (ܐÐÙýâ ܕܒûܐ  ûñܨܘñܐ   ÊÏܕ). This union is denoted by the 
term “ܬܐÍØÊÏ” and not “ܬܐÍòÙùå” (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 “ܬܐÍØÊÏ” (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 “ܬܐÍòÙùå” as 
“union” and not as “conjunction,” according to its Theodorian Greek back-
ground, “συνάφεια”? 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 “ܬܐÍØÊÏ 
.and that would confirm our hypothesis ”,ܓûÙãܬܐ

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 parúopâ) and 
the two Christological currents within it (qnomâ-parúopâ and two-qnomê): 
that the lasts (so called Nestorians) teach that the union in Christ was not 
real.160 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.161 For the Church of the East, how-
ever, saying that this union was “of the one parúopâ” 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.162 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 parúopâ, 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 parúopâ and the united perfect natures? Moreover, since 
the synod states that this parúopâ is of the one Son and Christ, who is iden-
tified with the Logos of God, the qnomâ of the Son, is there any connection 
between parúopâ and qnomâ? 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 qnomâ, even if the fathers did not use the term qnomâ in 
the Christology. Moreover, it is clear that there is a difference between the 
terms qnomâ and parúopâ. 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 parúopâ.

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 qnomâ 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-qnomê 

161 Cf. Grillmeier – Hainthaler, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. II/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 Üenana is refuted, because it could be identi-
fied with the Chalcedonians.163 In addition, although we have an identifica-
tion of the Logos with Christ, the two-qnomê 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 qnomê in one parúopâ, 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-qnomê current, which makes a 
distinction between Christ and the Logos and uses the term qnomâ 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: 
qnomâ for Trinitarian theology and parúopâ for Christology, while the term 
nature (kyanâ) is used in both fields.164 For this reason, we have tried to 
approach the Christological professions and statements of those synods, 
applying this terminology, even if sometimes the term parúopâ does not ap-
pear in reference to the divine Economy. We have also noticed that qnomâ 
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-qnomê Christological current 
or the qnomâ-parúopâ 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 πρόσωπον (parúopâ).165

163 For more see Syriac dialogue, vol. II, 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 
Incarnation

Description Other information

486 Christ
parúopâ

Perfect Conjunction of 
two natures, with their 
exemplars: Perfect God, 

perfect Man.

Conjunction without 
confusion or separation

544 Son
Christ

God and Man;
Divinity and humanity 

together

Not ordinary man,
Not God without 

humanity,
Perfect humanity

554 Christ
Son of God

Ineffable union of 
divinity and humanity 
without confusion or 

change; conservation of 
properties. 

No quaternity,
No two christs or sons

576 Christ
Son Logos

Two natures: God and 
Man;

Incarnate Christ

Perfect temple of the 
dwelling

585 Christ
parúopâ

Unification of two 
natures: divinity and 

humanity; the qnomâ of 
the Logos in Christ,

Perfect union between 
divinity and humanity 

Not ordinary man,
Identification with the 

Logos by Economy, 
Defense of Theodore of 

Mopsuestia 

598 Christ Inseparable union of 
divine nature and human 
nature without confusion 

or composition 

Dominical temple,
Not mere man,

No quaternity, no two 
christs or sons,
Acceptance of 

Theopaschite formula 

605 Christ Son
parúopâ

True union of perfect God 
in his divinity and perfect 

man in his humanity

Conservation of 
properties

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 parúopâ. 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 qnomâ 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 qnomâ, which means a singular and individual man? 
If so, do we have the addition of a fourth qnomâ in the Trinity, which would 
mean a change into quaternity? What is the connection between the qnomâ 
and parúopâ? 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 qnomâ, which means a single man. The expression “or-
dinary man” (ܐĆãÙÐü ܐýåûܒ) 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,” (ûéܐ ܕܒܒÐÙýâ); in our opinion, this expression could be a 
key to understanding the connection between the qnomâ and the parúopâ. 
Qnomâ could manifest a single perfect nature, so Christ before his Incar-
nation could be called a qnomâ, while after the Incarnation, we have the 
parúopâ 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 “σύνθεσις.” 
The incarnate Christ could be a synonym of Christus compositus, “Χριστός 
σύνθετος.”166 With this interpretation, we could resolve the problem regard-
ing the perfect human nature that is not a single qnomâ. 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 
qnomâ-parúopâ Christological current, which certainly co-existed peace-
fully with the other Christological current until the controversy with Üena-
na, as de Halleux maintained,167 without giving a good explanation.168 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-qnomê 
Christology169 confirms our opinion on the peaceful co-existence of the two 
currents. The two-qnomê 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-qnomê current was doubtless 
using the Syriac translations of Nestorius, while the qnomâ-parsopâ 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 Üenana 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 parúopâ in the context 
of Christology; this parúopâ 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 parúopâ 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. II/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 l’Église 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 parúopâ could 
have the function of the composition. If this interpretation is correct, then 
this synod, even if it condemned indirectly the position of Üenana against 
that of Theodore of Mopsuestia, supported a Christology that is still in the 
parúopâ-qnomâ current, the current to which Üenana belonged as well. We 
should also notice that in the Christological doctrine of this synod there 
is a kind of use of the term qnomâ 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” (ܐÿàâ ̣ܕܗܘ 
 Moreover, the humanity .(ܐÌßܐ ܓûãܗ ýÐßܐ ܕÍñܪçæø ܒòܓûܐ ܕܐÍýåܬܗ
of Christ is called a “dominical temple” (ܐÙåûâ  which could be ,(ܗĆàÝØܐ 
understood to indicate that this humanity did not have its own qnomâ. 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 parúopâ-qnomâ current.

The last synod analyzed, the one in the year 605, could be considered 
as the start of the influence of the two-qnomê current in the official docu-
ments of the Church of the East. Christ as the parúopâ 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 qnomâ, which is different from that of parúopâ.

The victory of the two-qnomê 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 parúopâ in its Trinitarian theology, as he did.170 Nevertheless, 
from this synod onwards, the term qnomâ 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 Üenana, on the other, could be a 
good example of this atmosphere.171
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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 qnomâ-parúopâ current and the two-qnomê 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 kyanê (natures) and two qnomê (hypostases) in the one parúopâ (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-qnomê movement in 612.
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